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1.0
INTRODUCTION

This document, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code 21000 et seq., constitutes an Addendum to the October 2001 Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Equilon Enterprises, LLC, Los Angeles California Air Resources Board Phase 3 Proposed Project (SCAQMD, SCH No. 2000091086, certified on October 15, 2001).  An Addendum is the appropriate CEQA document for the revisions to the proposed project because the revised proposed project constitutes a change to the previously approved project and the changes do not trigger any conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines §15162.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15164(c), an addendum need not be circulated for public review.

California gasoline specifications are governed by both state and federal agencies.  During the past decade, federal and state agencies have imposed numerous requirements on the production and sale of gasoline in California.  In December 1999, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) developed additional regulations that affect the quality of gasoline in California.  In order to meet these additional regulations, Equilon Enterprises, LLC proposed modifications to its Los Angeles Refinery (Refinery), Carson Terminal, Mormon Island Terminal, Wilmington Terminal, Signal Hill Terminal, Van Nuys Terminal, Colton Terminal, and Rialto Terminal.  In addition, an alternative site to using the Carson Terminal for railcar unloading of ethanol was also evaluated in the October 2001 Final EIR.  

In 1990, the amendments to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) conditionally required states to implement programs in federal carbon monoxide (CO) non-attainment areas to require gasoline to contain a minimum oxygen content in the winter beginning in November 1992.  In response to the federal CAA requirements to reduce CO emissions, California established a wintertime oxygenate gasoline program requiring between 1.8 and 2.2 weight percent oxygen content in gasoline.

The CAA also directed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to adopt federal reformulated fuel gasoline (RFG Phase 1) regulations applicable starting January 1995 in the nine major metropolitan areas of the country with the worst ozone pollution, including the South Coast Air Basin.  The federal CAA required that RFG Phase 1 contain at least 2.0 weight percent oxygen year-round.  In addition to the federal RFG Phase 1 requirements, California adopted regulations for reformulated gasoline in 1991 (CARB Phase 2).  Because of the federal requirements for oxygen content in RFG Phase 1, an oxygen content specification was incorporated into the CARB Phase 2 California reformulated gasoline regulations.  The CARB RFG Phase 2 requirements were implemented in March 1996.  While there are several oxygenates that can be used to meet the oxygenate requirement for gasoline, methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) and ethanol are used most frequently.  In 1996, over 95 percent of the gasoline used in California was blended with MTBE (CARB, 1999).

Subsequent to implementing state and federal oxygenate requirements in reformulated gasoline in California and other parts of the U.S., the use of MTBE and other ether-based oxygenates in gasoline and their accidental release into the environment raised environmental and health concerns. Legislation in California (SB 521, The MTBE Public Health and Environmental Protection Act of 1997) directed the University of California to conduct a study of the health and environmental risks as well as the benefits of MTBE in gasoline compared to other oxygenates.  SB 521 also required the Governor to take appropriate action based on the findings of the report and information from public hearings.

In response to 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.  As part of the Executive Order, on December 9, 1999, CARB adopted new gasoline specifications, which are known as California Reformulated Gasoline Phase 3 (CARB RFG Phase 3) requirements.

The CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements prohibit the use of MTBE after December 31, 2002, while establishing more stringent standards for sulfur and benzene to preserve current emission reduction benefits and to gain additional reductions of hydrocarbon, nitrogen oxide and toxic air pollutant emissions. Sulfur reduction is the only fuel parameter that simultaneously reduces emissions of hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides (NOx), and toxics.  Therefore, lowering sulfur content provides additional NOx emission reductions (CARB, 1999).  The two distillation standards (T50 and T90) have also been relaxed. In addition, the CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements provide flexibility in meeting the Reid vapor pressure (RVP) standard.

CARB estimates that the Phase 3 requirements will reduce hydrocarbon emissions from vehicles that use the reformulated fuel in the state by 0.5 ton per day, NOx emissions by 19 tons per day, and will prevent further MTBE contamination of local drinking water supplies.  Toxic emissions are expected to decrease by about seven percent. The CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements are expected to preserve and enhance the motor vehicle emission reduction benefits of the current RFG program and will further aid in meeting the emission reductions required by the State Implementation Plan (CARB, 1999).

In order to comply with CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements, and produce adequate quantities of products, Equilon proposed modifications to its existing Los Angeles Refinery and various terminals within southern California. Modifications were evaluated in the Final EIR for the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project (SCAQMD, October 2001).  The primary objective of these modifications is to remove MTBE and replace it with ethanol to comply with federal oxygenate requirements and comply with California’s CARB Phase 3 requirements while minimizing the loss in the volume of gasoline produced by the Refinery and distributed by the terminals. To comply with CARB RFG Phase 3 specifications, process unit modifications are required to the Hydrotreater Unit No. 2, C4 Isomerization Unit, Catalytic Reforming Unit No. 2, Alkylation Unit, Hydrotreating Unit No. 4, fractionators columns in various units, and the Merox Unit.  Modifications were also required to various existing storage tanks, the existing flare and vapor recovery systems, and steam production modifications.  The proposed project also included a new pentane sphere at the Refinery.  Modifications were also required to various Equilon terminals including the Carson Terminal, the Mormon Island Terminal, the Wilmington Terminal, the Wilmington Terminal, the Signal Hill Terminal, the Van Nuys Terminal, the Colton Terminal, and the Rialto Terminal, in order to import ethanol, and blend and distribute gasoline blended with ethanol.  As indicated in the October 2001 Final EIR, the proposed project would not increase the crude throughput capacity of the Refinery.

CEQA requires evaluation of proposed projects that have the potential to generate significant adverse environmental impacts.  The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) was designated the lead agency under the CEQA review process because it is the agency with primary discretionary approval authority over the proposed refinery modifications.  An analysis of potential adverse impacts that could result from the proposed refinery and terminal modifications required to produce CARB Phase 3 reformulated gasoline was conducted and presented in several documents.  Summaries of the CEQA documents related to the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project are provided below.  These documents can be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD's Public Information Center at 909-396-2039.

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (SCAQMD, September 2000):  A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study for the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Project were released for a 30-day public review and comment period on September 21, 2000. The Initial Study included a project description, project location, an environmental checklist, and a preliminary discussion of potential adverse environmental impacts.  The NOP requested public agencies and other interested parties to comment on the scope and content of the environmental information to be evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Draft EIR (SCAQMD, July 2001):  The Draft EIR was released for a 45-day public review and comment period on July 13, 2001. The Draft EIR included a comprehensive project description, a description of the existing environmental setting that could be adversely affected by the proposed project, analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts (including cumulative impacts), mitigation measures, project alternatives, and all other relevant topics required by CEQA.  The Draft EIR also included a copy of the NOP and Initial Study, copies of comment letters received on the NOP and Initial Study, and responses to all comment letters received on the NOP and Initial Study.  It was concluded in the Draft EIR that the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project may have significant adverse impacts, on air quality and hazards, in spite of implementing mitigation measures.

Final EIR (SCAQMD, October 2001):  The Final EIR was prepared by revising the Draft EIR to incorporate applicable updated information and to respond to comments received on the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR contained comment letters and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR.  The changes included in the Final EIR did not constitute significant new information relating to the environmental analysis or mitigation measures.  The Final EIR was certified on October 15, 2001.

The October 2001 Final EIR evaluated the impacts associated with installation of ethanol railcar unloading facilities at the Equilon Carson Terminal as part of the proposed project.  The October 2001 Final EIR also identified and compared the relative merits of three project alternatives.  One of the alternatives identified (Alternative 3) consisted of an alternate location for ethanol railcar unloading facilities.  Alternative 3 consisted of constructing ethanol railcar unloading facilities at the Lomita Terminal, located along Lomita Boulevard between Alameda Street and Wilmington Avenue in the City of Carson.  

Subsequent to the certification of the Equilon CARB Phase 3 October 2001 Final EIR, Equilon determined that there are environmental and economic reasons that support the construction of the ethanol railcar unloading facilities at the Lomita Terminal (the alternative evaluated in the October 2001 Final EIR), rather than the Carson Terminal (part of the proposed project evaluated in the October 2001 Final EIR).  

CEQA Guidelines (§15164(a) and §15162) allow a lead agency to prepare an Addendum to an EIR if all of the following conditions are met:

· Changes to the project do not require major revisions to the previously prepared EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

· Changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken do not require major revisions to the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

· No new information becomes available which shows new significant effects, significant effects substantially more severe than previously discussed, or additional or modified mitigation measures;

· Only minor technical changes or additions are necessary to make the EIR under consideration adequate under CEQA; and,

· The changes to the EIR made by the Addendum do not raise important new issues about the significant effects on the environment.

An Addendum to the Final EIR is considered the appropriate CEQA document for project changes described in Section 2.0 – Project Description because:  (1) changes to the project do not require major revisions to the previously prepared EIR or substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) only minor technical changes are necessary to make the EIR adequate under CEQA; and (3) the changes to the EIR made by the Addendum do not raise important new issues about the significant effects on the environment.  The impacts of the proposed modifications associated with the Equilon CARB Phase 3 project are evaluated herein. The environmental analyses rely on the analyses completed in the previous Final EIR (SCAQMD, 2001) and directly references the Final EIR where appropriate.  Project specific information has been provided for the proposed ethanol railcar unloading facilities at the Lomita site, where available.  The environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the ethanol railcar unloading facility at the Lomita Terminal were evaluated in the October 2001 Final EIR (as an alternative to the proposed project).  The environmental impacts associated with modifying the CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project as evaluated in the October 2001 Final EIR to change the location of the ethanol railcar unloading facility from the Carson Terminal to the Lomita Terminal are further discussed in this Addendum.

Based on the analysis in this document, the SCAQMD has determined that the currently proposed modification to the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project does not require preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR, and that an Addendum to the Final EIR may be prepared.

Section 2.0 of this document summarizes the Project Description relative to the proposed modifications.  Section 3.0 briefly summarizes the existing environmental setting.  Section 4.0 describes the potential impacts and mitigation measures associated with the proposed modification.  Section 5.0 presents the conclusions of this Addendum to the Final EIR for the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project.

2.0
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The October 2001 Final EIR included the construction and operation of a new ethanol railcar unloading facility at the existing Equilon Carson Terminal, located at 20945 South Wilmington Avenue.  The October 2001 Final EIR assumed that 35-40 rail cars per day would be received at the Carson Terminal.  Other proposed modifications to the Carson Terminal included the storage of ethanol in five existing storage tanks at the site.  Finally, a new ethanol truck loading rack and vapor control system were also included in the project description in the October 2001 Final EIR for the Carson Terminal.  These modifications would allow Equilon to receive and distribute ethanol from the Carson Terminal.  The project description estimated that 150 trucks per day (a total of 300 truck trips per day) were needed to transport ethanol from the Carson Terminal to other Equilon terminals.  

The October 2001 Final EIR evaluated an alternate site for ethanol railcar unloading facilities, the Lomita railcar offloading facility (Alternative 3 in the previous Final EIR). The Lomita site is located along Lomita Boulevard between Alameda Street and Wilmington Avenue in the City of Carson (immediately south and west of the Tosco Carson Refinery) (see Figure 1).  The Lomita rail offloading facility was estimated in the October 2001 Final EIR to handle a yearly average of about 62 railcars per day.  Under this alternative, ethanol would be pumped off of the railcars at the Lomita Terminal through a new offloading system (pumps and piping).  The new offloading system will be connected to existing Equilon pipelines at Equilon’s Lomita manifold and transported to Equilon’s Carson Terminal for storage and further distribution.  No construction of pipelines would be required between the Lomita and Carson Terminal and no storage of ethanol will occur at the Lomita site.   The construction of new railcar unloading facilities and a new office building would be required at this site.

Since the completion of the Final EIR, Equilon has determined that the Lomita Terminal is feasible and provides a number of benefits over using the Carson Terminal for railcar delivery of ethanol.  These benefits include: (1) eliminating potential rail/vehicular conflicts on Del Amo Boulevard, associated with the Carson Terminal, resulting in fewer delays associated with the delivery of ethanol; (2) the ability to bring in larger volumes of ethanol at one time (in one rail trip); and (3) allowing Equilon to purchase ethanol from a variety of different venders.  Therefore, Equilon is 
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proposing to use Alternative 3 in the October 2001 Final EIR, the Lomita Terminal, for railcar delivery of ethanol. 

