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Ancation: Me Mickael Krause. -

SUBJECT: COMMENTS REGARDING THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
TOSCOLOS ANGELES REFINERY ETHANOL [MPORT AKD.
DISTRIBUTION PROJ

We have coviewed the Negarive Declatation for the projcc idoniificd ubove and bave
the ollowing comments, pricaacily it tespect 10 the Tosco Darine Termina) which
aperates wihin the ucisdision of the Los Angeles Florbor Department (LAHD).

1. Area and Zoning: The acea of e Tosco Marine Trmiaal i upproximately (8
scres, ncluding s wharf aea, a0 5 20med (QIMS (Qualficd
CommercialTndustial Liguid btk

2 Pguits: Approvals willbs oquiced from the LATID foe any physical atesaions at
the Mavine Terminal, Deperding on the ouagnitud ofthe chunges 10 he e<ising
operaticas, o amendment 1o he Tease mky also bo required. Addiionally, he Port
s soms cancem about proposed modifications o the facilty on a porton of th st
hat has been considered for deetion roca Tosoo's lease 1 e near futue.

3. Peoposed Piofect The deseription o ho propased peojoctmticates that e
‘modificarions at the Masine Tersinal il “includs” sorms listad, relatvely icor,
operuional and physical changes. 1 I notclea from 1 st how extensive some of
s work my be. Given that e existing acility has potental souree cortrol
probloms, i praject dseeipion should endty i soms detalall contemplacd
physical modifcations tothe terminl.

4. Enviroamental cb cton IIL Geslogy and Soils: We do
ot agree wih he assessment of les than sigaifcant impact” with egurd to s
I3, b ond - round suptar, s geound staking and iguefaction, Tespoctvely.

The sigifieance ertetain scetion 3.3.1 nclude xposure of paople or structures o
hese ffects, nd the dscussion admit hat mpacts from carhquakes ...could
include stnctngalFile,spil,ote™ “Tho bass ofth s than significant ipact
determdnation Inchides he fct hat ost conthauukes in ecet biserica imss have
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preject ses;the et that nev stuctures il b buit Lo current Uiform Buildlng
Code requicements: nd, with specific refeceace 10 e location of the Mrine
Torpinal wihin an ars of Bisoric quefaction, tha a0 iguefaction has been
observed during past earthauakes. With ospoct o he Marime Terminal, we befisee
(e potential or seisic ctivicy 04 signifcant mpact are wndrstated

Tablo 3-1 indicutesthat the Palos Vecdes Fau i locted 1.2 il froa e Tosco
Marive Terminal Based on work conducted forths USGS aae he Por of Lo
Asgeles (Flsche, 1952) as woll s tho oostcecent goplogio map published of the
Pals Verdes vieinty (Dibbice, 1999),this st I imumedaely adjacent 1o, nd.
possibly within,the Palos Verdes Fault Zonc. This also appests t bo thocase for the
Tosco LAR. Wihingion Plant,

“The Palos Verdes Faul kas 0ol besn zoned 3s an Earthquake Faul Zone unde the
AlquistPriclo Act, bu it s lised 3z aclive iathe Safety Element for Los Angeles
County. It as been Inferred that 2o 5 vo moderate éathquakes have occomed on
i aull doring Late-Holocene e (Fisches atal, 1987). Wo beliov that thre i 8
sigificant potonia for high grouni acceleraGions,stong [0 intense giowd motion,
quefscion, and surfuce ground cuptace at (s site. Fuctheeonore, for this ie, a5 o5
much of the Hchor ates, tho poentil for liquefacton during 2 major o great
earthquake on even more distat Fuls,such a5 the San Andreas or Newport-
Inglewaod Faul, i igh

