
 

1-1 Table 2.8-1- List of Federal, State, and Local Permits, Approval, and Other Requirements has 

been revised 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-2 The operations manual for Marine Terminal 2 will be modified as appropriate.  Section 2.4.4 has 

been revised accordingly. 

 

To further ensure safe design and operation of the dedicated ethanol pipeline, Marine Terminal 2 

design changes will be submitted to CSLC for review for compliance with applicable API and 

OCIMF standards, guidelines, and recommended practices.  See Table 2.8-1. 
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1-3 Table 2.8-1 has been revised to include the U.S. Coast Guard responsibility associated 

with applicable marine terminal and associated vessel operations. 

 

1-4 UBC code changes in 1997 incorporate design considerations for locations in proximity 

to known fault lines.  For the tank and its foundation the design incorporates pre-

stressed concrete piles down to bedrock with a concrete pile cap to support the tank 

during any liquefaction.  The tank will be anchored to the pile cap to prevent liquid 

sloshing during seismic events.  The applicable codes for this design are: 

Tank: API Standard 650-1998 

Tank Anchor Bolt Chair:  AISI E-1, Volume II, Part VII 

Anchor Bolts:  UBC (1997), Section 1923 and API Section E.6 

Foundation:  UBC (1997) 

Soil Profile For Liquefiable Soil, Type SF:  Section 1629.3.1 and Table 16-Q 

(Seismic Coefficient Ca), Footnote #1. 

A Geotechnical Investigation Report will be prepared. 

Foundation Pile & Pile Cap:  Sections 1915, 1916, & 1918. 

 

1-5 For the piping, the stress analysis will incorporate seismic accelerations from UBC 

(1997), design pressures, design temperatures, and the loads/displacements from 

points of contact along the pipe (tank nozzle, supports, guides, restraints, shipping 

pump, and loading arms on the wharf).  The analysis will be performed using CAESAR 

II software in accordance with ASME B31.4.  For those locations along the piping that 

require supports and anchors, consideration will be made so that the structure can 

safely restrain the additional loads during normal and seismic events 

 

1-6 The new 100,000 bbl pentane tank is to be sited in an area which is largely unoccupied.  

Two small tanks near the edge of the new tank will be removed, largely because the 

two tanks will not be required and the extra space will make for a cleaner design.  

Excavation for the proposed tank will be 3 feet 6 inches below grade.  The piles will be 

driven into the existing soil to bedrock (approximately 80 feet).  A concrete pile cap will 

than be poured over the pile ends.  The design of the foundation will address liquid 

sloshing (see 1-4) and loss of refrigeration power during seismic events.  The details of 

the tank and foundation designer will include appropriate input from a geotechnical 

engineer.  With proper design the tank will operate in a safe manner  

 

As indicated in the Draft EIR, the new pentane tank is expected to increase potential 

hazard risks compared to the existing nonene tank.  As a result, mitigation measures 

(H-1 and H-2) with multiple components have been identified to address this increase in 

risk.  In spite of requiring these and six other mitigation measures to address other 

potential risks from the proposed project, hazard impacts remain significant as 

indicated on page 4-87 of the Draft EIR. 
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1-7 The MAOP for the existing pipelines carrying pentane and any new piping required to connect 

the new pentane tank, pumps, and docklines will be 720 psig.  There will be some 

modifications to extend the pipeline to the pentane facilities within the refinery and to the new 

tank at the marine terminal.  The existing pipelines which could be converted to pentane 

services are all coated and protected with impressed current cathodic protection and pipeline 

records do not indicate a history of leakage.  None of these lines are subject to periodic CSFM 

hydrotesting, but are scheduled to be hydrotested to a MAOP of 720 psig (per ASME B31.4), 

thus confirming the condition of the existing pipelines.  No insulation is to be installed on the 

buried portion of the pipeline, only on the aboveground portions.  Insulation is not required on 

the buried portion due to the low differential between the temperatures of the ground and the 

chilled pentane necessary to transfer the pentane.  This portion of pipeline refers to 

approximately 600 feet of new piping within T-2 will connect the existing pipeline from the 

refinery with new pentane tank, existing pumps, and to the loading arms on the wharf. 

 

1-8 The text on page 4-69 has been modified to reflect the comparison of pentane to nonene in the 

hazards analysis. 

 

1-9 The dike height has been corrected to 19.5 feet. 

 

1-10 Pentane has a slightly higher heat of combustion than gasoline.  In the event of a fire, a 

pentane carrying ship would have a slightly higher impact than a similar sized gasoline ship. 