The only change in the project description as outlined in the October 2001 Final EIR, is that Equilon is now proposing to use the Lomita Terminal (Alternative 3 in the previous Final EIR) for railcar unloading, instead of the Carson Terminal.  A maximum of about 95 railcars per day (about 40,000 barrels) (an average of about 62 railcars per day) of ethanol will be delivered to the Lomita site.  As described in the October 2001 Final EIR, ethanol will be pumped off the railcars through a new offloading system (pumps and piping). The new offloading system will be connected to existing Equilon pipelines at Equilon’s Lomita manifold and transported to Equilon’s Carson Terminal for storage and further distribution.  No construction of pipelines would be required between the Lomita and Carson Terminal and no storage of ethanol will occur at the Lomita site.   The construction of new ethanol railcar unloading facilities and a new office building would be required at the Lomita site.  
Ethanol will be transferred via existing pipelines from the Lomita manifold to existing storage tanks at the Equilon Carson Terminal.  New truck loading facilities were included as part of the proposed project to transfer ethanol from the storage tanks to tank trucks, in order to distribute ethanol to other Equilon Terminals.  The modifications and impacts associated with modifying the storage tanks and constructing and operating the ethanol truck loading facilities were considered as part of the proposed project identified in the October 2001 Final EIR.  No additional modifications to the Carson Terminal are proposed in this Addendum, other than the ethanol railcar unloading facilities will not be constructed at the Carson Terminal.  

The following provides more details of the proposed changes to the Lomita Terminal that have become available since the preparation of the October 2001 Final EIR.  

Rail Work:  The unloading rack will consist of two unloading rack areas on parallel railspurs.  Each rack area will have the capability to offload 10 railcars at a time.  Approximately 8,400 feet of new rail track will need to be constructed and approximately 3,000 feet of old rail track will need to be removed [this is the current track of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) intermodal facility].  Two to four switches/crossovers are proposed to connect to the BNSF existing track.  Two railcar movers will be included to move approximately 95 cars at a time.

Containment:  A concrete containment area with catch basins under each unloading station will be used to catch drips or spills, should they occur.  These containment areas and the trench for the offloading header drain to the suction of a drain pump.  One drain pump will serve Area 1 and another drain pump will serve Area 2.  Each pump is a vertical centrifugal pump, equipped with a 150 horsepower (hp) electric motor.  These pumps will discharge to the proposed storm water tank.  Equipment drains will flow through a collection header to a below-grade drain tank (a 235-gallon covered steel tank situated inside a concrete vault).  Any material collected in the below-grade drain tank will be pumped to the storm water tank. The storm water tank will be a 3,000 barrel (bbl) tank, equipped with an internal floating roof.  It is emptied, when required, by vacuum truck.

Piping and Pumps:  The proposed project includes the construction of piping from the railcar unloading racks to the existing Carson manifold.  Approximately 310 feet of suction lines will be installed from each loading rack to a pump.  One pump and suction line will be dedicated to each offloading station and each offloading pump will be tied to the shipping pump at the Lomita manifold via a pipeline. Approximately 2,800 feet of piping will be installed from each offload station pump to the beginning of the existing Lomita manifold main shipping line.  One pump and line will be dedicated to the north railspur and the other pump and line will be dedicated to the south railspur.  Twenty off-loading hose assemblies will be installed to connect the railcars to the header lines.  Two 600-horsepower pumps will be installed to pump the ethanol. 

Facility Requirements:  Twenty platforms will be installed to access the top of each railcar.  The railcar unloading facility will be fenced.  The new facility will include lighting of the facility and security cameras also will be installed.  A fire protection and grounding system will be installed for the offloading racks.  A diesel-operated fire water pump will be installed near the Lomita manifold area.  A control building will be installed in the northern portion of the site.  The existing building at the site will be used for an office.  A storm water system will be installed at the Lomita site, including a 3,000 barrel containment storage tank.

3.0
EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The existing Equilon Refinery and terminals are located within developed portions of Los Angeles and San Bernardino Counties.  The area around the Wilmington Plant is an urban environment characterized by industrial, commercial, residential and transportation-related land uses.  Appendix A contains Chapter 1 of the October 2001 Final EIR which provides a summary of each of the components evaluated in the previously certified Final EIR including the project description, environmental setting, project impacts, and alternatives from Equilon’s previously approved CARB Phase 3 project.

All equipment described in this Addendum will be located within existing industrial facilities.  

4.0
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The Final EIR (SCAQMD, 2001) for the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Project analyzed the following environmental topics because they were originally identified in the Initial Study as environmental areas that could be adversely affected by the proposed project:

· Air Quality

· Geology/Soils

· Hazards and Hazardous Materials

· Noise

· Solid/Hazardous Waste

· Transportation/Traffic

No other environmental topics were identified as having the potential to be adversely affected by the CARB Phase 3 Project.  However, the environmental analyses in the October 2001 EIR for Alternative 3 included an evaluation for all the environmental resources because this alternative was not addressed in the NOP/IS (see Final EIR, Appendix B).  Therefore, in order to provide a complete environmental analysis of Alternative 3, the potential impacts for all the environmental resources in the CEQA checklist were addressed.

The analysis in the October 2001 Final EIR indicated that the proposed CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project would result in the following significant unavoidable adverse impacts or potentially significant but mitigable impacts:

· The emissions of CO, volatile organic compounds (VOC), NOx and particulate matter (PM10) will exceed mass daily significance thresholds during project construction, therefore, air quality impacts were considered to be significant.

· The emissions of CO, VOC and NOx will exceed mass daily significance thresholds during operation, therefore, air quality impacts were considered to be significant.

· The proposed modifications to Hydrotreater Unit No.2 could extend the hydrogen sulfide hazard zone an additional 200 feet west of Alameda Street, resulting in potential exposure to hydrogen sulfide in concentrations equal to or greater than the Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.  Therefore, the hazard impacts associated with the proposed project were considered to be significant.

· Significant adverse traffic impacts during the peak p.m. hour were identified for the operational phase at the Wilmington Avenue/I-405 southbound ramp.  Mitigation measures were identified to reduce the project impacts to less than significant.

The analysis in the October 2001 Final EIR indicated that Alternative 3 (the proposed Lomita Terminal) would result in significant impacts to the following:

· Emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, and PM10 would exceed the significance threshold levels during the construction phase, therefore, air quality impacts were considered to be significant.

· The emissions of CO, VOC, and NOx will exceed mass daily significance threshold levels during operation, therefore, air quality impacts were considered to be significant.

· The location of the Lomita terminal is located in an area of high archaeological sensitivity.  Earth disturbance associated with construction of the Lomita Terminal will not impact the known limits of recently identified burial sites.  However, there is the potential that additional buried archaeological deposits may exist, which could be adversely affected by ground disturbance associated with the construction of the terminal.  Mitigation measures were imposed that required monitoring by a professional archaeologist, the halting or redirection of earth work within the vicinity of any archaeological find, and notification of the coroner’s office in the event of a find.  

· Alternative 3 (construction of ethanol railcar unloading facilities at the Lomita Terminal) would increase the railcar and truck traffic compared to the proposed project since more ethanol would be transported to the Lomita site and distributed by truck from the Carson Terminal.  The impacts of Alternative 3 on transportation are expected to be significant at the Wilmington Avenue/I-405 southbound intersection since additional truck traffic (200 trucks per day or 400 truck trips per day instead of 150 trucks per day or 300 truck trips per day) would be generated.  For the proposed project in the October 2001 Final EIR, it was concluded that significant adverse impacts would occur at this intersection with 150 trucks per day (i.e., 300 truck trips per day).  Therefore, the mitigation measure developed for the proposed project would need to be imposed for Alternative 3, i.e., truck traffic from the Carson Terminal shall be schedule to avoid the Wilmington Avenue/I-405 southbound ramp during the evening peak hour.  This mitigation measure is expected to reduce traffic impacts associated with Alternative 3 to less than significant.

The analysis of project alternatives, including Alternative 3 – Alternative Location for Ethanol Railcar Unloading Facilities, was prepared in conformance with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6.  Specifically, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d), the October 2001 Final EIR (SCAQMD, 2001) included sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.  Appendix A of this Addendum contains Chapter 1 of the October 2001 Final EIR, which summarizes the contents of the EIR, including the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts that could be generated by the proposed project and mitigation measures, if necessary, for the environmental areas analyzed.  Appendix B of this Addendum contains the description of, and environmental analysis for each project alternative including Alternative 3.  Significance criteria used for the October 2001 Final EIIR can be found in Chapter 4 of that document (SCAQMD, 2001).  The October 2001 Final EIR can be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039 or downloaded from the internet at the following web address:  http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/nonaqmd/html.  

The October 2001 Final EIR sufficiently analyzed a range of reasonable alternatives, including Alternative 3, and environmental impacts from alternatives with the same basic objective of the proposed project.  The conclusions from the previous Final EIR remain unchanged because for the current project, the only change that is proposed is that Alternative 3, the construction of the ethanol unloading facility at the Lomita Terminal, would be a part of the proposed project instead of constructing the unloading facilities at the Carson Terminal.  The impacts associated with Alternative 3 have been evaluated in the previous Final EIR and remain largely unchanged. 

To ensure that the modified project (i.e., the alternative location for the ethanol railcar unloading facilities) does not create significant new adverse impacts or make existing significant adverse impacts substantially worse, it is evaluated for potential adverse impacts relative to the environmental topics found on an environmental checklist form (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).  The following sections summarize the effects of the modified project on each of the environmental topics identified on the environmental checklist. 

4.1
Aesthetics

The aesthetic impacts associated with the Lomita Terminal were not directly addressed in the Final EIR and will be included in this Addendum.  An aesthetics analysis is included herein because the loading racks are expected to be about 29 feet high and will be visible from Lomita Boulevard.

The site is located in an industrial area, between the ARCO storage tank facility (located on the east side of Wilmington Avenue) and the Tosco Carson Refinery (located on the south side of Sepulveda Boulevard).  A concrete crushing yard also is located adjacent to the western portion of the Equilon site.  Intermodal container facilities and other heavy industrial land uses are located south of Lomita Boulevard. The Lomita site will be adjacent to these facilities and the new pipelines will be run between the two railspurs and then turn north and run to the existing manifold. The facility will be visible from Lomita Avenue with views that will generally consist of the railcar unloading racks.  The racks will include the railcars, piping to connect to the railcars for unloading purposes (which will not be visible to the site), and a canopy that covers the railcar unloading facility.  The views of the site will look similar to the current views as railcars are frequently transported through the area on the way to the intermodal container facility.  The Lomita Terminal is located within and surrounded by industrial land uses, and is compatible with the industrial nature of the area.  The views of the site will be compatible with the industrial nature of the surrounding area.  There are no scenic highways, scenic vistas, or other scenic resources in the area. Lighting will be required for protection and safety and to allow the 24-hour operation of the facility.  The new light sources would be visible to the adjacent industrial facilities, but are not expected to be visible to residential or other sensitive areas.  Therefore, no significant impacts on aesthetics are expected due to the construction of the ethanol unloading facility at the Lomita Terminal.  This conclusion is consistent with the conclusion in the Initial Study for the originally proposed project.

4.2
Agricultural Resources

The Lomita Terminal is located within and is surrounded by industrial land uses.  No agricultural resources are located within the proposed project area or within the general surrounding area.  Land uses in the Carson/Wilmington area are dominated by industrial and port-related land uses.  Therefore, the proposed project would not convert or result in the conversion of any farmland to non-agricultural uses, or conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or Williamson contracts.  Therefore, no significant impacts to agricultural resources are expected from the construction and operation of the Lomita Terminal.  This conclusion is consistent with the conclusion in the Initial Study for the originally proposed project.  
4.3
Air Quality

Air Quality impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Lomita Terminal were discussed in Chapter 6, Air Quality (pages 6-11 through 6-13). There is no change in the conclusions regarding the air quality analysis for the modified project from the October 2001 Final EIR to the current document (see October 2001 Final EIR pages 6-11 through 6-13).  Air quality impacts for Alternative 3 were considered significant for emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, and PM10 during the construction phase, and for emissions of CO, VOC, and NOx during operation.  

4.4
Biological Resources

The biological resources impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Lomita Terminal were discussed in the October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Biological Resources (see page 6-14). There is no change in the biological resources analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR to the current document for Alternative 3.  The project impacts on biological resources were considered less than significant. 

4.5
Cultural Resources

The cultural resources impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Lomita Terminal were discussed in October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Air Quality (see October 2001 Final EIR, pages 6-14). There is no change in the cultural resources analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR to the current document.  The project impacts on cultural resources were considered potentially significant, but mitigation measures were imposed that would reduce the impacts to less than significant.  

4.6
Energy

The energy impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Lomita Terminal were discussed in the October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Energy (see October 2001 Final EIR, page 6-14). There is no change in the energy impact analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR to the current document.  The project impacts on energy resources were considered less than significant. 

