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2 Responses to Comments

South Coast Air Quality Management District, August 22, 2008
SCAQMD-1.

Thank you for your review of and comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR.

SCAQMD-2.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

SCAQMD-3.

The additional rules and regulations have been added to the document.

SCAQMD-4.

The references on Page 3.2-7 have been revised in the Final SEIS/SEIR to reflect the
Basin’s current CO attainment status. The USEPA redesignated the SCAB as in
attainment of the NAAQS for CO in June 2007.

SCAQMD-5.

Table 3.2-10 on Page 3.2-35 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR has been modified under the tank
column to include the vapor destruction unit.

SCAQMD-6.

The contractor will achieve a control efficiency of 75 percent by applying Best Available
Control Measures (BACMs). Examples of the BACMs that may be applied includes: 1)
pre-watering material prior to truck loading, 2) limiting vehicular travel to established
unpaved roads and unpaved parking lots, 3) directing construction traffic over established
haul routes, and 4) stabilizing surface soil where support equipment and vehicles will
operate. Some of the above examples may be applied in conjunction with other approved
SCAQMD Rule 403 BACMs.

SCAQMD-7.

Construction worker Personally Owned Vehicle (POV) emissions were calculated using
URBEMIS. Emission estimates for construction worker POV emissions were calculated
from the workers’ originating location to the actual construction site. In order to verify
that this was the worst case scenario a separate calculation was done comparing
emissions based on worker transport buses and based on POV emissions from a staging
area to the construction site. This analysis showed that the difference between these two
calculations was negligible. As a result, rather than using worker transport buses, for air
quality modeling purposes the emissions from construction worker transit to the
construction site were estimated as if POVs were used rather than transport buses. The
POV estimates are included in Table H.1.PP.Un.Const-2 and Table H.1.PP.Un.Const-3
(unmitigated case) and Table H.1.PP.Mit.Const-2 and Table H.1.PP.Mit.Const-3
(mitigated case).

SCAQMD-8.

Construction worker POV emissions were calculated using URBEMIS, which accepts
only one variable, the square footage of buildings to be constructed. The POV emissions
were calculated in two parts: 1) Construction of the Administration Building, and 2)
Construction of all other aspects of the Project, including pipeline construction, tank farm
construction, and wharf construction. Construction of the Administration Building was
calculated in URBEMIS in the category of General Office Building and the construction
of all other aspects of the Project was calculated in URBEMIS in the category of General
Heavy Industry. URBEMIS uses default values for worker commuter trip rates, trip
primary percentages, trip diverted percentages, and trip pass-by percentages, to calculate
POV emissions. The values used for the General Office Building category analysis are:
57,300 square feet for the building being constructed, 11.01 trips per day per 1,000
square feet of general office building, 35% worker commuter trip, 75% trip primary, 20%
trip diverted, 5% trip pass-by. The values used for the General Heavy Industry category
analysis are: 75.0 acres for the total construction, 6.75 trips per day per acre of general
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heavy industry, 90% worker commuter trip, 90% trip primary, 5% trip diverted, 5% trip
pass-by.
SCAQMD-9.

As explained in Section 2.4.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, construction materials would be
delivered by a combination of trucks, rail, OGV, and barges, but in some cases the
specific method has not yet been identified with complete certainty. For the purposes of
the air quality analysis, it was observed that materials that could be delivered via rail
would, if not be delivered by rail, be delivered via Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks (HDDT).
The air quality modeling team performed an analysis that determined that the emissions
per ton of materials delivered would be higher using HDDT in comparison to rail. For
this reason, to provide for a conservative analysis of emissions, it was assumed that all
land-based delivery of construction materials would occur via HDDT.

SCAQMD-10. The peak daily Phase I unmitigated construction emissions in summary Table
H.1.PP.Un.Const-1 in Appendix H.1 is correct. Peak daily Phase I unmitigated
construction emissions in Table 3.2-11 in Section 3.2 are incorrect and have been
corrected. The CEQA and NEPA significance findings do not change as result of these
edits in Section 3.2. An additional footnote has been included in Table 3.2-11 to clarify
what emission sources contribute to the peak daily construction emissions.
SCAQMD-11. The peak daily phase mitigated construction emissions in summary Table
H.1.PP.Mit.Const-1 in Appendix H.1 is correct. Peak daily Phase I mitigated
construction emissions in Table 3.2-13 in Chapter 3 are incorrect and have been
corrected. The CEQA and NEPA significance findings do not change as result of these
edits in Section 3.2. An additional footnote has been included in Table 3.2-13 to clarify
what emission sources contribute to the peak daily construction emissions.
Phase 2 unmitigated construction and Phase 2 mitigated construction emissions are
correct as presented in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Stone delivery does not occur during Phase
2 construction. The only emissions are from Tank Farm Site 2 construction and POV
emissions.
SCAQMD-12. The mitigated construction emission results for peak daily Phase I and Phase 2
construction emissions were calculated after incorporating emissions reductions from
MM AQ-3 and MM AQ-5 through AQ-10, which are described in Section 3.2.4.6.1 of
the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Appendix H1 provides emission factors for specific pollution
sources for the unmitigated and mitigated case, from which an interested party could
derive specific emissions reduction efficiencies.
As requested by the commenter, the following tables provide control efficiencies
associated with the construction mitigation measures.
Phase I Construction
Mitigation
Measure