W ecogaize tha eonthguake celated hazards cantot be avoided in Southern
Callforia, inluding te Hiarbor tzc2. Ongoing operatons tat predate cuttent
seismic deslgn equirements CEQA requiremeats 37 condcied a many sits. While
the propose] project does not i new geologic azards, t ocs Involue exposure
of the it to 4 nes checmical bazacd, n corabination Wit 0 coninting hazards
‘posed by storage oFlrge quinties of hazacdous matesals 1 2 selsmically
Vlnerable sitc. Yo boliowsthat th seisic hozasds 2t this site cepresent potentially
signifcant impacts that waran sciots ovaluation of measures hat could be
{anplemented 1 teduce the risk x53ooieted with the continued apecation of the Marite
Termiaal

3. Bnvironmental checklist nd Gssussion forsection [, Wajex: We bolicws that the
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and susfice waters, Biief ofcrenes is made 1 the Current hydrocarbon-impacted
rouadviater condifionsatthe Tosco Mazino Terminal. This rapact includes MTBE.
T must b cecogaized (hat uncontrolled eleases 1o Soif and growndwator v
‘osourred bistorially at the Macine Terrinal axd may contiue ithow substai
modifications to cxstng faciltes. ACths present Gnethere is no formal Soutce
‘Conitol Program i placs g5 put of Lo greement wilh the Port 10 provent
ancontrolld releases t <ol 1nd groundratec. Any modifications (0 the erminal or
et and sorage of 3 new prodct ill o et the fssue of Sgusce contol be
sddcessed by develoging and iplementing an appropisie Souree Conteol Program
approxcd by the LAHD. We believe that continued Tleases of product o sol and
stoundatcr e  signiicant environmencl agace
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1 you have any questions, plesse contact Kesmelh Ragland at (310) 7323912,
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER FROM PORT OF LOS ANGELES

Don Rice

June 23, 2000

RESPONSE 1-1

The Final Negative Declaration has been revised to reflect the additional information provided in this comment related to the acreage and zoning of the Marine Terminal.

RESPONSE 1-2

As stated in Section 1.4.2 of the Negative Declaration, the changes to the Marine Terminal include storage tank service changes, pump service changes, and piping modifications on existing pipeline.  To accommodate pump service changes, impellers will be upgraded.  Piping modifications will consist of some new piping and upgrades of existing piping by removing redundant valves and unnecessary flanges.  As stated in Section 3.5.2, no excavation is planned or anticipated at the Marine Terminal as part of this project.  Further, no new structures or foundations are included as part of the proposed project.  The determination of whether permit approvals are needed from the Port must be made by the Port.  However, Tosco will review these changes with the Port to assure that the appropriate permits or approvals are obtained.

Your concern has been noted regarding modifications made to the facility on a portion of the site under review during lease negotiations. Due to the short time period for implementation of the proposed project (October, 2000), the proposed project modifications will use existing piping systems and existing storage tanks at the Marine Terminal.  Tosco and the Port have been conducting lease negotiations for the last five years and the negotiations have not yet been concluded.   These negotiations are independent of the Ethanol Import and Distribution project before the District.  Although as part of the lease negotiation process some of the existing equipment and structures at the site may need to be removed or relocated, any physical modifications required as an outcome of lease negotiations will be reviewed as a separate project.  Since there is no definition of any project resulting from the lease negotiations, the physical changes to the terminal that may occur as a result of lease negotiations are speculative at this time. 

RESPONSE 1-3

With regard to the project description, Marine Terminal modifications in particular, the commentator is referred to the response to comment 1-2.  Section 3.4.2 also states that the proposed project would use Tank 378 at the Marine Terminal that is currently in MTBE service to store ethanol for transfer to Refinery storage tanks.  Tank 378 is equipped with a double bottom and leak detection system.  In addition, existing pipelines will be utilized and upgraded to manage ethanol.   These pipeline modifications involve removing valves and sections of pipeline to avoid cross contamination of ethanol with other products.  No new pipelines are being constructed.  Section 3.5.2 also states, the project is estimated to reduce the number of valves and flanges at the Marine Terminal by 76 and 35, respectively.  Reducing the number of valves and flanges reduces fugitive emissions by eliminating potential fugitive emission sources.

