
32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

330



32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

331



32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

332



32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

333



32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

334



32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

335



32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

336



32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

337



32-1

32-2

32-3

32-4

32-5

32-6

338



339

COMMENT LETTER NO. 32
LETTERS FROM COMMUNITY

April 20, 2002

Nine letters from the public were submitted to the SCAQMD and are identical. The comments in
each letter are numbered and bracketed.  The letters are the same and the following is the response
to each comment.

Response 32-1

Your opinion regarding the Ultramar proposed project is noted.  Please see Response 9-9 regarding
the health impacts associated with the proposed project.

Response 32-2

Please see Response 9-8 regarding the air quality analyses completed for the proposed project.

Response 32-3

See Response 6-3 regarding the mitigation measures imposed on the proposed project.

Response 32-4

See Response 3-3 regarding the public meeting for the proposed project.

Response 32-5

While the proposed project is expected to result in emission increases, the project also is expected
to result in regional emission reductions (see Final SEIR, Table 5-3, page 5-20) associated with
vehicles that use the reformulated fuels.  The benefits of improved air quality were not included in
the calculated emissions estimates because they occur over a wide area, not just in the vicinity of
the proposed project.  However, air quality benefits resulting from lower vehicle emissions will
also accrue in the local area of the Refinery and terminals.  Please note that a number of mitigation
measures have been imposed on the construction phase of the proposed project (see Final SEIR,
page 4-28).

All new and modified components are required to comply with the SCAQMD’s best available
control technology (BACT) requirements as part of the proposed project.  BACT, by definition, is
control equipment with the lowest achievable emission rate.  The use of BACT controls emissions
to the greatest extent feasible for the new and modified emission sources.  Therefore, additional
emission reductions for stationary sources through mitigation measures are not feasible, i.e,. there
is no other feasible control equipment.  “Feasible” as used here is based on the definition contained
in CEQA Guidelines §15364, which states “‘Feasible’ means capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social and technological factors.”
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Response 32-6

See Response 3-3 regarding the public hearing and an extension of the public comment period.