Construction
Activity

MM AQ-3

Pier 400 Marine
Terminal and Wharf
Construction1

Reduction Efficiency (%)
VOC

CO4

NOx

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

44

-43

28

0

17

18
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Phase I Construction
Mitigation
Measure

Construction
Activity

Reduction Efficiency (%)
VOC

CO4

NOx
SOx
PM10
PM2.5
Pipeline
MM AQ-6
Construction2
--------60
60
Pipeline
MM AQ-3
Construction
0
-26
23
0
40
40
MM AQ-3
Tank Farm Site #12
0
-33
19
0
34
34
MM AQ-6
Tank Farm Site #1
--------60
60
MM AQ-3
Tank Farm Site #22
0
-32
21
0
9
31
MM AQ-6
Tank Farm Site #2
--------60
60
MM AQ-7
Stone Delivery3
19
19
18
16
19
18
1
MM AQ-1, MM AQ-2, and MM AQ-4 through MM AQ-12 do not have control efficiencies computed.
2
MM AQ-1, MM AQ-2, MM AQ-4, MM AQ-5, and MM AQ-7 through MM AQ-12 do not have control
efficiencies computed.
3
MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-6 and MM AQ-8 through MM AQ-12 do not have control efficiencies
computed.
4
Negative reduction efficiency represents where emissions would increase as a result of the mitigation
measure.

Phase II Construction
Mitigation
Measure

Construction
Activity

Reduction Efficiency (%)

VOC
CO1
NOx
SOx
PM10
PM2.5
----------MM AQ-1
Tank Farm Site #2
----MM AQ-2
Tank Farm Site #2
--MM AQ-3
Tank Farm Site #2
6
-32
22
0
41
41
----------MM AQ-4
Tank Farm Site #2
------------MM AQ-5
Tank Farm Site #2
--MM AQ-6
Tank Farm Site #2
--------60
60
-MM AQ-7
Tank Farm Site #2
------------MM AQ-8
Tank Farm Site #2
----MM AQ-9
Tank Farm Site #2
------------MM AQ-10
Tank Farm Site #2
----MM AQ-11
Tank Farm Site #2
------------MM AQ-12
Tank Farm Site #2
--1
Negative reduction efficiency represents where emissions would increase as a result of the mitigation
measure.

SCAQMD-13. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 has been modified as follows:
Prior to and including December 31, 2011: All on-site mobile diesel-powered
construction equipment greater than 50 hp, except derrick barges and marine vessels
shall meet the Tier 2 emission standards as defined in the USEPA Non-Road Diesel
Engine Rule (USEPA 1998). In addition, all construction equipment greater than 50
hp shall be retrofitted with a CARB-certified Level 3 diesel emissions control device.
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From January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2014: All off-road diesel-powered
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier-3 emission off-road
emission standards, at a minimum and shall be retrofitted with a CARB certified
Level 3 diesel emissions control device.
From January 1, 2015 on: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment
greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier-4 emission off-road emission standards, at a
minimum and shall be retrofitted with a CARB certified Level 3 diesel emissions
control device.
This mitigation measure shall be met, unless one of the following circumstances
exists and the contractor is able to provide proof that any of these circumstances
exists:
x A piece of specialized equipment is unavailable in a controlled form, or
within the required Tier level, within the state of California, including
through a leasing agreement.
x

A contractor has applied for necessary incentive funds to put controls on
a piece of uncontrolled equipment planned for use on the project, but the
application process is not yet approved, or the application has been
approved, but funds are not yet available.

x

A contractor has ordered a control device for a piece of equipment
planned for use on the project, or the contractor has ordered a new piece
of controlled equipment to replace the uncontrolled equipment, but that
order has not been completed by the manufacturer or dealer. In addition,
for this exemption to apply, the contractor must attempt to lease
controlled equipment to avoid using uncontrolled equipment, but no
dealer within 200 miles of the project has the controlled equipment
available for lease.