RESPONSE 1-4

The comment generally describes the existing environment and concludes that the geological hazards associated with the existing environment are significant and, therefore, the proposed project has significant impacts. The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion expressed in this comment because it is based on an incorrect analysis under the CEQA requirements.  CEQA analysis involves the following steps:  (1) a discussion of the existing environment; (2) a description of the proposed project; (3) an analysis of the proposed project impacts by comparing the existing environment to the environment as it would exist following implementation of the proposed project to determine any incremental impacts.  Significance criteria are used as a measure to determine if the project-related incremental change would be considered “significant.”  Incremental changes less than the significance criteria are not expected to be significant.  The proposed project changes, especially at the Marine Terminal, are minor (as described in response to comment 1-2 and the Negative Declaration) and will not result in increased geological hazards for the reasons discussed below; therefore, the proposed project impacts were considered to be less than significant.  Further, CEQA does not require mitigation of existing hazards but requires mitigation of project-related impacts.  The following provides more details that address the specific issues raised by the commentator on the potential geological hazards related to the existing environment and the proposed project impacts.  

The Negative Declaration indicates, as part of the environmental setting, that Southern California is a seismically active area.  The Negative Declaration identifies the maximum credible earthquake along the Palos Verdes Fault Zone as a magnitude 7.0.  This discussion is included as part of the existing environment (or the environmental setting).  The significance criteria indicates that the impacts on the geological environment will be considered significant if the proposed project results in the “exposure of people or structures to major geologic hazards such as earthquake surface rupture, ground shaking, seiche or tsunami.”  For any new structures in a proposed project, the basis for the less than significant impact is that the construction of new structures must comply with the Uniform Building Code Zone 4 requirements.  Issuance of building permits assures compliance with the Uniform Building Code.  In previous environmental documents prepared for the Marine Terminal, the Los Angeles Harbor Department concluded that “the existing structures at the Terminal were designed to meet building code requirements. . .” (LAHD, 1994).  

The Uniform Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life.  The goal of the code is to provide structures that will:  (1) resist minor earthquakes without damage; (2) resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage, but with some non-structural damage; and (3) resist major earthquakes without collapse, but with some structural and non-structural damage.  

The Uniform Building Code bases seismic design on minimum lateral seismic forces ("ground shaking").  The Uniform Building Code requirements operate on the principle that providing appropriate foundations, among other aspects, helps to protect buildings from failure during earthquakes.  The basic formulas used for the Uniform Building Code seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represent the foundation conditions at the site.  These formulas take into account the potential for liquefaction.  In areas with the potential for liquefaction, the building codes require the construction of stronger and deeper foundations to minimize the impacts on the structures in the event of strong ground shaking.

There is not expected to be a significant impact because no new structures are being proposed as part of the proposed project at the Marine Terminal (see response to comment 1-2 and the Negative Declaration, Chapter 1, Project Description).  The proposed project modifications at the Marine Terminal are limited to changing the use of an existing storage tank and existing pumps from MTBE to ethanol service.  Piping modifications will consist of modifications to the existing piping by removing redundant valves and unnecessary flanges to allow for a dedicated ethanol pipeline and avoid cross contamination with other petroleum products.  

Table 3-1 has been revised to eliminate the reference to the distance of the various faults from the “site.”  As indicated in this comment, portions of the proposed project may be closer to certain faults (e.g., the Marine Terminal to the Palos Verdes fault) and portions of the proposed project may be further away from certain faults (e.g., the Colton Terminal to the Palos Verdes fault).  

As the commentator indicates, the “proposed project does not involve new geologic hazards” at the Marine Terminal.  Because there are no new geologic hazards, the proposed project will not expose additional people or structures to new geologic hazards.  Therefore, the proposed project impacts on geological hazards are less than significant.  

The commentator further states that the proposed project involves exposure to a new chemical hazard.  The hazards related to the use of ethanol versus MTBE were addressed in the Negative Declaration under Hazards (see page 3-34 of the Negative Declaration).  As described in the Negative Declaration, the proposed project will reduce the hazards related to the transport of oxygenate used for blending because 18 fewer marine vessels per year will deliver oxygenate to the Marine Terminal, thus providing an environmental benefit by reducing the probability of a hazardous incident.  (Note that the final Negative Declaration has been revised to indicate that 14 fewer marine vessels per year will deliver oxygenate to the marine terminal, instead of 18 fewer vessels).  

