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COMMENT LETTER NO. 6 

LETTER FROM ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CAROZO 

 

Katherine S. Poole 

July 25, 2001 

 

 

Response 6-1 

 

The construction emissions for the proposed project, including the pipeline construction, have been 

revised in the Final EIR.  See Responses 5-50, 5-56 and 5-59 regarding pipeline construction 

emissions.  The emission inventory referenced in this comment relies on the data from the Pacific 

Pipeline Project, which included laying a 20-inch pipeline from the Santa Barbara County to the 

Wilmington area.  The construction of this pipeline was much more complicated than the pipeline 

proposed by Ultramar as its route included hills, crossing streams, cut and fill in currently 

undeveloped areas, trenching through heavily developed areas, and so forth.  The Ultramar pipeline 

is confined to industrial areas that have already been graded.  So a comparison of the two pipeline 

construction schedules is inappropriate. 

 

Response 6-2 

 

The emission benefits associated with implementation of the CARB Phase 3 fuel requirements are 

identified in the EIR (see Table 5-3) and assume the use of ethanol in the CARB Phase 3 fuels.  

Therefore, the CARB Phase 3 requirements, including the use of ethanol, are expected to provide 

emission benefits. CARB data indicates that emissions reductions greater than those reported in 

Table 5-3 would be expected for NOx and VOCs emissions if the U.S. EPA waives the federal 

oxygenate requirement (CARB, 1999).  The U.S. EPA has denied the request by California to 

waive the federal oxygenate requirement and the State of California has sued the U.S. EPA over 

this denial.  It is currently required by federal law to use a minimum of two percent oxygenate in 

gasoline and the analysis in the EIR includes this requirement. The EIR did not report the emission 

benefits associated with the CARB Phase 3 fuels without ethanol since this fuel would not comply 

with federal laws. 

 

Mr. Willaim Keese appears to have been comparing CARB Phase 3 fuels with and without 

oxygenate which is consistent with the CARB data, i.e., additional emission benefits would be 

expected with the elimination of ethanol from fuels (CARB, 1999).  Mr. Keese was not comparing 

CARB Phase 2 fuels to CARB Phase 3 fuels.  The Draft EIR compares the emission benefits 

between the use of CARB Phase 2 and CARB Phase 3 fuels. 

 

Response 6-3 

 

The construction emissions for the proposed project, including the pipeline construction, have been 

revised in the Final EIR.  See Responses 5-50, 5-56 and 5-59 regarding pipeline construction 

emissions.  The emission inventory referenced in this comment relies on the data from the Pacific 

Pipeline Project, which included laying a 20-inch pipeline from the Santa Barbara County to the 

Wilmington area.  The construction of this pipeline was much more complicated than the pipeline 



148 

proposed by Ultramar as its route included hills, crossing streams, cut and fill in currently 

undeveloped areas, trenching through heavily developed areas, and so forth.  The Ultramar pipeline 

is confined to industrial areas that have already been graded.  So a comparison of the two pipeline 

construction schedules is inappropriate.  An accurate estimate of the equipment schedule associated 

with the Ultramar proposed project is provided in Appendix B on page B-3 of the Final EIR 

 

Response 6-4 

 

See Response 6-3 regarding the inventory of construction equipment.  The construction equipment 

inventory includes air compressors, backhoes, bulldozers, compactors, cranes, dump trucks, flat 

bed trucks, front end loaders, hydrolifts, motor grader, pavers, pick up trucks, pile drivers, 

trenchers, water trucks and welders.  This equipment is expected to be sufficient to construct the 

pipeline. See Responses 5-59 through 5-63 regarding PM10 emission calculations.  Note that 

emissions from asphalt paving are not expected as the pipeline route is expected to be located in 

areas that have a dirt surface and will not require paving.  Construction across major streets is 

expected may require boring of the pipeline, which eliminates the need to trench across the streets, 

and eliminates the traffic impacts associated with closing a major street for construction activities.  
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