4.7
Geology/Soils

Geology/Soils resources at the Lomita Terminal were discussed in the October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Geology/Soils (pages 6-15).   There is no change in the geology/soils resources analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR.  The project impacts on geology/soils were considered to be less than significant.  

4.8
Hazards

Hazards at the Lomita Terminal were discussed in October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Hazards (pages 6-15).  There is no change in the hazard analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR.  A new railcar unloading facility at the Lomita Terminal would be expected to have the same impacts as the railcar unloading facility at the Carson Terminal.  The hazard impacts of the railcar unloading facility at the Carson Terminal were considered to be less than significant.  The Lomita facility is located within a heavy industrial area so that impacts on residential areas are expected to be less than the impacts of the Carson Terminal because residential areas are located a further distance from the Lomita site than the Carson Terminal.  Additional ethanol would be transported to the Lomita site via rail than at the Carson Terminal but the impacts associated with the transport of ethanol were determined to be less than significant.  Further, no ethanol storage will occur at the Lomita site.  Ethanol received at the Lomita Terminal will be transferred to the Carson Terminal for storage, distribution and blending.  Therefore, the hazard impacts associated with the storage and blending of ethanol will be unchanged from those identified in the October 2001 Final EIR.  

The overall impacts of the proposed project on hazards are expected to remain significant because the proposed modifications to Hydrotreater Unit No. 2 at the Refinery could extend the hydrogen sulfide hazard zone an additional 200 feet west of Alameda Street, resulting in potential exposure to hydrogen sulfide in concentrations equal to or greater than the Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.  Therefore, the overall hazard impacts associated with the proposed project were considered to be significant.

4.9
Hydrology and Water Quality

Hydrology and water quality resources at the Lomita Terminal were discussed in the October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (page 6-15).   There is no change in the hydrology/water quality analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR.  The project impacts on hydrology and water quality were considered to be less than significant.  

4.10
Land Use

The land use at the Lomita Terminal was discussed in the October 2001 Final EIR Chapter 6, Land Use (pages 6-16).  A minor clarification is required to the land use analysis.

Construction of the Lomita Terminal would allow railcars to queue along the railroad tracks on the north side of Lomita Boulevard.  It is expected that it will take about 24-36 hours to unload the railcars.  This will block a private at-grade crossing that is currently used by an existing business, without formal consent of the railroad, next to the Lomita Terminal (the Alexander Land Clearing Inc., herein referred to as Alexander).  For safety and operational reasons, the railroad has terminated the private railway crossing agreement that is currently between Shell Oil Company and the railroad.  Shell Oil Company, at the request of Equilon, has offered to Alexander access to his property through an existing paved private road from Wilmington Avenue and a new access easement across the Lomita Terminal property.  Alexander has agreed to use this paved road as the means of accessing his property.  The City of Carson has indicated that the Conditional Use Permit for the Alexander property may need to be modified due to change in access and the revised site configuration.  The land use impacts due to the potential closure of the private railway at-grade crossing are less than significant since a feasible available, alternative access exists to the Alexander property.  

4.11
Noise

Noise impacts at the Lomita Terminal were discussed in the October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Noise (pages 6-16).   There is no change in the noise analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR.  The project impacts on noise were considered to be less than significant.  

4.12
Solid/Hazardous Waste

Solid/Hazardous waste impacts at the Lomita Terminal were discussed in the October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Solid/Hazardous Waste (pages 6-17).   There is no change in the solid/hazardous waste analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR.  The project impacts on solid/hazardous waste were considered to be less than significant.  

4.13
Transportation

Transportation impacts at the Lomita Terminal were discussed in the October 2001 Final EIR, Chapter 6, Transportation (pages 6-17).  Several additional impacts associated with traffic impacts at the Lomita Terminal need to be discussed.  

Construction of the Lomita Terminal will require that the traffic from the Alexander property adjacent to the Equilon site, be re-routed.  Traffic from Alexander currently consists of about 10 to 15 truckloads of material per day and four to eight workers at the site (City of Carson, CUP).  Traffic currently accesses the Alexander property site across a private at-grade railway crossing from Lomita Boulevard and travels west to Wilmington Avenue and north to the 405 freeway and other portions of southern California.  The private railway crossing is expected to be blocked several days per week by railcars at the Equilon unloading facility.  For safety and operational reasons, the railroad has terminated the private railway crossing agreement that is currently between Shell Oil Company and the railroad.  Shell Oil Company at the request of Equilon has offered to Alexander access to his property through an existing paved private road from Wilmington Avenue and a new access easement across the Lomita Terminal property.  Alexander has agreed to used this paved road as the means of accessing his property.  

The traffic arriving at the Alexander site would be expected to travel south on Wilmington Avenue where it would make a left turn onto the paved access road just north of Lomita Boulevard.  A dedicated left turn lane is provided on Wilmington Avenue to access the paved road.  Traffic leaving the Alexander property would travel through the access road to Wilmington Avenue, make a right turn to travel north on Wilmington Avenue, to access the 405 freeway and other portions of Southern California.  Therefore, the proposed modification would result in a minor change in the circulation of traffic from the Alexander facility and generally avoid Lomita Boulevard.  The project will only eliminate traffic from Lomita Boulevard and will not result in an increase in traffic along Wilmington Avenue.  The intersection of Wilmington Avenue and the paved access road has a dedicated left turn lane so that trucks will be out of the way of traffic as they are waiting to make a left hand turn.  The portion of Wilmington Avenue near Lomita has little traffic since Wilmington Avenue dead ends at Lomita.  

The Alexander site generates 10 to 15 truck trips per day (throughout the day) and employs four to eight employees.  The company will only generate eight to 16 peak hour trips per day and these trips currently exist; however, the traffic will now avoid Lomita Boulevard and be direct onto Wilmington Avenue. The truck trips generally do not occur during the peak hour but occur throughout the day.  Therefore, no significant impacts are expected on traffic and circulation related to rerouting traffic from the Alexander facility.

Equilon estimates that a maximum of about 92 railcars per day (about 40,000 barrels) on one train would be received at the Lomita Terminal.  Trains are estimated to arrive at the facility two to three times per week.  The use of the Lomita Terminal will allow the railcars to use the Alameda Corridor.  The Alameda Corridor is a transportation route that is being designed to consolidate railcar and truck traffic to/from the Los Angeles and Long Beach ports to allow for faster and more efficient transportation of commodities.  The Alameda Corridor has been designed to handle substantial railcar and truck traffic so that an increase in one train is within the capacity of the railway system and is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on rail transportation or circulation

The truck traffic impacts related to the transport of ethanol from the Carson facility were addressed in the previous EIR, Chapter 6, Transportation (page 6-17).   There is no change in the transportation analysis from the October 2001 Final EIR.  The project impacts on transportation are potentially significant at the Wilmington Avenue/I-405 southbound intersection.  Therefore, a mitigation measure was imposed that requires Equilon to avoid this intersection during the evening peak hour.  The transportation impacts related to this alternative were considered to be less than significant, following mitigation.  

5.0
CONCLUSIONS

The currently proposed modification will have no effect on the conclusions regarding adverse environmental impacts contained in the October 2001 Final EIR (SCAQMD, 2001) for the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Project, nor will it result in any new significant adverse impacts not already addressed in the October 2001 Final EIR.  In addition, the currently proposed modification will not make significant effects substantially more severe than previously evaluated in the October 2001 Final EIR.  The currently proposed modification will not require new mitigation measures nor will it require modification of existing mitigation measures already identified in the October 2001 Final EIR.  Therefore, this addendum has appropriately disclosed the potential impacts from the currently proposed modifications to the project and will be included as part of the CEQA record for the Equilon CARB Phase 3 Project.
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APPENDIX A

Chapter 1, Executive Summary, October 2001 Final EIR

CHAPTER 1.0

INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The proposed project includes modifications to the Equilon Los Angeles Refinery (Refinery), Carson Terminal, Mormon Island Marine Terminal, Los Angeles Terminal, Signal Hill Terminal, Van Nuys Terminal, Colton Terminal and Rialto Terminal that will improve the air quality in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) by producing cleaner-burning reformulated gasoline for use in motor vehicles.  Cleaner-burning gasoline will reduce emissions of criteria and toxic air pollutants and, thereby, help to achieve and maintain federal and state ambient air quality standards in the Basin.   The objective of the proposed project is to comply with California’s Phase 3 Reformulated Fuels requirements, which includes the phase out of Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE), while minimizing the loss in the volume of gasoline produced by the Refinery or blended at the terminals.

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Equilon California Air Resources Board Reformulated Gasoline Phase 3 (CARB RFG Phase 3) requirements. The Final EIR includes the Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR (September 21, 2000), the Draft EIR (July 2001), a Final EIR (September 2001), a Health Risk Assessment (Volume II, September 2001), and a Worst Case Consequence Analysis (Volume III, September 2001).  All documents comprising the EIR for the proposed project were circulated for public review and are available at the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), 21865 East Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, California, 91765.  These documents can be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039 or by accessing http://ww.aqmd.gov/ceqa/nonaqmd.html.

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the CARB RFG Phase 3 proposed project and Initial Study (IS) were released for public review on September 21, 2000.  The IS contains a project description and the environmental checklist as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. A copy of the NOP/IS are included in Appendix A of this EIR.  The environmental disciplines that were determined to have potentially significant impacts and were analyzed in the EIR include air quality, geology/soils, hazards, noise, solid/hazardous waste, and transportation/traffic. 

The Draft EIR for the Equilon CARB RFG Phase 3 proposed project was released for a 45-day public review and comment period beginning on July 13, 2001 and ending on August 27, 2001.  Nine comment letters were received during the comment period for the Draft EIR.  Responses to those comment letters were prepared and are included in Appendix D of this document.  Minor changes were made to the text of the EIR where necessary due to public comments received on the Draft EIR.  Those changes are italicized for easier review.  The environmental disciplines that were determined to have potentially significant impacts and were analyzed in the EIR include air quality, geology/soils, hazards, noise, solid/hazardous waste and transportation/traffic.  The environmental resource where significant adverse environmental impacts would occur after implementation of mitigation measures was air quality and hazards.  Accordingly, a Statement of Findings and Overriding Considerations has been prepared for these significant adverse impacts and is included as Attachment 1 to the EIR.  

PURPOSE/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with §15121(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an informational document that: “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”

The EIR is an informational document for use by decision-makers, public agencies and the general public.  It is not a policy document that sets forth policy about the desirability of the project discussed.  The proposed project requires discretionary approval from the SCAQMD and, therefore, it is subject to the requirements of CEQA (Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.).  

This EIR addresses both project-specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed project.  The focus of this EIR is to address potentially significant environmental issues identified in the NOP and IS (see Appendix A) and to recommend feasible mitigation measures, where possible, to reduce or eliminate significant adverse environmental impacts.  

SCOPE AND CONTENT

The NOP and IS were circulated for a 30-day comment period beginning on September 21, 2000.  The NOP and IS were circulated to neighboring jurisdictions, responsible agencies, other public agencies, and interested individuals in order to solicit input on the scope of the EIR.  Comments received on the NOP and IS and responses are also included in Appendix A.  The NOP and IS formed the basis for and focus of the technical analyses in this EIR.  The following environmental issues were identified in the IS as potentially significant and are addressed in this document:

· Air Quality,

· Geology/Soils,

· Hazards,

· Noise, 

· Solid/Hazardous Waste, and

· Transportation/Traffic.

The IS concluded that the proposed project would not create significant adverse environmental impacts to the following areas:  aesthetics, agriculture resources, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, mineral resources, population/housing, public services, and recreation. 

A discussion of potential cumulative impacts is also provided.  The alternatives section of this EIR is prepared in accordance with §15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.  This section describes a range of reasonable alternatives that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the proposed project or are capable of eliminating or reducing some of the significant adverse environmental effects associated with the proposed project.

LEAD AGENCY

CEQA, Public Resources Code §21000 et seq., requires that the environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce, avoid or eliminate significant adverse impacts of these projects be identified and implemented.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD is the lead agency for this project and has prepared this Draft EIR to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the Equilon RFG Phase 3 proposed project. 

The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project that may have a significant effect upon the environment (Public Resources Code §21067).  It was determined that the SCAQMD has the primary responsibility for supervising or approving the entire project as a whole and is the most appropriate public agency to act as lead agency (CEQA Guidelines §15051(b)).  The proposed project requires discretionary approval from the SCAQMD for modifications to existing stationary source equipment and installation of new stationary source equipment.  The SCAQMD Permits to Construct and Permits to Operate are considered to be discretionary.  Once the SCAQMD approves the project by certifying the EIR, permits can be issued.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

State CEQA Guidelines §15381 defines a “responsible agency” as:  “a public agency which proposes to carry out or approve a project, for which a Lead Agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or Negative Declaration.  For purposes of CEQA, responsible agencies include all public agencies other than the lead agency that have discretionary approval authority over the project.”