The Negative Declaration provides a comparison of the hazards between ethanol and MTBE (see page 3-36). The overall hazards associated with the handling and transport of ethanol are expected to be less than those associated with MTBE.  Ethanol has a lower vapor pressure than MTBE (49-56.5 mmHg for ethanol as compared to 245-256 mmHg for MTBE).  Therefore, a release of ethanol would travel a smaller distance than a release of MTBE, given the same conditions.  In addition, the toxicity of ethanol is less than the toxicity of MTBE.  Therefore, the health impacts in the event of a release of ethanol also are expected to be less than the health impacts associated with an MTBE release.  Consequently, the proposed project will result in the use of a less hazardous material (ethanol) than MTBE.  The proposed project will also result in the transport, transfer and storage of less ethanol than MTBE providing additional environmental benefits.

Further, the Marine Terminal has a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan to minimize the potential for a release of spilled materials at the site, including ethanol.  Also, all tanks at the site have secondary containment to prevent the release of materials off-site in the event of a tank failure. 

In conclusion, the geological impacts on the Marine Terminal less than significant because:  no new structures will be constructed at the site; no new people will be exposed to geological hazards at the site; and even though no new structures are included as part of the proposed project, any new structures require compliance with the Uniform Building Code which has been designed to account for development in seismically active areas.  

RESPONSE 1-5

The Negative Declaration indicates that ground water contamination already exists at the Marine Terminal (see Page 3-11) and appropriately describes this as part of the existing environment.  Additional information regarding the existing MTBE contamination and source control measures at the Marine Terminal has been added into the Final Negative Declaration. Existing MTBE contamination at the Marine Terminal was associated with the use of a sump.  The sump has been closed and removed from the site so that further ground water contamination from this source is not expected.  Further, MTBE concentrations in the ground water at the Marine Terminal have been decreasing since elimination of the sump.  The proposed project entails continued use of Tank 378 at the Marine Terminal, which is equipped with a double bottom and a leak detection system for storing ethanol instead of MTBE.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to contaminate ground water with ethanol because ethanol at the Marine Terminal will be stored in a tank with a double bottom and leak detection system. Significant impacts on the existing hydrocarbon contamination are not expected because leaks from the equipment that will handle ethanol are not expected.  In the event that leaks occur from Tank 378, measures are in place to detect a leak prior to migration from the immediate area.  Pipelines, including those that transport ethanol, are required to be inspected on a yearly basis for leaks.  Tosco will include analysis of ethanol as part of a background ground watering sampling analysis and during semi-annual ground water monitoring that is currently conducted at the Marine Terminal.  The proposed project is not expected to adversely impact ground water quality or the existing ground water monitoring/remediation program and no mitigation measures are required.

In regards to the Source Control Plan (SCP) comment, an SCP was developed in 1994 at the request of the Port during Unocal’s tenancy of the Marine Terminal.  The program was implemented at the request of the Port while review and approval were pending.  Following acquisition of the Marine Terminal by Tosco, Tosco submitted a revised SCP in 1998 and is also awaiting the Port’s review and approval.  Tosco has continued to implement the same type of upgrades outlined in the SCP (e.g., addition of double bottoms to existing storage tanks) while review and approval are pending. 

The proposed project has been designed to eliminate the use of MTBE in compliance with the new regulations developed by CARB in response to an Executive Order from Governor Davis.  As indicated in the Negative Declaration, the long-term benefit associated with the elimination of MTBE is to remove it from use and prevent any further MTBE contamination of ground water.  The major concerns from the use of MTBE, the slow degradation rate in soil and ground water releases and large ground water plume size, are not concerns when ethanol is used.