SCAQMD-14. MM AQ-5 has been modified as shown below to incorporate the recommendation to
enforce truck parking restrictions. The other mitigations suggested in the comment have
been incorporated into MM AQ-5 to reduce exposure to diesel particulate matter from onroad heavy duty trucks.
MM AQ-5: Best Management Practices (BMPs)
The following types of measures are required on construction equipment
(including on-road trucks):
1. Use of diesel oxidation catalysts and catalyzed diesel particulate traps
2. Maintain equipment according to manufacturers’ specifications
3. Restrict idling of construction equipment and on-road heavy-duty trucks to a
maximum of 5 minutes when not in use
4. Install high-pressure fuel injectors on construction equipment vehicles
5. Maintain a minimum buffer zone of 300 meters between truck traffic and
sensitive receptors
6. Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization
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7. Enforce truck parking restrictions
8. Provide on-site services to minimize truck traffic in or near residential areas,
including, but not limited to, the following services: meal or cafeteria
services, automated teller machines, etc.
9. Re-route construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive
receptor areas
10. Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and
equipment on- and off-site.
SCAQMD-15. Regarding the issue of documenting the control efficiency, please see the response to
comment SCAQMD-6. In addition, the Port will apply additional mitigation measures per
MM AQ-6. This mitigation measures are expected to control fugitive dust emissions an
additional 60% in addition to the 75% in the unmitigated case, thus resulting in a total of
90% control from uncontrolled levels. Regarding the issue of proposed modifications to
MM AQ-6, the measure has been modified according to the comment as shown below:
MM AQ-6: Additional Fugitive Dust Controls
The construction contractor shall reduce fugitive dust emissions by 90 percent
from uncontrolled levels. The Project construction contractor shall specify dustcontrol methods that will achieve this control level in a SCAQMD Rule 403 dust
control plan. Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when work
may not be in progress.
Measures to reduce fugitive dust include, but are not limited to, the following
x Active grading sites shall be watered one additional time per day beyond
that required by Rule 403.
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x

Contractors shall apply approved non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers
according to manufacturer’s specifications to all inactive construction
areas or replace groundcover in disturbed areas (previously graded areas)
inactive for ten days or more.

x

Construction contractors shall provide temporary wind fencing around
sites being graded or cleared.

x

Trucks hauling dirt, sand, or gravel shall be covered or shall maintain at
least 2 feet of freeboard in accordance with Section 23114 of the
California Vehicle Code.

x

Construction contractors shall install wheel washers where vehicles enter
and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off tires of vehicles
and any equipment leaving the construction site.

x

Pave road and road shoulders.

x

Require the use of clean-fueled sweepers pursuant to SCAQMD Rule
1186 and Rule 1186.1 certified street sweepers. Sweep streets at the end
of each day if visible soil is carried onto paved roads on-site or roads
adjacent to the site to reduce fugitive dust emissions.
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x

Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison
concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues
related to PM10 generation.

x

Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.

x

Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all
phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.

x

Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial
system to off-peak hours to the extent practicable.

x

Require the use of electrified truck spaces for all truck parking or
queuing areas if feasible. Alternatively, trucks could be required to turn
off if parked or stopped in idle for more than 15 minutes.

SCAQMD-16. The fourth bullet point of MM AQ-6 has been modified according to the comment as
shown in Response to Comment SCAQMD-15.
SCAQMD-17. The additional bullet points have been incorporated into MM AQ-6 according to the
comment as shown in Response to Comment SCAQMD-15.
SCAQMD-18. Per the LAHD Sustainable Construction Guidelines for Reducing Air Emissions, all onroad heavy-duty diesel trucks with a GVWR of 19,500 pounds or greater shall comply
with USEPA 2004 on-road emission standards for PM10 and NOx prior to December 31,
2011. Beginning January 1, 2012 on, all on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with a GVWR
of 19,500 pounds or greater shall comply with USEPA 2007 on-road emission standards
for PM10 and NOx. According to the project construction schedule, construction will be
completed prior to December 31, 2011. As a result, USEPA 2004 on-road emission
standards have been utilized consistent with the Port’s Sustainable Construction
Guidelines. The Guidelines were developed based on equipment availability. The Port
conducted a survey in early 2008 of construction contractors and equipment providers,
including information on future equipment orders. As a result of this survey, it was found
that 2007 compliant trucks would not be available in large quantities before 2012.
However, as described above, the Port will encourage use of USEPA 2007 compliant
trucks through the Environmental Compliance Plan required of all contractors.
Each contractor will be required to submit an Environmental Compliance Plan for work
completed as part of the proposed Project. The Environmental Compliance Plan will be
developed by the contractor and must:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