No agencies have been identified as a Responsible Agency for the proposed Project..  The following agencies may have ministerial permitting authority for aspects of modifications at the Refinery and Terminals’ operations, and have been given an opportunity to review and comment on the NOP and EIR; however, no new discretionary permits or permit modifications are expected to be required from these agencies for the proposed project, with the exception that building permits are expected to be required by the Cities of Los Angeles, Carson, Signal Hill, Rialto, and the Port of Long Beach.

· State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB),

· Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),

· Los Angeles City Bureau of Sanitation (LACBS), 

· Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),

· Port of Los Angeles,

· City of Los Angeles,

· City of Carson,

· City of Signal Hill, and

· City of Rialto.

For convenience, all the above agencies will be referred to generally as Responsible Agencies in this EIR.  

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

The EIR is intended to be a decision-making tool that provides full disclosure of the environmental consequences associated with the discretionary actions required to implement the proposed project.  Additionally, CEQA Guidelines §15124(d)(1) require a public agency to identify the following specific types of intended uses:

· A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision-making;

· A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project; and

· A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies.

To the extent that local public agencies, such as cities, county planning commissions, etc., are responsible for making land use and planning decisions related to the proposed project, they could possibly rely on this EIR during their decision-making process.  See the preceding section for a list of public agencies’ approval that may be required.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – CHAPTER 2:  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Applicant

Equilon Enterprises, LLC

2101 E. Pacific Coast Highway

Wilmington, CA 

The proposed project includes modifications to the Equilon Refinery which is located at 2101 E. Pacific Coast Highway in the Wilmington district of the City of Los Angeles.  The Wilmington Terminal is located adjacent to the southwestern portion of the Refinery at 1926 E. Pacific Coast Highway.  The Refinery occupies about 300 acres of land; the larger portion of which is located within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, and the smaller portion of which is located within the City of Carson.  The Refinery is bounded to the north by Sepulveda Boulevard, to the west by Alameda Street, to the south by the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks, and to the east by the Dominguez Channel.  The Refinery is bisected by Pacific Coast Highway, with the larger portion of the Refinery to the north of Pacific Coast Highway and the smaller portion to the south.  The Refinery and all adjacent areas are zoned for heavy industrial use.

The proposed project will also require changes to distribution terminals in the southern California area.  The Signal Hill Terminal is located at 2457 Redondo Avenue in Signal Hill.  The terminal is located just south of the Interstate (I) 405 Freeway and south of Willow Street.  The Signal Hill Terminal is located in a commercial industrial area (C1).  The land use in the vicinity of the terminal also includes light and general industrial.  Residential land uses are located about one-quarter mile south of the terminal.

The Carson terminal is located at 20945 S. Wilmington Avenue, Carson (the former location of the Shell Oil Refinery).  The terminal is located in an industrial area and surrounded primarily by industrial and commercial land uses on the east, west, and north.  Residential land uses are located adjacent to and south of the terminal.

The Van Nuys Terminal is located at 8100 Haskell Boulevard in Van Nuys.  The terminal is located immediately west of the I-405 Freeway, south of Roscoe Boulevard, and is primarily surrounded by heavy industrial land uses.  The Van Nuys Terminal is located in a heavy industrial zone (M2-1).  The land use in the immediate vicinity of the terminal is primarily zoned heavy industrial.  Residential land uses are located north and north east of the terminal.  The closest residents are located about 1,300 feet north of the terminal.

The Colton and Rialto Terminals are located at 2237 and 2307 South Riverside Avenue within the City of Rialto.  These two terminals are located immediately adjacent to each other.  The terminals are located south of Slover Avenue, east of Willow Avenue and to the north of Santa Ana Avenue and are primarily surrounded by heavy industrial land uses.  The Colton and Rialto Terminals and surrounding land uses in the immediate vicinity of the terminal are primarily zoned for heavy industrial.  Residential land uses are located about 600 feet north and north east of the terminal.

The Marine Terminal is located on Mormon Island within the Port of Los Angeles.  The Marine Terminal is located at Berths 167-169 and is surrounded by other heavy industrial port-related uses including the GATX marine terminal and the U.S. Borax facility.  The closest residential land uses are located about one mile north of the terminal.

Project Description

In order to comply with CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements, Equilon is proposing modifications to its existing Los Angeles Refinery, Los Angeles Terminal, Mormon Island Terminal, Carson Terminal, Signal Hill Terminal, Van Nuys Terminal, Colton Terminal, and Rialto Terminal.  The primary objective of these modifications is to change the oxygenate used in the manufacture of gasoline from MTBE to ethanol and to produce more alkylate which is required for meeting the CARG RFG Phase 3 Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) standard, as well as meeting the benzene and sulfur standards.  At the Refinery, process unit modifications are required to the Hydrotreater Unit No. 2, C4 Isomerization Unit, Catalytic Reforming Unit No. 2, Alkylation Unit, Hydrotreating Unit No. 4, and fractionation  changes to a number of columns.  Modifications to the Refinery will also include a new 50,000 barrel pentane sphere, modifications to the service and/or throughput of storage tanks, and modifications to the existing flare and vapor recovery systems.  The proposed project will not increase the crude throughput capacity of the Refinery and is expected to result in a small decrease in the production of gasoline produced by the Refinery and blended at the terminals.

Modifications to the Carson Terminal include a new rail car off-loading rack, a new truck loading rack and vapor processor, and modifications to the service of five above ground storage tanks.

Modifications to the Equilon Mormon Island Marine Terminal are minor and include the modification of two existing above ground storage tanks to handle ethanol, replacement of one pump with a larger capacity pump, and piping modifications to place blind flanges on some pipelines.

The Wilmington Terminal will require the construction of a new 12,800 barrel internal floating roof tank, a truck unloading pad, and various pipeline metering and blending changes at the loading rack.

The Signal Hill Terminal will require the construction of a new 30,000 barrel internal floating roof tank, the conversion of one existing tank to store ethanol, the construction of a truck off-loading facility, and various pipeline metering and blending changes at the truck loading rack.

The Van Nuys Terminal will require the construction of a new approximately 7,400 barrel internal floating roof tank, a truck unloading facility, and various pipeline metering and blending changes at the existing truck loading rack.

The Colton Terminal will require the construction of a new approximately 7,150 barrel internal floating roof tank, a truck loading facility, and various pipeline metering and blending changes at the existing truck loading rack.

The Rialto Terminal will require the construction of a new approximately 7,150  barrel internal floating roof tank, a truck loading facility, and various pipeline metering and blending changes at the existing truck loading rack.

As a result of reformulating all of California’s gasoline through its Phase 3 requirements, CARB estimates that the Phase 3 requirements will reduce statewide mobile source hydrocarbon emissions by 0.5 ton per day, nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions by 19 tons per day, and will eliminate MTBE in gasoline. Toxic emissions are expected to decrease by about seven percent.  These emission reductions were based on comparing the properties of the 1998 average gasoline to the properties a representative CARB RFG Phase 3 fuel.  The CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements are expected to preserve and enhance the motor vehicle emission reduction benefits of the current program and will further aid in meeting the emission reductions required by the State Implementation Plan (CARB, 1999).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – CHAPTER 3:  EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15125, Chapter 3 – Existing Environmental Setting, includes descriptions of existing environment only for those environmental areas that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.  The following subsections briefly highlight the existing settings for the identified environmental areas that could potentially be adversely affected when implementing the proposed project, including Air Quality,  Geology/Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Solid/Hazardous Waste, and Transportation/Traffic. 

Air Quality

Over the last decade and a half, these has been significant improvement in air quality is the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  Nevertheless, several air quality standards are still exceeded frequently and by a wide margin.  Of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established for six criteria pollutants [ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10)], the area within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is in attainment with the state and NAAQS for SO2, NO2, and lead.  Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the existing air quality setting for each criteria pollutant as well as for toxic air contaminants.

Geology/Soils

Southern California is characterized by a variety of geographic features that form the basis for subdividing the region into several geomorphic provinces.  The Refinery and terminals are located within the Peninsular Range Province, a major physiograhic and tectonic province characterized by a prevailing northwesterly orientation of structural geologic features.  The general area within the Los Angeles Basin is about 50 miles long and 20 miles wide and slopes gently in a southwesterly direction to the Pacific Ocean.  

The Refinery and surrounding area overlies a portion of the Wilmington Oil Field.  The Wilmington Oil Field is a broad, asymmetric anticline, which is broken by a series of transverse faults.  These faults created major oil producing zones.  The Los Angeles area is a seismically active region.  Most of the earthquake epicenters occur along the San Andreas, San Jacinto, Whittier-Elsinore and Newport-Inglewood faults.  All of these faults are elements of the San Andreas Fault system.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hazards at a facility can occur due to natural events, such as earthquake, and non-natural events, such as mechanical failure or human error. The risk associated with a facility is defined by the probability of an event and the consequence (or hazards) should the event occur. This section discusses existing hazards to the community from potential upset conditions at the Refinery and terminals, to provide a basis for evaluating the changes in hazards posed by the proposed project.  

The major types of public safety risks at the Refinery consist of risk from releases of hazardous substances and from major fires and explosions. Shipping, handling, storing, and disposing of hazardous materials inherently poses a certain risk of a release to the environment.  The regulated substances handled by the Refinery include chlorine and ammonia.  The Refinery and terminals also handle petroleum products including propane, butane, isobutane, MTBE, gasoline, fuel oils, diesel and other products, which pose a risk of fire and explosion.  Accident scenarios for the existing Refinery and terminal operations evaluated herein include releases of regulated substances and potential fires/explosions, including transportation risks. The hazards that are likely to exist are identified by the physical and chemical properties of the materials being handled and their process conditions, including toxic gas clouds, torch fires, flash fires, pool fires, and vapor cloud explosions, thermal radiation and explosion/overpressure.  

State and federal laws require detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled, used, stored, and disposed of to prevent or mitigate injury to health or the environment in the event that such materials are accidentally released.  

Noise

Noise is a by-product of urbanization and there are numerous noise sources and receptors in an urban community.  Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound.  The Refinery and terminals are subject to the noise ordinances of the local jurisdictions.  Chapter 3 provides estimates of the existing noise levels in the Wilmington area near the Refinery and in the areas surrounding the terminals.  The Refinery and the terminals are surrounded by industrial facilities, commercial activities and transportation corridors.  Major contributors to the ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Refinery, Los Angeles Terminal and marine terminal include local railways, vehicular traffic, industrial facilities, construction activity and numerous port-related activities.  Major contributors to the ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the other terminals include vehicular traffic and industrial facilities.

Solid/Hazardous Waste

The hazardous waste disposal facilities within the state have about 59 years of life expectancy, based on their current levels of waste receipt.  The Refinery also generates non-hazardous solid or municipal wastes that are disposed of in local landfills.  The Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts anticipates that landfill capacity in the county will be exceeded in the near future.  

Transportation/Traffic

The transportation network in the Wilmington area includes roads, highways, freeways, railroads, airports, seaports, and intermodal terminals.  Traffic counts including turn counts were taken in 2000 and 2001 to determine the existing traffic in the area.  The traffic analysis indicates typical urban traffic conditions in the area surrounding the Refinery, Carson Terminal, and Los Angeles Terminal, with most intersections operating at Level of Services (LOS) A to B.  The only exception to this is that the Wilmington Avenue/223rd Street intersection is operating at LOS E.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – CHAPTER 4:  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

This section summarizes the environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts associated with the proposed project.  Table 1-1 includes a brief description of the environmental issues identified for the proposed project, potential environmental impacts prior to mitigation, proposed mitigation measures, and residual impacts remaining after mitigation.  Impacts are divided into four classifications:  Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, Potentially Significant but Mitigable Impacts, Less Than Significant Impacts, and Beneficial Impacts.  Unavoidable adverse impacts are significant impacts that require a Statement of Findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15091 and a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued per CEQA Guidelines §15093 if the project is approved.  Potentially Significant but Mitigable Impacts are adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant levels. The SCAQMD interprets §15091 to require findings only if impacts are not significant.  If an impact is mitigated to insignificance, findings are not required.  Less than significant impacts may be adverse but do not exceed any significance threshold levels and do not require mitigation measures.  Beneficial impacts reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.  


Unavoidable Adverse Impacts



Air Quality:
The emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), and nitrogen oxides (NOx), and PM10 will exceed mass daily emissions during project construction, primarily from off-road, heavy duty construction equipment and site preparation.




The emissions of CO, VOC, and NOx will exceed mass daily emission levels during operation.  Emission sources include both stationary source equipment and on-road mobile sources.