Regarding the comment on neat (or pure) ethanol releases, note that the Marine Terminal will receive denatured ethanol (not pure ethanol).  Denatured ethanol will be mixed with and contain about 5 percent gasoline.  Therefore, pure ethanol will not be handled at the Marine Terminal, the Refinery, or the truck terminals.

The Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) report (UCRL-AR-135949, 1999) presents information on releases of ethanol to soil and surface waters.  This document was prepared as part of Senate Bill 521 (SB 521), enacting the MTBE Public Health and Environmental Protection Act of 1997 which directed the University of California to conduct research on the effects of MTBE.  SB 521 also required the Governor to take appropriate action based on the findings of the report and information from public hearings.   In consideration of this study, public testimony, and other relevant information, California’s Governor Davis found that, “on balance, there is significant risk to the environment from using MTBE in gasoline in California.”  In response to this finding, on March 25, 1999, the Governor issued Executive Order D-5-99 which directed, among other things, that California phase out the use of MTBE in gasoline by December 31, 2002. 

The impacts of ethanol on an existing subsurface release are expected to be less than significant for this project, for the reasons identified below.  First, as explained above, leaks of ethanol are not expected due to existing source control programs, the use of double bottom tanks, the required annual testing of pipelines, and so forth.  Second, the volume of ethanol required to oxygenate fuels is close to 50 percent less than MTBE so less volume of ethanol that will be used, transported, and stored.  Third, the Tosco facilities have existing ground water sampling programs.  These programs will be modified to test for the presence of ethanol in ground water prior to bringing any ethanol to the facilities.  In addition, ethanol will be included in the semi-annual ground water sampling and analysis so that leaks of ethanol would be more readily detected.   Finally, it should be noted that even though the presence of ethanol in the subsurface environment could have adverse impacts on existing ground water contamination, the LLNL report concluded that “the estimated potential future increase in public wells impacted by MTBE is significantly higher if MTBE remains the primary fuel oxygenate” as compared to the use of ethanol.  Therefore, the commentator’s concern that enhanced mobilization of the existing contamination by an ethanol release is not substantiated by the LLNL report and does not represent a significant potential impact to surface water and ground water at the Marine Terminal.
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June 22,2000
File Ref. V19777.92

Ms. Nadell Gayou
The Resources Agency
4020 Ninth Street, 3° Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

ir. Michael Krause
‘South Coast Alr Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Diive

Diamend Bar, CA 91765-4182

Dear Ms. Gayou and Mr. Krause,

The Staff of the California State Lands Commission (GSLC) has reviewed the
Negative Declacation (ND) for Tosoo's Los Angeles Refinery Ethanol Import and
Distribution Project (SCH #20005115). Based on this review, we offer the following
comments.

CSLC Jurisdiction

“The proposed project involves sovereign fidelands and submerged lands
granted in trust, by the Legislature, to the City of Los Angsles, to the State of
California, The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is, therefore, a
Trustee Agency under the Califormia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Additianally, as 2 result of the Lempert-Keene-Seastrand Ol Spill Prevention and
Response Act (Acf) of 1990, as amended, Calfomia State Lands Commission (CSLC)
has adopted regulations fo the inspection and monitoring of marine ol temminals,
inspection and testing of marine ol terminal pipelines, tssting and certfication of marine
‘terminal personnel, and stractural requirerments for vapor recovery systems (2 CCR
2300 through 2571). I further keepig with he mandates of the Act (Public Resouroes
‘Gode § 8755) regulations on performance standards of sxisting and proposed marine
terminals within the state are in the drat stages.
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On Gctober 8, 1998, the Governor of Califoria signed into law AB703, *The
Ballast Water Management For Control of Nonindigenous Species Act” (Acb, which
became sffective Januery 1, 2000 {Public Resources Code § 71200~ 71271). The Act
establshed a statewide mandatary ballast water management and control program
under the jurisdiction of the CSLC (Public Resources Gode § 71206 -71207).