Identify the overall construction area
Identify work hours and days
Describe the overall construction scope of work
Identify all construction equipment to be used to complete the project
Identify all applicable mitigation measures depending on scope of work and
construction equipment list
Develop a plan to adhere to all applicable mitigation measures
Develop a record-keeping system to track mitigation and any pertinent permits
and/or verification documents such as equipment specifications, equipment logs,
and receipts
Develop a tracking system to ensure mitigation is completed within the specified
plan
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x
x

Identify one lead person, plus one back-up person to be responsible for
environmental compliance
Identify additional measures, practices or project elements to further reduce
environmental impacts.

The Environmental Compliance Plan must be submitted to the Port of Los Angeles for
review prior to commencing construction. The Port of Los Angeles reserves the right to
modify the Plan, in conjunction with the contractor, to identify additional measures,
practices or project elements to further reduce environmental impacts.
SCAQMD-19. The referenced statement on Page 2-9 describes the Port’s intention regarding the
Terminal Island site; however, as indicated in Draft SEIS/SEIR Chapter 2 (Project
Description) and throughout the document, the proposed Project does not include any use
of the existing rail tracks or include any rail operations (other than potentially to deliver
construction materials; on this issue, see the response to comment SCAQMD-9).
SCAQMD-20. Please see response to USEPA-8. Mitigation Measure AQ-14 has been amended as
shown below:
MM AQ-14 Low Sulfur Fuel
All ships (100%) calling at Berth 408 shall use 0.2% low sulfur fuel within 40 nm of
Point Fermin on their outbound leg and while hotelling at the Project, beginning on day
one of operation. Vessels calling at Berth 408 shall also use 0.2% low sulfur fuel within
40 nm of Point Fermin on their inbound leg, except where circumstances (such as ships
with a mono-tank system or ships originating from a Port where low sulfur fuel is not
available) make such use infeasible on the inbound leg. Regardless, the applicant shall
adhere to the following annual phase-in schedule which identifies the minimum
allowable annual percentage of vessels in the fleet calling at Berth 408 which shall use
0.2% low sulfur fuel within 40 nm of Point Fermin on their inbound leg. Ships calling at
Berth 408 shall use low-sulfur fuel in main engines, auxiliary engines, and boilers within
40 nm of Point Fermin (including hoteling for non-AMP ships) in the annual
percentages in fuel requirements as specified below:
PLAMT Fuel Switch for Main Engines, Auxiliary Engines, and Boilers
Main Engines/Auxiliary Engines/Boilers
Inbound
Year
1
2
3
4
5
6
7-30

HFO
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0.50%
100
100
100
80
50
50
10

Hoteling and Outbound
0.20%
0
0
0
20
50
50
90

HFO
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0.50%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0.20%
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

In addition, all callers carrying 0.2% low sulfur shall use 0.2% low sulfur fuel within 40
nm of Point Fermin both on the inbound and outbound leg. Six months prior to
operation of Berth 408 the applicant shall lead the effort, with Port support, in notifying

2-120

Pacific L.A. Marine Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal Final SEIS/SEIR
November 2008

2 Responses to Comments

all fuel suppliers/shippers of the low sulfur fuel requirements. This notification shall be
achieved through publication of a notice in Bunker World (or other similar fuel supply
trade publication) and by notification to all Berth 408 customers.
The comment also calls for the phase-in of fuel with a maximum sulfur content of 0.1
percent. To allow for some margin of error and product contamination in the distribution
system, when a shipping line orders 0.2 percent sulfur fuel, the shipping line is actually
receiving a fuel with a lower sulfur content of between 0.13 and 0.16 percent. Therefore,
if the mitigation measure required 0.1 percent fuel, the supplier would have to provide
fuel at a content of lower than 0.1 percent, which might not be possible in current
refineries. Additionally, 0.2 percent is consistent with the CAAP. In developing and
approving the CAAP, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach met and collaborated
with agencies (including CARB, AQMD, and USEPA), environmental and community
groups, and the shipping industry. As a result of this collaborative process, 0.2% sulfur
fuel was found to be feasible from port-wide perspective and use of this fuel represents
consensus.
SCAQMD-21. Please see response to USEPA-8. Mitigation Measure AQ-15 has been amended as
shown below:
MM AQ-15 AMP
By end of year 2 of operation, all ships capable of utilizing AMP and all frequent
callers (2 or more a year), shall use AMP at the facility. At minimum, ships calling
at the Berth 408 facility shall use AMP Ships calling at Berth 408 facility shall use
AMP while hoteling at the Port in the following at minimum percentages while
hoteling at the Port in the following at minimum percentages:
x
x
x
x
x