Pentane has a higher vapor pressure than gasoline (at the same temperature) and is more 

volatile than gasoline so pentane requires more careful handling.  The bulk temperature of 

pentane in an unrefrigerated ship can be estimated from EPA equations for the bulk storage of 

organic liquids (Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume 1, Fifth Edition).  Using 

temperature data for Long Beach for the hottest summer month (August), unrefrigerated bulk 

pentane is estimated to remain in the mid 70º F temperature range.  This temperature is well 

below the boiling point of pentane at atmospheric pressure. 

 

According to LTJG Ken O’Conner of the LA/LB U.S. Coast Guard, there are not issues with 

shipping pentane that would effect other harbor users.  He also stated that there is a 

requirement that a notification be made to the Coast Guard concerning the sailing time and 

berth locations since pentane is noted as a hazardous cargo, but is not in the same class as 

natural gas shipments (personal communication with James Bobbitt, ARCO, February 5, 2001) 
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2-1 According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, an EIR must include a description of 

the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project at the time the 

notice of preparation is published, from both a local and regional perspective.  This 

environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by 

which a lead agency determines whether an impact  from a proposed project is 

significant. The environmental setting is described in Section 3.0 of this EIR.  

Section 4.0 identifies and focuses on the significant environmental effects of the 

proposed project (as per Section 15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines).  These sections 

include a description of the contaminants that are expected to be found in 

excavated soil that may be encountered during project construction.  As stated in 

Section 4.0, construction activities could uncover asbestos-containing soils and 

hydrocarbon-contaminated soils.  Asbestos-containing soils uncovered during 

project construction would be handled in accordance with the Soil Handling Plan 

developed by ARCO.  Hydrocarbon-contaminated soil would be handled in 

accordance with appropriate federal, state, and local regulations, including 

SCAQMD Rule 1166-Volatile Organic Compounds Emissions from 

Decontamination of Soil, the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the 

RWQCB’s Remedial Action Plan requirements, the City of Carson’s Site Plan and 

Design Review standards, and the DTSC’s Hazardous Waste Management 

Program.  These requirements are summarized in Table 2.8-1 of the EIR.  

Additionally, mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce the risk of release 

of hazardous substances into the environment, such as employee training in 

accordance with 29CFR1910.120 – Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency 

Response. 

It should also be noted that one of the primary goals of the proposed project is to 

phase out MTBE to address existing statewide groundwater contamination issues.   

2-2 As discussed in Section 3.12.3.4, ARCO will sample and analyze soils within the 

vicinity of the proposed units prior to construction.  It is anticipated that this soil will 

have similar characteristics to that of previously excavated soil.*  Such soil will be 

handled in accordance with the appropriate federal, state and local regulations.   

The specific actions that would be undertaken to remediate any potential soil 

contamination is more appropriately addressed, in a remedial action plan, which is 

prepared after a site evaluation by the public agency responsible for site 

remediation, typically, the local Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

* (Analytical profiles conducted on soils previously excavated from other portions of 

the LAR have indicated that approximately 90 percent of the soil was classified as 

non hazardous and 10 percent was classified as a California hazardous waste.) 

 





 

3-1 Table 2.8-1 – List of Federal, State and Local Permits, Approval and Other 

Requirements has been modified to reflect the requirement for a Harbor 

Development Permit.  Section 4.5 could be utilized in the preparation of an 

Application Summary Report pursuant to the California Coastal Act.   

 

 

3-2 Alternative 1 is identified as environmentally superior to the proposed project 

as it relates to air quality and hazards.  However, since the proposed pentane 

storage capacity at Marine Terminal 2 would be greater than at LAR, there 

would be increased operational flexibility for the exportation of pentane in the 

event that there is a disruption in the transportation of pentane.  The pentane 

tank Marine Terminal 2 would provide an additional five days of pentane 

storage over Alternative 1.  For this reason, the proposed project is the 

preferred alternative to achieve the phase out of MTBE and production of 

CARB Phase 3 gasoline.  Refer to Table 1.4-1 for a summary of the merits of 

each project alternative compared to the proposed project. 



 

4-1 The SCAQMD acknowledges that the proposed project is not 

regionally significant per Area Wide Clearinghouse criteria. 



 

5-1 As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.6-5, truck operations for the 

delivery of over-size equipment and materials will be conducted to the 

maximum extent possible during off-peak hours to minimize traffic 

impacts.  The permits to transport over-sized loads over state highways 

will be acquired through the California Transportation Department.  

Deliveries of large or odd size materials and equipment will be shipped 

into the refinery over existing railroad lines. 



 

6-1 Comment noted.  The SCAQMD acknowledges that the proposed 

project will have no effect on the Los Angeles County Sanitation 

District’s wastewater facilities. 



 

7-1 The SCAQMD acknowledges that the County of Orange has no 

comment on the Draft EIR. 