Specific Comments

1. Subsestion 1.4.2 Tosco Marine Terminal, Pags 1-6: Wil the propossd modification
at the manine teminal resuitin pipelines and storage tanks exclusively dedicated to
ethanol? Altematively, il oiher byproducts, such as oil based additives be
transferred via these fnes? If so, CSLC has jurisdiction (2 GCR 2560(c) over the.
pipelines that are within or & part of the marine terminal and are used 1o transfer oil

2. Seation 1.5 Required Perrits: The following information should be included in fhe
document. CSLC requires, under 2 CCR 2563, that “any repairs, altsrations or
modifications to existing transfer pipeiine systems shall meet the design and
consiruciion criteria specified in Subparts G and D, Pait 196, Tiled 49 of CFR" and
undergo “Static Liauid Pressurs Test" as described in 2 CCR 2565.

Itis recommended that all marine oil terminal design changes bs reviewed by CSLC
staf for compliance with appropriate AP and OCIMF standards, guidelines and
secommended practices.

CSLC requires the Operations Manual to accurately list each product tansferted at
the teminal (CCR Section 2388(d)(E)). The applicant will be required to amend
their Operations Manual, as described in CCR Section 2385(7), prior to the transfer
of ethanol at this terminal.

3. Risk of Upset: [fthe marine ol tenminal (MOT) intends to continue receiving and
delivering petroleurm products during project construction, the scheduling of the
proposed construction activities should et coincide wilh transter operations. To
reduos any potential fire hazard during the project construction period, the MOT
shall not perform any construction activities duing patroleurn transfer opsrations
because most consiruction equipment requiing electrity is not intrinsically safe, ar
or gas welding is an ignition source, and sparks may be inadvertently generated
from impact of maat tools o Gonsiruction materats (sse National Electric Code).

4. Although ethanol may not be a regulated product, GSLC has an inferestin the
design and safe operation of a dedicated efhanol ransfer pipeline at the MOT. A fire
event caused by the ethanol could cause a petroleurn product refease from adjacent
pipetines.

5. The facifty should verify existing HAZOPS to defermine the impact of proposed
changes.
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6. The current Integrated Contingency Plan for the Los Angles Refinery Complex
{Sept. 1998) should be revised to include ethanol as a productichemical of concemm
n§25 of Annex 3.

“Thank you for your consideration of these comments, If you have any
questions, please contact Maurya Falkner, Marine Fagilties Division, Long Beach at
(562) 499-6312.

Sincerely,

Chiaf
il Planning

Mary Gffags, Ass
Divisiortof Environ!
And Management

ce: Gary Gregory
Maurya Falkner





RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTER FROM CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION

Mary Griggs

June 22, 2000

(Postmarked June 29, 2000) 

RESPONSE 2-1

This comment provides information of the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) as a trustee agency as well as providing information on some of its general regulatory responsibilities and the enabling legislation for these responsibilities.  Since the comment does not specifically refer to the CEQA document for the proposed project, no response is necessary.

RESPONSE 2-2

As described in Section 1.4.2 of the Negative Declaration (page 1-6), the proposed changes at the Marine Terminal will result in pipelines and storage tanks exclusively dedicated to ethanol storage and transport.  No other products will be stored or transferred in the ethanol pipelines because contamination of ethanol with other oil-based  additive would render it ineffective as an oxygenate in reformulated gasoline. 

RESPONSE 2-3

Tosco has designed the system to ANSI, API, ASME, and other recognized industry standards for the transfer piping system, where applicable.  The Tosco design standards meet or exceed the design and construction criteria specified in the comment (Subparts C and D of Part 195 Title 49 CFR and 2 CCR 2565).  The existing piping system is pressure tested by a third party contractor annually and will be tested prior to being placed in ethanol service.  The pressure testing requirements meets or exceeds the requirements for pressure testing under 2 CCR 2565.  The results of the pressure testing are kept on-site and available for review by any appropriate regulatory agency.  

It has not yet been determined whether the proposed pipeline changes require review by the California State Lands Commission.  Tosco will review the project with representatives of the State Lands Commission and, if determined appropriate, the project design will be submitted to the State Lands Commission for review.  In any case, the Tosco pipeline changes have been designed to meet or exceed the design and construction criteria specified in this comment.