Hazards:
The proposed modifications to HTU2 could extend the hydrogen sulfide hazard zone an additional 200 feet west of Alameda, resulting in potential exposure to hydrogen sulfide in concentrations equal to or greater than the Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERGP) 2 levels. The hazards associated with these modifications are potentially adverse significant impacts. 


Potentially Significant But Mitigable Impacts


Transportation/


Traffic:
Adverse traffic impacts during the peak p.m. hour were identified for the operational phase at the Wilmington Ave./I-405 SB Ramp.  Mitigation measures were identified to reduce the project impacts to less than significant.


Less Than Significant Impacts



Air Quality:
SOx emissions from the construction phase of the proposed project are less than significant.  SOx and PM10 emissions during the operation of the proposed project are expected to be less than significant. 




During the operational phase of the project, ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants, CO hot spots, emissions of toxic air contaminants and odors are expected to be less than significant. 



Geology/Soils:
Adverse project impacts on topography, unique geological resources, soil contamination, and geological hazards are less than significant.



Hazards:
The proposed project is expected to comply with applicable design codes and regulations, with National Fire Protection Association Standards, and with generally accepted industry practices.  The increased risk of off-site injury, and exposure to a hazardous chemical in concentrations equal to or greater than the ERGP 2 levels are expected to be less than significant for all proposed modifications, with the exception of HTU2. 



Noise:
Adverse noise impacts during the construction and operational phases are expected to be less than significant. 



Solid/Hazardous Wastes:
The generation of solid/hazardous waste as part of the construction and/or operational phases of the proposed project are expected to be less than significant. 



Transportation/
Adverse traffic impacts during the construction phase


     Traffic: 
are expected to be less than significant.

AIR QUALITY
Construction activities will generate emissions of
Develop a Construction Traffic Emission
Construction emissions are expected to remain
CO, VOC, NOx and PM10 that are significant.
Management Plan.  The Plan shall include 
significant for CO, VOC, NOx, and PM10.
   
measures to minimize emissions from mobile
The construction emissions of SOx are
sources including requiring measures to

less than significant.
provide parking, scheduling truck deliveries, 

 
consolidating truck deliveries to avoid
 
peak traffic hours, and limit idling to 10 minutes.


Suspend use of construction equipment during

first stage smog alerts.



Prohibit trucks from idling longer than 10 minutes.


Use electricity or alternate fuels for on-site mobile  
  
equipment instead of diesel equipment, where 
 
feasible.
 


Maintain construction equipment tuned up and  
 
retard diesel engine timing, to the extent feasible.

 
Use electric welders to avoid emissions from gas or
 
diesel welders in portions of the project sites where
 
electricity is available.


 
Use on-site electricity rather than temporary power
 
generators in portions of the project sites where 
 
electricity is available.

  
Diesel powered construction equipment shall use low
  
low sulfur diesel, as defined in SCAQMD Rule 431.2
  
to the maximum extent feasible.

Air Quality (cont.)

Evaluate the feasibility of retrofitting the large off-
  
road construction equipment that will be operating
 
for significant periods and use them if they are 
 
commercially available and can be feasibly retrofitted

onto construction equipment.

Operational emissions of criteria pollutants are
Project emissions are controlled through the
Mass daily emissions of VOCs, CO, NOx, SOx and 
significant for CO, VOC, and NOx from non-
use of BACT.  No feasible mitigation measures
PM10 are expected to remain significant.
RECLAIM sources.
were identified for truck, railcars, and marine

engines.  Emissions from these sources are

controlled by the CARB, U.S. EPA, and/or 

International Maritime Organization.







Operational emissions of criteria pollutants are
None required.
Mass daily emissions of NOx and SOx from
less than significant for NOx and SOx from 

stationary sources at RECLAIM facilities are 
RECLAIM sources and for PM10 emissions from

expected to be less than significant.  PM10 emissions
all sources.

are less than significant.

The ambient air concentrations of NOx, PM10, and
None required.
Concentrations of NOx, PM10, and CO are 
CO are below SCAQMD significance threshold 

less than significant.
levels and are less than significant since no new
combustion sources are proposed.

No significant traffic impacts were identified at
None required.
CO hot spots are less than significant.
local intersections so no significant increase in CO
hot spots are expected.

The project is consistent with the General Plan and
None required.
Impacts on the AQMP are less than significant.
is consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan
so no significant impacts are expected.


Air Quality (cont.)

The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of
None required.
Cancer risk impacts are less than significant.
the proposed project is expected to be less than
the significance criterion of 10 per million so that 
the project impacts are deemed to be less than 
significant.

The acute and chronic hazard indices due to
None required. 
Non-carcinogenic (non-cancer) health impacts operation of the proposed project are less than 1.0

are less than significant.
and are deemed to be less than significant.



Potential odor impacts from the proposed project
None required
Project impacts on odors are less than significant
are not expected to be significant



GEOLOGY









No topographic changes are expected to the project
None required.
Topographic impacts are less than significant.
sites so impacts are less than significant. 

No unique geological resources are present that
None required.
Impacts on geological resources are less than
could be disturbed by the proposed project. No

significant.
significant impacts are expected.
 
Soil erosion from wind or water could occur during
None required as standard construction practices will
Soil erosion impacts are less than significant.
construction activities but dust control measures are
be employed to minimize wind/water erosion.

expected to minimize potential impacts.






 
Compliance with Uniform Building Codes is
Equilon is required to obtain building permits, 
Geological hazard impacts are less than significant.
expected to result in less than significant impacts.
as applicable, for all new structures.




GEOLOGY (cont.)

Construction activities could generate contaminated
Any contaminated soils or ground water shall 
Soil/water contamination impacts are less than
soils. 
be addressed pursuant to local, state and 
significant due to extensive regulations.
 
federal regulations and requirements, including 
 
requirements of U.S. EPA, DTSC, SCAQMD, and 
 
RWQCB.

HAZARDS 

Impacts associated with modifications to HTU2
Equilon will be required to update its Process
Hazard impacts for the modifications to HTU2 are
could result in off-site exposure to hydrogen
Safety Management Program and  Risk
significant.
sulfide at levels that could cause injury.  Hazard
Management Program. No additional feasible 
impacts are considered significant for HTU2 
mitigation measures were identified, over and above
modifications.
the extensive safety regulations that apply.

Impacts associated with on-site releases are not
None required because of the extensive regulations
Hazard impacts associated with other Refinery and
expected to result in off-site exposure to levels
Equilon will be required to update its Process 
terminal modifications are expected to be less than
that could cause injury for the other proposed
Safety Management Program and  Risk 
significant.
Refinery and terminal modifications.  These hazard
Management Program.
impacts are considered less than significant. 








The proposed project impacts on water quality due 
None required due to intensive regulations and 
Hazard impacts on water quality are expected to be to an accidental release are expected to be less than 
existing containment facilities.
less than significant.




significant.
 








     The project is expected to increase the transport
None Required.
Hazard impacts due to transportation are less than
of acutely hazardous materials or petroleum 

significant.




 
products via truck or railcar.  The impact from an
accidental release is less than significant.



The project is expected to comply with all applicable
None Required.
Hazard impacts are less than significant.
applicable design codes and regulations.




NOISE

Construction noise levels are expected to be less
None Required.
Construction noise is less than significant.
than significant since noise increases would not

exceed the noise levels identified in the noise

ordinance for the local cities.



Operational noise is considered less than significant
None Required.
Operational noise impacts are expected to be
as the estimated noise increase is less than 3 dBA

less than significant.
and within the noise levels established under the 
local cities noise ordinance.


SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE

Construction activities will generate solid/hazardous
None Required.
Solid/hazardous waste impacts are less than 
waste but sufficient landfill capacity exists to 

significant.
handle the increases so that no significant impacts
are expected.

The proposed project is expected to increase the 
None Required.
Solid/hazardous waste impacts during project generation of sulfuric acid and spent catalyst.  

operation are less than significant.
These waste streams are regenerated or recycled
at approved off-site facilities so that no significant
impacts are expected.
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

No significant change in the level of service (LOS) 
None required.
Traffic impacts during the construction phase are less 
rating at any intersection is expected, so no

than significant.
significant traffic impacts due to construction of the 
proposed project are expected.




The change in LOS at the Wilmington Ave./I-405
Truck traffic from the Carson Terminal shall be
Traffic impacts due to operation of the proposed 
SB Ramp is expected to change from C to D during
scheduled to avoid the Wilmington Ave./I-405
project are less than significant following mitigation. 
the p.m. peak hour which is considered to be
SB ramp during the evening peak hour.
significant.  The project impacts on LOS at all other 
intersections are expected to be less than significant.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – CHAPTER 5:  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A number of other projects that have the potential to generate cumulative impacts with the proposed project were identified, including transportation projects related to the development of the Alameda Corridor and other refinery reformulated fuel projects.  These projects and associated cumulative impacts relative to the proposed project are discussed in Chapter 5. Potentially significant cumulative impacts were identified for air quality, noise and traffic.  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – CHAPTER 6:  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This EIR provides a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project as required by the CEQA guidelines.  According to the guidelines, alternatives should include realistic measures to attain the basic objectives of the proposed project and provide means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  In addition, though the range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasonable choice, they need not include every conceivable project alternative (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(a)).  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision making and public participation.  

Alternatives presented in this EIR were developed by reviewing different methods to eliminate MTBE as an oxygenate and obtain more alkylate.  Consequently, each project alternative described below is similar to the proposed project in most respects except for the source of additional alkylane.  The rationale for selecting specific components of the proposed project on which to focus the alternative analysis rests on CEQA’s requirements to present a reasonable range of project alternatives that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project, while generating fewer of less severe adverse environmental impacts.  The EIR includes a discussion of the following alternatives to the proposed project:

· Purchase of Additional Alkylate – Under this alternative, the need for additional alkylate would by purchased (rather than produced) and transported via marine vessel to the Equilon Los Angeles Refinery.

· Construction of a New Alkylation Unit – Under this alternative, a new alkylation unit would be constructed to produce the additional alkylate required by the facility instead of modifying the existing alkylation unit.

· Alternate Location for Ethanol Railcar Unloading Facilities – Under this alternative the railcar unloading facilities would be constructed at an alternate site in the City of Carson.

In addition, several alternatives were rejected as infeasible.  Alternative oxygenates other than ethanol were considered infeasible since ethanol is the only oxygenate that can be used at this time.  Alternative terminals for the distribution of ethanol were considered but rejected because more construction and/or transportation impacts would occur.

Alternative analyses typically evaluate the “No Project Alternative” as a basis for comparing potential significant adverse environmental impacts.  However, Public Resources Code §21178(g) exempts projects that will enable the production of CARB RFG Phase 3 compliant fuels from the requirements of analyzing a No Project Alternative and alternative project sites. Accordingly, this EIR addresses only those alternatives that could be developed within the existing  Equilon facilities.  The exception to this is that Equilon has identified another potential site for railcar unloading of ethanol and this site is evaluated as an alternative herein.  

It was determined that all of the alternatives would achieve the objectives of the proposed project.  However, none of the project alternatives would eliminate the significant adverse environmental impacts identified for the proposed project.  In fact, the alternatives were expected to result in higher operational emissions than the proposed project.  No other feasible alternatives have been identified that would reduce the proposed project environmental impacts to a less than significant level while achieving the project objectives.  Consequently, the proposed project is considered the preferred alternative to ensure that Equilon will be able to achieve all the objectives of the proposed project, which is to produce reformulated fuels as specified by state regulations, and minimize environmental impacts.

DABWORD:1994EIR1
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CHAPTER 6.0

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

This EIR provides a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project as required by CEQA.  According to the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives should include realistic measures to attain the basic objectives of the proposed project and provide means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  In addition, though the range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, they need not include every conceivable project alternative (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6(a)).  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision making and public participation.  

Alternatives presented in this chapter were developed by reviewing alternatives to the use of oxygenates, different methods to obtain more alkylate, and different locations to receive ethanol.  Consequently, each project alternative described below is similar to the proposed project in most respects except for the source of additional alkylate and the type of oxygenate used.  The rationale for selecting specific components of the proposed project on which to focus the alternatives analysis rests on CEQA’s requirements to present a range of reasonable project alternatives that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project, while generating fewer or less severe adverse environmental impacts.

Alternatives analyses typically evaluate the “No Project Alternative” as a basis for comparing potential significant adverse environmental impacts.  However, Public Resources Code §21178(g) exempts projects that will enable the production of CARB RFG Phase 3 compliant fuels from the requirements of analyzing a No Project Alternative and alternative project sites. Accordingly, this EIR addresses only those alternatives that could be developed within the existing  Equilon facilities.  The exception to this is that Equilon has identified another potential site for railcar unloading of ethanol and this site is evaluated as an alternative herein.  

