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FAXED MAY 14, 2004

May 14, 2004
Mr. John Signo
Associate Planner
City of Carson Planning Division
701 East Carson Street

Carson, CA  90745

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Kinder-Morgan Energy Partners Carson Terminal Expansion
Dear Mr. Signo:

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the above mentioned document.  Per our conversation on May 6, 2004, it is the SCAQMD staff’s understanding that the City of Carson intends to recirculate the November 10, 2003 Draft EIR.  The following comments are meant as guidance to the Lead Agency and, where applicable, should be incorporated into the revised Draft Environmental Impact Report.
The following comments identify several areas in the Draft EIR where air quality impacts did not appear to be fully identified and assessed.  Some of the attached information may constitute significant new information, identification of significant impacts, or identification of significant adverse impacts that are substantially worse than what was reported in the Draft EIR.  Since the City of Carson intends to recirculate the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, this information can be incorporated in the revised Draft EIR. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (909) 396-3105.


Sincerely,


Susan Nakamura


Planning Manager


Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

ATTACHMENT

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Kinder-Morgan Energy Partners Carson Terminal Expansion
1. Construction Emissions.  The air quality analysis presented in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR addresses air quality impacts from, site preparation, activities.  On page 2-9 of the Draft EIR, it is stated that “fill materials would be imported into the project site.”  However, it appears that emissions associated with filling the depressed area of the site are not included in the air quality analysis.  In Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR it indicates that as a worst case assumption that if a shortened site preparation schedule is implemented as part of the soil fill process, there could be an estimated 200 trucks per day (20 trucks per hour, operating 10 hours per day).  The number of trips assumed in the air quality and traffic analyses should be consistent, as the number of trips are directly related to the emissions and traffic congestion.  Emissions from these haul trucks, combustion-related emissions from operation of the construction equipment to move the fill material, and fugitive dust emissions from moving the fill material should be quantified and included in the air quality analysis.
Further, Table 3.2-2 only includes worker commute trip emissions for 6 employees.  On page 2-9, the DEIR states that the construction work force could include 80 construction workers.  Note also, that on page 3.10-15 it is stated that tank construction will peak at month 6 with 7.2 workers.  Consequently, the lead agency has substantially underestimated commute trip emissions.  In addition, construction emission should include emission estimates from all phases of construction and any overlapping phases of construction.

2. Construction Schedule.  Page 2-9 of the Draft EIR indicates that initially four tanks will be constructed over the next twelve to fourteen months and no more than three tanks would be constructed simultaneously throughout the life of the proposed project.  However, the SCAQMD staff has received permit applications for nine tanks, which will expire one year from the date of issuance of the permit.  Thus, the construction schedule in the Draft EIR appears to be inconsistent with the number of permit applications received.  Additional clarification is needed regarding the construction schedule.  If additional tanks will be constructed during the initial phase of the project, the analysis of construction emissions should be revised accordingly.

3. Mitigation Measures.  In the event that the revised air quality analysis results in significant adverse construction emissions, the following is a list of potential mitigation measures to minimize diesel emissions that the Lead Agency can consider to mitigate emissions from diesel powered on- and off-road mobile sources:

· use of ultra low-sulfur diesel

· properly tune and maintain according to manufacturers’ specifications.  In addition, where feasible use of ultra low sulfur diesel or clean alternative fuels should be used.

· use of diesel particulate filters

· other after treatment control technologies such as diesel oxidation catalysts,

· alternative diesel fuels such as emulsified diesel fuel, 

· innovative engine designs such as timing and fuel ratio modifications, and

· provide a minimum buffer zone of 300 meters between truck traffic and sensitive receptors;

· re-route truck traffic by restricting truck traffic on routes to minimize impacts to sensitive receptors;

· improve traffic flow by signal synchronization;

· enforce truck parking restrictions;

· restrict truck idling;

· electrify service equipment at facility;

· use street sweepers that meet the requirements of Rule 1186; and

· pave roads and road shoulders;

4. Operational Emissions.  Page 3.2-12 of the Draft EIR indicates that during drain dry operations, emissions would be captured and routed through an existing thermal oxidizer.  Emission estimates from the thermal oxidizer should be included in the analysis of operational emissions.

On page 2-7, the DEIR states that no new employees will be required to accommodate operation of the proposed project.  This is restated on page 3.10-26.  Page 3.10-26 also states that there will be additional “nonemployee trips” due to “increased storage capacity at the site.”  Table 3.10-14 on page 3.10-26 shows additional trips of 14-15 during pead houses (a.m. & p.m.).  Presumably there are nonemployee trips outside of peak hours.  Therefore, the total number of nonemployee trips per day needs to be estimated, emissions calculated for these trips calculated and added to the daily operational emissions.
5. Applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations.  The SCAQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency include additional clarification regarding the specific SCAQMD rules that the project will comply with and the type and level of emissions controls that will be implemented as part of the project.  The Revised Draft EIR should indicate that the new storage tanks will be subject to the SCAQMD’s Regulation XIII – New Source Review.  Thus as indicated in Rule 1303 – Requirements, Best Available Control Technology (BACT) will be required for each of the storage tanks.  BACT for internal floating roof storage tanks will require the installation of Category A tank seals and compliance with SCAQMD Rule 463 – Organic Liquid Storage.

Other SCAQMD rules that the project will need to comply with include Rule 1173 – Control of Volatile Organic Compound Leaks and Releases from Components at Petroleum Facilities and Chemical Plants, Rule 1178 – Further Reductions of VOC Emissions from Storage Tanks at Petroleum Facilities, Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, Rule 463 – Organic Liquid Storage, and Rule 1166 – Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil.

6. HRA Analysis.  Page 3.2-13 of the Draft EIR indicates that the HRA includes benzene, ethylbenzene, hexane, MTBE, naphthalene, toluene, and total xylene emissions  Based on the products that will be stored in the storage tanks, the Lead Agency should also consider adding the following toxic air contaminants:  hydrogen fluoride, hydrogen sulfide, cresol, 1,3 butadiene, and phenol.  Including these additional toxic air contaminants in the HRA is expected to increase the cancer risk and hazard indices for chronic and acute compounds.
Cumulative Impacts.  If the revised air quality analysis results in significant adverse project-specific impacts, air quality impacts may be considered to be cumulatively considerable as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15065(c).  In this situation, a discussion of cumulative air quality impacts is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15130.  Table 2-2 beginning on page 2-10 includes a list of related development projects that should be used for the cumulative impact analysis.  In addition, the lead agency may further assess if there are any other development projects within the vicinity of the proposed kinder Morgan project that should be considered.  A CEQA document has been prepared for a number of the projects listed in Table 2-2 and the project-specific air quality analysis from relevant CEQA documents could be used to derive cumulative air quality impacts. 

Further, on page 3.2-15 of the DEIR, the lead agency states, “The SCAQMD has not identified thresholds to which the total emissions of all cumulative development can be compared.”  This statement is incorrect.  The project-specific thresholds identified on pages 3.2-8 and 3.2-9 also serves as the significance thresholds for cumulative air quality impacts.  The only exception is that the cumulative significance threshold for chronic and acute health effects is 3.0.  Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts should also be compared to the project-specific significance thresholds (except for cumulative chronic and acute health effects as explained in the sentence above) and any emissions that exceed the relevant significance thresholds should be considered significant.
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