As identified in the comment, Tosco will revise its Operations Manual to include ethanol, prior to the transfer of ethanol at the Terminal.

RESPONSE 2-4

As noted in this comment, any physical modifications associated with construction activities at the Marine Terminal will not coincide with petroleum transfer operations at the Terminal.  The Marine Terminal will be shut down during construction activities.

RESPONSE 2-5

The comment regarding the California State Lands Commission’s concern regarding the design and safe operation of ethanol pipelines is noted.  As stated in the Negative Declaration (see Section 3.9.2), the overall hazards associated with the handling and transport of ethanol are expected to be less than those associated with MTBE.  Ethanol has a lower vapor pressure than MTBE (49-56.5 mmHg for ethanol as compared to 245-256 mmHg for MTBE).  

RESPONSE 2-6

Tosco has completed a Safety and Health Impact Assessment to manage the proposed changes based on the faciilty’s existing HAZOP and in accordance with Process Safety Management regulations for the use, storage and transfer of ethanol at its facilities.  The Assessment has indicated that no changes to the facility systems are required.

RESPONSE 2-7

Tosco maintains an Integrated Contingency Plan for multiple agencies including the U.S. Coast Guard, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the California Department of Fish and Game and the State Lands Commission.  The current Integrated Contingency Plan will be revised by Tosco to include ethanol within 30 days of the change to ethanol, as required by regulations.  
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On Gctober 8, 1998, the Governor of Califoria signed into law AB703, *The
Ballast Water Management For Control of Nonindigenous Species Act” (Acb, which
became sffective Januery 1, 2000 {Public Resources Code § 71200~ 71271). The Act
establshed a statewide mandatary ballast water management and control program
under the jurisdiction of the CSLC (Public Resources Gode § 71206 -71207).

Specific Comments

1. Subsestion 1.4.2 Tosco Marine Terminal, Pags 1-6: Wil the propossd modification
at the manine teminal resuitin pipelines and storage tanks exclusively dedicated to
ethanol? Altematively, il oiher byproducts, such as oil based additives be
transferred via these fnes? If so, CSLC has jurisdiction (2 GCR 2560(c) over the.
pipelines that are within or & part of the marine terminal and are used 1o transfer oil

2. Seation 1.5 Required Perrits: The following information should be included in fhe
document. CSLC requires, under 2 CCR 2563, that “any repairs, altsrations or
modifications to existing transfer pipeiine systems shall meet the design and
consiruciion criteria specified in Subparts G and D, Pait 196, Tiled 49 of CFR" and
undergo “Static Liauid Pressurs Test" as described in 2 CCR 2565.

Itis recommended that all marine oil terminal design changes bs reviewed by CSLC
staf for compliance with appropriate AP and OCIMF standards, guidelines and
secommended practices.

CSLC requires the Operations Manual to accurately list each product tansferted at
the teminal (CCR Section 2388(d)(E)). The applicant will be required to amend
their Operations Manual, as described in CCR Section 2385(7), prior to the transfer
of ethanol at this terminal.

3. Risk of Upset: [fthe marine ol tenminal (MOT) intends to continue receiving and
delivering petroleurm products during project construction, the scheduling of the
proposed construction activities should et coincide wilh transter operations. To
reduos any potential fire hazard during the project construction period, the MOT
shall not perform any construction activities duing patroleurn transfer opsrations
because most consiruction equipment requiing electrity is not intrinsically safe, ar
or gas welding is an ignition source, and sparks may be inadvertently generated
from impact of maat tools o Gonsiruction materats (sse National Electric Code).

4. Although ethanol may not be a regulated product, GSLC has an inferestin the
design and safe operation of a dedicated efhanol ransfer pipeline at the MOT. A fire
event caused by the ethanol could cause a petroleurn product refease from adjacent
pipetines.

5. The facifty should verify existing HAZOPS to defermine the impact of proposed
changes.