The proposed project objective is to comply with California’s RFG Phase 3 requirements for gasoline produced by the Equilon Wilmington Refinery.  The alternatives presented in this chapter  involve modifications to specific equipment or operations of the proposed project that would still allow the Refinery to meet the RFG Phase 3 specifications.  The main emphasis of the proposed project is on eliminating MTBE, receiving ethanol, and producing additional quantities of alkylate, which will help comply with the CARB Phase 3 reformulated gasoline specifications.  Alkylate has a low vapor pressure and low sulfur content, and is the ideal blending component of gasoline.  Therefore, the alternatives to the project are based on different oxygenates, different ways to obtain more alkylate, and different ethanol receiving facilities. Alternatives identified or rejected as infeasible that would allow Equilon to achieve the stated project objectives are also discussed in the following section.  
ALTERNATIVES REJECTED AS INFEASIBLE

Alternate Oxygenates:  There are a number of other oxygenates besides MTBE and ethanol that could potentially be used in gasoline.  However, with the Governor’s ban on MTBE and the requirements of the CARB Phase 3 regulations, ethanol is the only oxygenate that can be used to replace MTBE at this time.  Therefore, alternatives to the use of ethanol are not feasible and, therefore, were not evaluated.

Alternative Terminals:  Equilon potentially could receive ethanol at a number of different locations.  Sufficient quantities of ethanol are not produced in California so that ethanol will need to be supplied from other states and/or other countries.  The EIR assumes that ethanol can be received via ship at the Marine Terminal and via railcar at the Carson Terminal.  One additional alternative was developed to receive ethanol via railcar at the Lomita Terminal.  Bulk receipt of ethanol also could be received via railcar at the Refinery.  However, because ethanol absorbs water easily, it must be blended into gasoline at the Terminals to minimize the potential for contamination with water in the distribution system.   Ethanol that would be shipped to the Refinery would then have to be transported to the Terminals.  Therefore, shipping ethanol to the Refinery would increase the transportation requirements for ethanol.  The Carson Terminal already has existing storage tanks so that ethanol could be shipped and distributed with fewer facility modifications.  Shipping ethanol to another terminal would require more extensive construction to provide sufficient room to bring railcars to the site, construct railcar unloading facilities, construct sufficient tanks for ethanol storage, and truck loading facilities.  The existing Equilon Terminals, other than the Carson Terminal, do not have sufficient space to meet the requirements of receiving, storing, and distributing ethanol to the various terminals.  Because of the space limitations at the terminals, this potential alternative is considered infeasible.  

Ethanol could also be transported into the Los Angeles area via truck.  The worst case analysis for the Equilon project assumes that Equilon will require about 30,000 barrels per day of ethanol. However, a large number of trucks (about 250 per day) would be required to deliver sufficient ethanol to the Terminal.  Delivery of ethanol via truck (instead of railcar) to the Carson Terminal was not considered feasible due to the large quantity of ethanol that is required.  Based on the above, alternatives to receiving ethanol at terminals other than via ship at Mormon Island, railcar at Carson and potentially railcar at the Lomita site were considered to be infeasible.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 – Purchase Additional Alkylate

Rather than making additional alkylate at the Equilon Refinery, the additional alkylate requirements could be purchased by Equilon and transported to the Refinery.  This alternative assumes that sufficient supplies of alkylate will be available.  It is assumed that all refineries in California will use all the alkylate that they manufacture since alkylate is the primary blending component in reformulated gasoline.  Therefore, it is assumed that alkylate, if available, would be purchased from sources outside of California and transported to the Refinery via marine vessels.  It should be noted that the feasibility of this alternative is questionable because it is doubtful that sufficient quantities of alkylate will be available for purchase at a reasonable price due to the need for alkylate as a gasoline blending component by all petroleum companies.  However, on a short-term basis, sufficient quantities of alkylate are expected to be available.

Alternative 2 – New Alkylation Unit

Instead of modifying the existing alkylation unit, a new alkylation unit could be constructed to produce the additional alkylate required by the facility.   This alternative assumes that a completely new 5,000 bpd alkylation unit will be required that includes new vessels, pumps, valves, flanges, etc., and that a new heater would also be required.

Alternative 3 – Alternate Location for Ethanol Railcar Unloading Facilities

The proposed project includes receiving ethanol via railcar at the Equilon Carson Terminal for use and distribution to other terminals.  Equilon is also investigating the feasibility of receiving ethanol at another terminal, the Lomita railcar offloading facility, and shipping the ethanol via pipeline to the Carson Terminal for use and further distribution.  The Lomita site is located along Lomita Boulevard between Alameda Street and Wilmington Avenue in the City of Carson (immediately south of the Tosco Carson Refinery) (see Figures 2-1 and 6-1).  The Lomita rail offloading facility is estimated to handle a yearly average of about 62 railcars per day.  The ethanol will be pumped off of the railcars through a new offloading system (pumps and piping).  The new offloading system will be connected to existing Equilon pipelines at Equilon’s Lomita manifold and transported to Equilon’s Carson Terminal for storage and further distribution.  No construction of pipelines would be required and no storage of ethanol will occur at the Lomita site.   The construction of new railcar unloading facilities and a new office building would be required at this site.

ALTERNATIVE 1 – PURCHASE ADDITIONAL ALKYLATE

Air Quality:  Air quality impacts associated with construction under Alternative 1 would be less than the proposed project but are still expected to be significant.  Under this alternative, less construction equipment would be needed at the Refinery since the modifications to the Alkylation Unit would not be required.  However, modifications would still be required to the C4 Isomerization Unit, hydrotreater units, fractionator changes, CRU2, ethanol unloading and loading facilities, and storage tanks.  The reduced construction activities at the Refinery, including reducing the amount of construction equipment and workers, are not expected to eliminate the significant impacts on air quality during construction associated with the proposed project.  Construction activities at the terminals are not expected to change.

The VOC emissions associated with the operational phase of Alternative 1 would be reduced since the modifications to the Alkylation Unit were estimated to result in VOC emissions of about 57 pounds per day (see Table 6-1). 
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The indirect emissions under Alternative 1 would be increased (see Table 6-2).  This alternative would cause an increase in the number of marine vessel visits by about 20 per year at the Port, with a resulting increase in emissions from marine vessels.  The estimated emissions from marine vessel visits are expected to result in an annual increase in emissions over the proposed project as follows:  3,479 pounds of CO; 1,407 pounds of VOCs; 37,754 pounds of NOx, 53,714 pounds of SOx, and 7,363 pounds of PM10. Alternative 1 would result in an increase in annual emissions from marine vessels which would transport the additional alkylate. The total indirect emissions for this alternative would increase due to the increase in marine vessel visits (see Table 6-2). It should be noted that the maximum daily emissions are expected to be the same as the proposed project as no increase in the number of ship visits to the marine terminal on a daily basis is expected (i.e., only increases on an annual basis is expected).

TABLE 6-1

ALTERNATIVE 1 

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

(pounds per day)

SOURCE
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Refinery Emissions(1) 
193.0
230.6
652.9(2)
32.2
17.2

Carson Terminal Emissions(1)
1,940.4
108.2
1,349.7
38.5
39.6

Mormon Island Terminal Emissions
-
18.6
-
-
-

Wilmington Terminal Emissions
-
7.8
​-
-
​-

Signal Hill Terminal Emissions
-
15.7
-
-
-

Van Nuys Terminal Emissions
-
7.5
-
-
-

Colton Terminal Emissions
-
15.0
-
-
-

Rialto Terminal Emissions
-
7.3
-
-
-

Alternative 1:  Operational Emissions
2,133.4
410.7
2,002.6
70.7
56.8

Proposed Project Operational Emissions (see Table 4-5)
2,130.9
467.5
2,002.6
70.7
56.8

(1)
The NOx and SOx emissions associated with these sources are regulated under SCAQMD’s RECLAIM program.

(2)
The emission increases assume a worst-case analysis.  The actual project emissions will be limited to less than 40 tons per year (about 216 pounds per day) for the Refinery stationary sources and permit conditions will be imposed.

Therefore, the emissions of criteria pollutants would be greater under Alternative 1 than the proposed project due to the increased emissions from marine traffic.  Consequently, Alternative 1 would result in additional air quality impacts that would be significant.

TABLE 6-2

ALTERNATIVE 1

MARINE VESSEL EMISSION INCREASES

(pounds per year)

SOURCE
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Cruising
2,902
923
32,094
48,924
7,682

Maneuvering
830
259
9,644
15,054
1,294

Tugboats
222
74
1,634
292
36

Auxiliary Power
577
577
5,772
5,569
562

Alternative 1 Marine Vessel Annual Emission Increases
4,531
1,832
49,143
69,839
9,574

Proposed Project Marine Vessel Annual Emission Increases
1,052
425
11,390
16,125
2,211

Alternative 1 Increase Emissions over the Proposed Project
3,479
1,407
37,753
53,714
7,363


The emissions of toxic air contaminants from the Refinery stationary sources would decrease under this alternative because the fugitive VOC emissions would be less than the proposed project because fewer fugitive components (pumps, valves, flanges, etc.) would be added to the Refinery.  The incremental increase in firing rates from existing combustion sources is also expected to be reduced under this alternative, resulting in fewer emissions from combustion sources.  The impacts of toxic air contaminants are expected to remain less than significant under this alternative, as with the proposed project.
Geology/Soils: This alternative would not change the conclusions regarding impacts associated with geology and soils.  The amount of grading required for this alternative is less than the proposed project.  This alternative may reduce the potential impact to structures resulting from a major earthquake because fewer structures would be built.  All new structures would need to comply with the Uniform Building Code for Zone 4 earthquake areas.  The impacts associated with Alternative 1 on geology/soils are about the same as the proposed project and are considered less than significant. 

Hazards:  This alternative would result in the same hazards as the proposed project for construction which are considered significant.  During operation, the hazard impact associated with Alternative 1 would also be about the same as the proposed project, i.e., significant since the significant hazard impacts are associated with modifications to the HTU2, which would still require modification under Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would result in about 20 additional ship visits to the marine terminal thus increasing the probability of a marine vessel accident, but the consequences of an accidental release from a marine vessel would not be expected to change.  The transportation increases associated with truck and railcar traffic would still be required to transport ethanol.  The overall hazard impacts associated with this alternative are expected to remain significant since modifications to HTU2 would still be required.

Noise:  Alternative 1 would reduce the number of noise sources associated with the construction of the proposed project, as less construction activities would be required since the modifications to the Alkylation Unit would not occur.  The proposed project impacts were considered to be less than significant for both the construction and operational phases.  Under Alternative 1, there would be less increase in the number of noise sources operating at the site as the modifications to the Alkylation Unit would not occur.  Alternative 1 would result in additional marine traffic resulting in noise from marine vessels at the Port occurring on more days.  Nonetheless, the noise impacts associated with this alternative are expected to be less than significant, as is the proposed project.

Solid/Hazardous Waste:  Alternative 1 is expected to result in about the same amount of solid/hazardous wastes as the proposed project.  About the same amount of grading and demolition is expected to be required under Alternative 1 as the proposed project since the only difference is that the modifications to the existing Alkylation Unit would not occur under Alternative 1.  About 500 tons of solid wastes are expected from that construction phase. Assuming that approximately 10 percent of the material is contaminated, an estimated 50 tons of soil is expected to be hazardous waste. Alternative 1 would reduce the amount of solid/hazardous waste generated by the proposed project since no increase in sulfuric acid use would occur. The proposed project impacts were considered to be less than significant since the waste streams are generally regenerated (sulfuric acid).  Alternative 1 is expected to generate less waste and is also expected to have less than significant impacts on solid/hazardous waste.

Transportation:  This alternative is expected to result in a reduction in traffic associated with construction activities since the modifications to the Alkylation Unit would not be constructed.  However, the other portions of the project would still require modification.  The construction traffic impacts associated with Alternative 1 are expected to be less than the proposed project and, similar to the proposed project, less than significant.

Alternative 1 would increase marine vessel traffic through the Port. Marine vessel traffic would occur on more days per year, but would not increase daily marine vessel trips. The truck traffic required to transport ethanol is expected to remain the same as for the proposed project.  Therefore, the impacts of Alternative 1 on transportation are expected to be the same as the proposed project and would be mitigated to less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 2 – NEW ALKYLATION UNIT

Air Quality:  Air quality impacts associated with construction under Alternative 2 would be greater than the proposed project and would be significant.  Under this alternative, more construction activities would be required because the construction of an entire new Alkylation unit would be required.  The air quality impacts during construction are estimated to be about 20 percent greater than the proposed project and are included in Table 6-3. 

