






RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NUMBER 1 

 

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

 

September 22, 2000 

 

 

This letter from the State Clearinghouse to agencies that would review the Draft EIR.  The letter 

raises no issues and does not need any responses regarding the EIR.   

 





RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NUMBER 2 

 

NORWALK-LA MIRADA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

October 2, 2000 

 

 

Response 2-1:  The SCAQMD understands that the Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District 

has no comments on the proposed project at this time. 

 







RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NUMBER 3 

 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

October 17, 2000 

 

 

Response 3-1:  Please see the Draft EIR, Chapter 3, Section F – Transportation/Traffic (page 3-53) 

which describes the existing traffic conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project sites.  The 

analysis included new traffic counts in various locations around the Refinery, Los Angeles 

Terminal and Carson Terminal to determine the existing level of service at local intersections.  

Chapter 4, Section F – Transportation/Traffic (page 4-50) describes the proposed project impacts 

on traffic in the vicinity of the proposed project sites, including traffic impacts during both the 

project construction and operational phases.  The proposed project impacts on traffic were 

determined to be less than significant for all intersections with the exception of one.  The project 

impacts on traffic during the evening peak hour were determined to be potentially significant at the 

Wilmington Avenue/I-405 SB ramp so mitigation measures were imposed.  Details of the traffic 

analysis are  presented in Appendix C, Volume I of the Draft EIR. 

 

 







RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NUMBER 4 

 

PORT OF LOS ANGELES 

October 23, 2000 

 

Response 4-1:  Please see the Draft EIR, Chapter 3, Section B – Geology (page 3-25) which 

describes the existing geological environment.  The potential liquefaction at the Equilon Marine 

Terminal is discussed in this section and the impacts related to liquefaction are addressed in 

Chapter 4, Section B - Geology. 

 

Response 4-2:  The potential hazards associated with the proposed project are addressed in the 

Draft EIR, Chapter 4, Section C – Hazards/Hazardous Materials (see page 4-32). 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.” The analysis in the EIR 

compares the changes in hazards from the existing environment to the environment as it will exist 

after construction of the proposed project.  The existing hazards at the Marine Terminal include the 

storage of MTBE.  The proposed project will eliminate the storage of MTBE and allow the storage 

of ethanol.  The project impacts are the difference in the hazards associated with the storage of 

MTBE versus the storage of ethanol.  It was determined that a release of ethanol would result in 

fewer impacts than a similar release of MTBE because ethanol has a lower vapor pressure and 

because the toxicity associated with exposure to ethanol is lower than the toxicity associated with 

exposure to MTBE (see Draft EIR, Chapter 4, Section C – Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  The 

Seismic hazards at the site are specifically discussed in the Draft EIR, Chapter 3, Section B – 

Geology/Soils for the environmental setting and Chapter 4, Section C – Geology/Soils for the 

environmental impacts. 

 

Response 4-3: 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 LLNL report also indicates that eliminating the use of MTBE and replacing it with 

ethanol is expected to mitigate the ground water problems created by MTBE.  Therefore, on 

balance, the decision to eliminate MTBE is expected to provide beneficial impacts to ground water 

quality throughout the state.   

 

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, 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 Marine Terminal has an existing ground water sampling 

program.  This program 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.   

Third, ethanol will only be stored temporarily at the site as it is unloaded from a ship.  Ethanol will 

then be transferred via existing pipelines directly to the Carson terminal for storage and ultimate 

blending with gasoline.  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 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.  The studies completed 

under SB 521, as a whole, support the removal of MTBE and replacing it with ethanol.  It should 

also be noted that in order to comply with federal, state and local rules and regulations, Equilon 

must remove MTBE from the gasoline supply and replace it with another oxygenate.  Ethanol is the 

only oxygenate that can currently be used (CARB, 1999).  Due to the extensive analysis completed 

by the University of California, California Air Resources Board, Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, among others, associated with SB 521, further analysis on the impacts on ethanol versus the 

use of MTBE on ground and surface water are not required.  Equilon will continue to comply with 

all applicable DOT regulations which also helps to minimize the potential for spills. Note that 

Equilon currently anticipates that most ethanol will be transported to the Carson Terminal via 

railcar from mid-western portions of the United States but needs the flexibility to transport ethanol 

via ship in the event that other sources of ethanol are required. 

 

  

 





RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NUMBER 5 

 

CITY OF ANAHEIM 

October 23, 2000 

 

Response 5-1:  The SCAQMD understands that the City of Anaheim has no comments on the 

proposed project.  The City will be included in the mailing list for the proposed project. 

 







RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NUMBER 6 

 

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL 

November 7, 2000 

 

 

Response 6-1:  The potential for soil contamination is addressed in the Draft EIR, Chapter 3, 

Section B – Geology/Soils (page 3-25) and Chapter 4, Section B – Geology/Soils.  If contaminated 

soils are encountered during excavation and other construction activities, they will be handled in 

accordance with local, state, and federal rules which regulate the handling, transportation, and 

ultimate disposition of contaminated soils so that significant impacts are not expected.   
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