TABLE 6-3

ALTERNATIVE 2 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

(pounds per day)

Construction Activities
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Alternative 2 Refinery Construction Emissions
1,114
428
629
47
207

Carson Terminal Construction Emissions
210.6
25.8
273.1
24.7
144.1

Mormon Island Construction Emissions
38.2
4.2
52.3
5.0
47.1

Construction Emissions at Each Terminal (Wilmington, Signal Hill Van Nuys, Colton and Rialto)
123.9
184.6
147.5
12.8
57.6

Alternative 2 Estimated Peak Day Construction Emissions(1)
1,611
827
1,249
102
513

SCAQMD Threshold
550
75
100
150
150

Significant?
YES
YES
YES
NO
YES

Proposed Project Estimated Construction Emissions (see Table 4-3)
1,424.8
755.6
1,144.8
94.1
479.2

(1)
The peak construction day assumes construction will occur simultaneously with the Refinery, Carson Terminal, Mormon Island Terminal, and at two other terminals.  

The air quality impacts associated with the operational phase of Alternative 2 would eliminate the modifications to the Alkylation Unit and the related emission increases. However, the proposed project would result in an increase in fugitive emissions associated with a new Alkylation Unit and combustion emissions associated with additional heat requirements to operate the new unit.  It is assumed that a new Alkylation Unit would be about one-half the size of the existing unit.  New fugitive emissions would be associated with the valves, flanges, pumps, pressure relief devices, drains, and other fugitive components associated with typical refinery units.  The overall emissions associated with the fugitive components are estimated to be about 100 pounds per day.  A new heater or increased firing at an existing heater of about 65 mmBtu/hr is expected to be required to supply the necessary heat and steam needs of the new unit.  The emissions from stationary sources under Alternative 2 would be greater than the proposed project (see Table 6-4).  The emissions of NOx and SOx from stationary sources at the Refinery and Carson Terminal are regulated under the SCAQMD’s RECLAIM  program and are subject to different CEQA thresholds than the other sources (see Table 4-2).  The emissions of NOx and SOx from stationary sources are expected to remain less than significant.  The emissions of CO, VOC, and PM10 from stationary sources and all pollutants from indirect sources
 are expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold and are considered significant.  (Note that Alternative 2 would result in significant PM10 emissions while the proposed project would not exceed the PM10 significance threshold.)

The indirect emissions under Alternative 2 and the terminal emissions are expected to be about the same as the proposed project. Under Alternative 2, the indirect emissions of marine vessels, trucks and railcars would remain about the same as the proposed project.

TABLE 6-4

ALTERNATIVE 2 OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

(pounds per day)

SOURCE
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Refinery Emissions






Fugitive Emissions (e.g., pumps)
-
223.3
-
-​
-

Storage Tank Modifications
-
82.1
-
-
-

Increased Firing Rates at Boilers(1)
193.0
25.3
652.9(2)
32.2
17.2

New Heater(1)
57.6
33.6
13.0
7.4
156.0

Refinery Emissions Total
250.6
364.3
665.9
39.6
173.2

Carson Terminal Emissions
1,940.4
108.2
1,349.7
38.5
39.6

Mormon Island Terminal Emissions
-
18.6
-
-
-

Wilmington Terminal Emissions
-
7.8
​-
-
​-

Signal Hill Terminal Emissions
-
15.7
-
-
-

Van Nuys Terminal Emissions
-
7.5
-
-
-

Colton Terminal Emissions 
-
15.0
-
-
-

Rialto Terminal Emissions 
-
7.3
-
-
-

Alternative 2 Emissions Total
2,191.0
544.4
2,015.6
78.1
212.8

Proposed Project Operational Emissions (pounds per day) (see Table 4-5)
2,133.4
467.5
2,002.6
70.7
56.8

(1)
The NOx and SOx emissions associated with these sources are regulated under SCAQMD’s RECLAIM program.

(2)
The emission increases assume a “worst-case” analysis.  The actual project emissions will be limited to less than 40 tons per year (about 216 pounds per day) for the Refinery stationary sources and permit conditions will be imposed.


Therefore, construction emissions of criteria pollutants would be greater under Alternative 2 than the proposed project due to the increased fugitive and combustion emissions associated with the construction of a new Alkylation Unit.  The operation air quality impacts under Alternative 2 would be higher than for the proposed project and are expected to be significant.

The emissions of toxic air contaminants from the Refinery stationary sources would be greater under this alternative due to the increase in fugitive and combustion emissions over the proposed project conditions.  It is estimated that the toxic emissions from the proposed project would about double but are expected to remain less than significant.  



Geology/Soils:  The amount of grading required for this alternative would be greater than the proposed project as building foundations would be required for a new unit which would increase the potential for finding contaminated soils. This alternative may increase the potential impact to structures resulting from a major earthquake because additional structures would be built.  All new structures would need to comply with the Uniform Building Code for Zone 4 earthquake areas.  The impacts associated with Alternative 2 on geology/soils are slightly greater than for the proposed project but would still be less than significant.  

Hazards:  During operation, hazard impacts would also be about the same as the proposed project.  A new Alkylation unit would be expected to have essentially the same hazards as the existing unit.  There would be more sulfuric acid transported to the Refinery to supply the new Alkylation unit and more spent acid generated by the Refinery.  Additional ammonia would be transported to the Refinery to supply ammonia to the new Akylation unit heater.  Alternative 2 would not result in any changes to the terminals over the proposed project. The overall hazard impacts associated with this alternative are expected to be significant since modifications would still be required to HTU2 and the proposed project hazard impacts associated with modifications to HTU2 are potentially significant.

Noise:  Alternative 2 would increase the number of noise sources associated with the construction of the proposed project as more construction activities would be required to construct a new alkylation unit. The proposed project impacts were considered to be less than significant for both the construction and operational phases.  Alternative 2 would result in additional noise sources at the Refinery including additional pumps and heaters.  The noise impacts are expected to be less than significant as sensitive receptors and residential areas are located about one-half mile from the site and noise from new units would be limited to comply with various regulations and ordinances. 

Solid/Hazardous Waste:  Alternative 2 would increase the amount of solid/hazardous waste generated by the proposed project as additional quantities of sulfuric acid would be used and additional spent sulfuric acid would be generated. The proposed project impacts were considered to be less than significant since the waste streams are generally regenerated (sulfuric acid) or recycled (metal catalysts).  Alternative 2 is expected to generate more spent sulfuric acid that would be transported and regenerated off-site.  The impact of Alternative 2 on solid/hazardous is expected to be less than significant.

Transportation:  This alternative is expected to result in additional traffic associated with construction activities since more construction workers and equipment would be required to construct a new unit. The construction traffic impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be greater than the proposed project.  

Alternative 2 would not change the railcar or marine vessel traffic associated with the proposed project. The by-products/chemicals traveling to/from the Refinery by truck would increase as a new Alkylation Unit would require additional quantities of sulfuric acid.  The impacts of Alternative 2 on transportation are expected to be the same as the proposed project and would be mitigated to less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 3 – ALTERNATE ETHANOL RAILCAR UNLOADING SITE

The environmental analysis for Alternative 3 includes an evaluation for all the environmental resources because this potential alternative was not addressed in the NOP/IS (see Appendix A).  Therefore, in order to provide a complete environmental analysis of this alternative, all environmental resources are addressed herein.

Air Quality:  Air quality impacts associated with construction under Alternative 3 would be slightly greater than the proposed project and would be significant.  Under this alternative, the ethanol railcar unloading facilities that would have been constructed at the existing Carson Terminal will be constructed at the site of the proposed Lomita Terminal (see Figure 6-1).  Overall, more construction activities would be required because construction activities would be required at both the Carson Terminal and the Lomita Terminal. The largest increase would be in VOC emissions associated with coating of a new tank required to store storm water at the Lomita Terminal (see Table 6-5).  The air quality impacts during construction would be the same as the proposed project, i.e., significant for CO, VOCs, NOx, and PM10 and less than significant for SOx (see Table 6-6).  Detailed emission calculations are included in Appendix B. 

TABLE 6-5

ALTERNATIVE 3 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

(pounds per day)

Construction Activities
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Alternative 3 Construction Activities at the Lomita and Carson Terminals

Construction Equipment
131.6
24.7
301.1
30.2
18.3

Construction Worker Vehicles
30.5
3.4
2.9
-
0.2

Light Duty Truck
17.7
0.6
0.5
-
<0.1

Heavy Diesel Trucks
86.5
2.8
33.9
-
1.1

Fugitive Dust from Roadways
-
-
-
-
38.2

Fugitive Construction Emissions
-
-
-
-
82.8

Coating Emissions
-
175.0
​-
-
-

Total Construction Emissions 
266.3
206.5
338.4
30.2
140.7

Carson Terminal Construction under the CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project

Construction Equipment
107.5
20.4
244.8
24.7
14.8

Construction Worker Vehicles
25.4
2.9
2.4
-
0.1

Light Duty Truck
12.7
0.4
0.4
-
<0.1

Heavy Diesel Trucks
65.0
2.1
25.5
-
0.8

Fugitive Dust from Roadways
-
-
-
-
30.9

Fugitive Construction Emissions
-
-
-
-
97.4

Total Construction Emissions
210.6
25.8
273.1
24.7
144.1

Alternative 3 Construction Emission Increases over Proposed Project
55.7
180.7
65.3
5.5
-3.4

TABLE 6-6

ALTERNATIVE 3

PEAK DAY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

(pounds per day)

Construction Activities
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Refinery Construction
928.2
356.4
524.4
38.8
172.8

Carson/Lomita Terminals
266.3
206.5
338.4
30.2
140.7

Mormon Island
38.2
4.2
52.3
5.0
47.1

Two Terminals
247.8
369.2
295.0
25.6
115.2

Total Construction Emissions
1,480.5
936.3
1,210.1
99.6
475.8

SCAQMD Threshold
550
75
100
150
150

Significant?
YES
YES
YES
NO
YES

The air quality impacts associated with the operational phase of Alternative 3 would change the location of the railcar unloading facilities from the Carson Terminal to the Lomita site.  Only minor changes are expected in emissions from stationary sources.  Equilon also estimates that more ethanol would be transported via railcar to the Lomita Terminal resulting in the increased distribution of ethanol via truck from the Carson Terminal.  Therefore, Alternative 3 will result in increased emissions from the transport of ethanol via railcar and the distribution of ethanol via truck (see Table 6-7). Under Alternative 3, the indirect emissions from marine vessels would remain about the same as the proposed project. Criteria pollutant emissions from the Refinery and stationary sources at the Los Angeles, Van Nuys, Signal Hill, Colton, and Rialto Terminals under this alternative would be unchanged from the proposed project.

The emissions of criteria pollutants would be greater under Alternative 3 than the proposed project due to the increased emissions associated with the transport of additional ethanol. Alternative 3 would result in the same impacts as the proposed project, i.e., significant impacts for all criteria pollutants including CO, VOC, NOx, SOx, and PM10.  The impacts of stationary sources (RECLAIM sources) of NOx and SOx at the Refinery and Carson Terminal are expected to remain less than significant.  

The emissions of toxic air contaminants from the Refinery and stationary sources at the Los Angeles, Van Nuys, Signal Hill, Colton, and Rialto Terminals would be unchanged from the proposed project.  The emissions of toxic air contaminants from the Carson Terminal are expected to be slightly greater than the proposed project due to the increased amount of ethanol delivered and loaded onto trucks.  The proposed project impacts on toxic air contaminants were less than significant. The cancer risk to the MEIR and MEIW was about 0.3 per million and 0.06 per million, respectively.  The acute hazard index was about 0.0017 and the chronic hazard index was about 0.0005.  The impacts associated with Alternative 3 are also expected to be less than significant because this alternative is not expected to result in a substantial increase in toxic air contaminants.  Alternative 3 would only result in the increased loading of denatured ethanol and slightly increase emissions at the Carson Terminal.  The only stationary emission source of toxic air contaminants at the Lomita Terminal would be fugitive emissions of denatured ethanol associated with fugitive components (pumps, valves, flanges).  Denatured ethanol contains 95 percent ethanol and five percent gasoline.  Because the gasoline is a small fraction of the total product, the emissions are predominantly ethanol.  Ethanol is comparatively non-toxic so that significant health effects associated with exposure to ethanol are not expected. 

TABLE 6-7

ALTERNATIVE 3

STATIONARY SOURCE OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

(pounds per day)

SOURCE
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Refinery Emission Summary(1) 
193.0
287.4
652.9(2)
32.2
17.2

Carson Terminal Stationary Source Emissions Under Alternative 3

Fugitive Emissions
-
13.9
-
-
-

Ethanol Truck Loading
-
24.3
-
-
-

Thermal Oxidizer Emissions
2.5
0.1
4.0
0.03
0.8

Carson Terminal Indirect Emissions Under Alternative 3

New Workers Commuting
3.6
0.4
0.3
-
<0.1

Ethanol Truck Transport
2,629.0
83.2
1,029.3
-
32.9

Carson Terminal Emission Summary
2,635.1
121.9
1,033
0.03
33.8

Lomita Terminal Stationary Source Emissions

Railcar Unloading Facility
-
11.2
-
-
-

Lomita Terminal Indirect Emissions

Railcar Emissions
88.3
33.2
895.8
56.4
22.2

Lomita Terminal Emission Summary
88.3
44.4
895.8
56.4
22.2

Mormon Island Terminal Summary

18.6




Wilmington Terminal Summary
-
7.8
​-
-
​-

Signal Hill Terminal Summary
-
15.7
-
-
-

Van Nuys Terminal Summary
-
7.5
-
-
-

Rialto Terminal Summary
-
7.3
-
-
-

Colton Terminal Summary
-
15.0
-
-
-

ALTERNATIVE 3 SUMMARY
2,916.4
525.6
2,581.7
88.6
73.2

Significance Thresholds
550
55
55
150
150

Significant?
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO

Proposed Project Emissions
2,133.4
467.5
2,002.6
70.7
56.8

(1)
The NOx and SOx emissions associated with these sources are regulated under SCAQMD’s RECLAIM program.

(2)
The emission increases assume a “worst-case” analysis.  The actual project emissions will be limited to less than 40 tons per year (about 216 pounds per day) for the Refinery stationary sources and permit conditions will be imposed.

Biological Resources:  The Lomita facility is located within a heavy industrial area, adjacent to existing operating refineries and related operations.  Past development has virtually eliminated all natural habitats in the area.  Currently, no species of rare, threatened or endangered plants or animals have been reported in the vicinity of the proposed Lomita Terminal.  Thus, no listed species are expected to be significantly adversely impacted by construction or operation of the Lomita terminals.  Because the area in and near the terminal is devoid of native habitat, impacts to other, non-listed species are not expected.

Cultural Resources:  The Lomita terminal is located in an area of high archaeological sensitivity.  The Tongva/Gabrielino village site known as Suangna is located near the terminal and a large cemetery was recently exposed in the vicinity of the ARCO Refinery, which is located just north of the terminal (SCAQMD, 2000g).  Earth disturbance associated with construction of the terminal will not impact the known limits of the burial sites.  However, there is potential that additional buried archaeological deposits may exist, which could be adversely affected by ground disturbance associated with the construction of the terminal.  Any such impact would be considered significant but mitigatable.  Such mitigation measures would include:  

· Subsurface earth disturbances would be monitored by a professional archaeologist and a representative of the Gabrielino/Tongva Tribunal Council; 

· In the event that cultural deposits are exposed during project construction, the archaeological monitor shall have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the find.  The find shall be evaluated and mitigated as warranted.  After the find has been appropriately mitigated, work in the area my resume;  and 

· If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code §5097.98.  If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  The NAHC will then serve as consultant on how to proceed with the remains.

Energy:  A minimal amount of natural gas may be required during construction of this alternative, which could be supplied by a local utility.  Electricity required during construction activities is expected to be minimal as the majority of construction machinery is powered by gasoline or diesel fuel.  No significant impacts to electrical or natural gas utilities are expected due to construction activities.

Operation of this alternative will require about an additional two megawatts of electricity. The facility is near the boundary of the Southern California Edison (SCE) and Los Angeles Department of Water and Power supply areas.  The facility is expected to be supplied electricity by SCE.  Recently, the electrical demand has exceeded the electrical supply in parts of California due to deregulation of California’s electric industry.  Although California has experienced generation shortages and the demand for electricity is expected to increase, the construction of several power plant projects recently and currently being permitted by the California Energy Commission (CEC) is expected to adequately meet future electricity requirements.  The Lomita Terminal is not expected to be operational until the last quarter of 2002.  By that time, additional electricity generating capacity in California is expected to be available, thus minimizing the potential for electricity supply shortages.  The CEC has approved 13 major new power plant projects with a combined generation capacity of 8,923 megawatts since April 1999.  Eight power plants, with a generation capacity of 5,587 megawatts are now under construction, with 1,903 megawatts expected to be on-line by the end of 2001.  In addition, another 11 major electricity generating projects totaling 5,578 megawatts of electricity are currently being considered for licensing by the CEC (CEC, 2001).  However, the electrical requirements of the Lomita Terminal would be minor (used to run pumps, security lights, and a small office building).  Therefore, sufficient electricity is expected to be available when the Lomita Terminal becomes operational so that no significant impacts would be expected. 

Geology/Soils:  The amount of grading required for this alternative would be greater than the proposed project as building foundations would be required for the new railcar unloading facility which would increase the potential for finding contaminated soils. This alternative includes relocating the railcar unloading facility from the Carson Terminal to the new Lomita site.  Therefore, this alternative would have the same potential impacts as the proposed project due to a major earthquake.  Similar to the proposed project, all new structures would need to comply with the Uniform Building Code for Zone 4 earthquake areas.  The impacts associated with Alternative 3 on geology/soils are slightly greater than for the proposed project but would still be less than significant.  

Hazards:  During operation, hazard impacts would also be about the same as the proposed project.  A new railcar unloading facility at the Lomita Terminal would be expected to have the same impacts as the railcar unloading facility at the Carson Terminal.  The Lomita facility is located within a heavy industrial area so that impacts on residential areas are expected to be less than the proposed project because residential areas are located a further distance from the Lomita site than the Carson Terminal.  Additional ethanol would be transported to the Lomita site and from the Carson Terminal but the impacts associated with the transport of ethanol was determined to be less than significant. The overall hazard impacts associated with this alternative are expected to be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality:  The Lomita facility would result in additional paved surfaces and the generation of additional storm water discharges.  A storm water collection system would be installed as part of the terminal, which would include a new storage tank for storm water, and paving and diking, so that any contact water is collected.  Any runoff at the loading facility will be collected analyzed, treated as necessary and discharged under the requirements of the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD).  Development of the Lomita Terminal under Alternative 3 is expected to require a new industrial wastewater discharge permit, although water would only be discharged during periods of rainfall. Storm water runoff from outside the process unit areas will be collected and discharged through a storm water permit, which would also be required for the facility.  Since water would only be discharged during periods of rainfall, no significant impacts are expected to the sewer system or the storm water system.  Additional wastewater and storm water discharged will be regulated by the appropriate regulatory agencies so that no significant impacts are expected.  

This alternative is not expected to significantly adversely affect the quantity or quality of ground water in the area for the reasons discussed below.  There is no beneficial use of ground water in the area since all aquifers in this area are unusable for fresh water supply because of salt-water intrusion.  This alternative would not interfere with the operation of ground water or monitoring wells maintained by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for the West Coast Basin Barrier Project designed to stop salt water intrusion.  No significant adverse impacts are expected to ground water quality from the proposed project because: (1) wastewater discharge will be limited to contaminated storm water which would be collected and treated in compliance with wastewater discharge permits; (2) no underground storage tanks will be constructed as part of the proposed project; (3) containment berms are proposed around the new loading racks to minimize the potential for a spill to contaminate soil/ground water; and (4) the new tank will be used to store storm water.  

The Lomita terminal is not expected to result in a substantial increase in water demand. Water would only be required for domestic purposes in the new office building.  The increase in water demand is expected to be within the available water supply.  

The Lomita facility is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area so the terminal would not impede or redirect 100-year flood flows.  The proposed project is not located within a flood zone and would not expose people or property to any known water-related hazards.  The proposed project is not located in an area susceptible to mudflows, e.g., hillside or slope areas, so that no significant impacts from mudflow would be expected.
The impacts of Alternative 3 on hydrology and water quality are expected to be less than significant. 

Land Use:  The Lomita terminal would be consistent with the zoning for that area (MH) and with the City of Carson General Plan.  The land uses in the area include refineries and related facilities (e.g., petroleum coke storage and hydrogen plants), storage tank farms and other industrial facilities.  The facility is compatible with the land use of the site and the surrounding land uses. The Lomita site would not disrupt or divide an established community. Therefore, significant impacts on land use are not expected.

Noise:  Alternative 3 would increase the number of noise sources associated with the construction of the proposed project as construction activities would be required at the Lomita site. The proposed project impacts were considered to be less than significant for the construction phase and construction at the Lomita site is expected to remain less than significant since construction activities will be limited to daytime hours and occur within an industrial area.  

Alternative 3 would shift the location of the railcar unloading facility from the Carson Terminal to the Lomita site.  It is expected that about one additional train per day (with about 55-65 railcars) would be required to deliver the ethanol to the site.  The increase in railroad traffic is not expected to create noticeable noise impacts due to the industrial nature of the area surrounding the Lomita site.  No significant noise impact due to railroad trips is expected.

Solid/Hazardous Waste:  Alternative 3 is not expected to result in an increase in the amount of solid/hazardous waste generated by the proposed project. The proposed project impacts were considered to be less than significant since the waste streams are generally regenerated (sulfuric acid) or recycled (metal catalysts). The impact of Alternative 3 on solid/hazardous waste is expected to be less than significant.

Transportation:  This alternative is expected to result in additional traffic associated with construction activities since more construction workers and equipment would be required due to construction activities at the Lomita site. The construction traffic impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed project (about 10 additional construction workers) but are expected to be less than significant as the traffic would be split between two sites.
Alternative 3 would increase the railcar and truck traffic compared to the proposed project since more ethanol would be transported to the Lomita site and distributed by truck from the Carson Terminal.  The impacts of Alternative 3 on transportation are expected to be significant at the Wilmington Avenue/I-405 SB intersection since additional truck traffic (200 trucks per day instead of 150 per day) would be generated.  For the proposed project, it was concluded that significant adverse impacts would occur at this intersection with 150 trucks per day.  Therefore, the mitigation measure developed for the proposed project would need to be imposed for this alternative, i.e., truck traffic from the Carson Terminal shall be scheduled to avoid the Wilmington Avenue/I-405 SB Ramp during the evening peak hour.   The mitigation measure is expected to reduce traffic impacts associated with Alternative 3 to less than significant.

CONCLUSION

Table 6-8 compares the potential environmental impacts of the various alternatives with those of the proposed project.  Based on the analyses herein, Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in larger impacts, specifically on air quality, than the proposed project.  Alternative 3 would have similar impacts as the proposed project, although slightly greater as it would involve construction activities at an additional site.  All alternatives would allow Equilon to attain the project objectives of complying with the CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements and producing more alkylate. 

Analysis shows that Alternative 1, the construction of a new Alkylation Unit would probably be the environmentally superior choice from the alternatives presented in this Chapter.  Alternative 1 would not reduce a significant project impact to less than significant.  In addition, Alternative 1 would result in higher emissions due to the construction and operation of a new refinery unit. 

All the alternatives and the proposed project would result in significant impacts to air quality.  No other feasible alternatives were identified that would reduce the air quality impacts during construction to a less than significant level.  Consequently, the proposed project is preferable to Alternatives 1 and 2 because it allows the Refinery to meet the project objectives of complying with state reformulated fuels requirements and producing more alkylate while resulting in fewer environmental impacts than any of the identified project alternatives. Alternative 3 would result in similar impacts as the proposed project.  

TABLE 6-8
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

as compared to the proposed project

ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC
Proposed Project
Alternative 1*
Alternative 2*
Alternative 3*

AIR QUALITY

   Construction

   Operation

   Toxic Air Contaminants
S

S

NS
S(-)

S(+)

NS(-)
S(+)

S(+)

NS(+)
S(+)

S(+)

NS(=)

Geology/Soils

   Construction

   Operation
NS

NS
NS(-)

NS(- )
NS(+)

NS(+)
NS(+)

NS(=)

Hazards

   Construction

   Operation
NS

S
NS(=)

S(=)
NS(=)

S(+)
NS(=)

S(=)

Noise

   Construction

   Operation
NS

NS
NS(-)

NS(=)
NS(+)

NS(+)
NS(=)

NS(=)

Solid/Hazardous Waste

   Construction

   Operation
NS

NS
NS(=)

NS (-)
NS (=)

NS(+)
NS(=)

NS(=)

Transportation

   Construction

   Operation
NS

MNS
NS(-)

MNS(=)
NS(+)

MNS(=)
NS(+)

MNS(+)

Notes:

S
=
Significant

NS
=
Not Significant

PS
=
Potentially Significant

MNS
=
Mitigated to Non-significance

(-)
 =
Potential impacts are less than the proposed project.

(+)
 =
Potential impacts are greater than the proposed project.

(=)
 =
Potential impacts are approximately the same as the proposed project.
DABWORD:2021EIR6