By end of year 2 of operation – 6 (4%) vessel calls
By end of year 3 of operation – 10% of annual vessel calls
By end of year 5 of operation – 15% of annual vessel calls
By end of year 10 of operation – 40 50% of annual vessel calls
By end of year 16 of operation – 70 80% of annual vessel calls

As discussed in Chapter 3.2, use of AMP would enable ships to turn off their auxiliary
engines during hoteling, leaving the boiler as the only source of direct emissions. An
increase in regional power plant emissions associated with AMP electricity generation is
also assumed. Including the emission from ship boilers, a ship hoteling with AMP
reduces its criteria pollutant emissions 88 to 98 percent, depending on the pollutant, when
compared to a ship hoteling without AMP and burning residual fuel in the boilers.
AMP on container vessels and cruise ships is directed at reducing emissions from the
relatively large hoteling loads present on these vessels. Tankers have smaller hoteling
loads but also must support cargo offloading operations by producing steam power. The
steam production capability cannot be replaced without complete vessel reconstruction.
However, as mentioned earlier, the Project design includes a feature to minimize steam
generation requirements via the use of shore-side electric pumps.
The Port will design and incorporate into Berth 408 all the necessary components to
make full AMP available for those vessels capable of utilizing such facilities. The
following addition has been included the AMP discussion in the Final SEIS/SEIR.
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In the alternative, the Port may, upon application by the tenant, and subject to all
applicable laws and regulations, permit the tenant to install and employ and
Alternative Maritime Emission Control System (AMECS) system, either in
combination with or in place of AMP as designated in the Port’s permit, to satisfy
the requirements of this mitigation measure; provided that the Port first finds, based
on environmental review prepared pursuant to CEQA, all of the following:
(1) that AMECS is a feasible mitigation measure;
(2) that the Port and CARB have verified that use of AMECS, as permitted by the
Port, would achieve emissions reductions equivalent to or better than those
identified in this SEIS/SEIR as occurring under this mitigation measure through
the use of AMP alone; and
(3) that either
a.

the use of AMECS, as permitted by the Port to achieve the purposes of this
mitigation measure, would result in no new or substantially more severe
significant adverse impact to the environment, or

b. any new or substantially more severe adverse impact to the environment
resulting from the use of AMECS as permitted by the Port to achieve the
purposes of this mitigation measure would be mitigated to a less than
significant level, or
c.

overriding considerations, as defined under CEQA, make appropriate the use
of AMECS as permitted by the Port to achieve the purposes of this
mitigation measure.

Regarding the suggestion for 100 percent compliance with AMP, the percentages
required in MM AQ-15 represent aggressive phase-in requirements for a marine oil
tanker. Both CARB and POLA have considered the applicability of cold ironing to
tankers and concluded that they are not good candidates. The CARB adopted a cold
ironing rule in 2007 that did not include tankers. It is currently considering other
measures applicable to tankers but no regulation has been proposed. Likewise, the Clean
Air Action Plan (CAAP) concluded that shore power is generally best suited for vessels
that make multiple calls per year, require significant demand while at berth, and vessels
that will continue to call at the same terminal for multiple years. In general, crude oil
tankers do not fit within these categories. For tankers, the CAAP concluded that only
crude tankers that have diesel-electric powered pumps were considered to be good
candidates. The CAAP suggested alternative hotelling emissions reduction technologies
for vessels that do not fit the shore power model. Such technologies include shorepowered dockside electrical pumps for tankers to reduce on-board pumping loads. Berth
408 has proposed shore-powered pumps to be used on all vessel calls. This is in
conformance with the feasibility findings of the CAAP.
Currently, only two tankers in the world crude oil tanker fleet are equipped for cold
ironing and they are both diesel-electric vessels. (The world crude oil tanker fleet
consists of approximately 1,200 vessels that could be expected to call at Berth 408
(Aframax or larger), and it is believed that there are only 9 crude oil tankers that are
diesel-electric.) The two AMP-equipped tankers are owned by British Petroleum and
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have been modified for use at BP’s Berth 121 at the Port of Long Beach but have yet to
make a single call using AMP due to a series of technical issues. The BP tankers are not
configured to be able to utilize the proposed AMP facility at Berth 408. Thus, to date, the
successful application of cold ironing technology to crude oil tankers has not been
demonstrated despite several years of effort by BP and funding by the Port of Long
Beach. This is an extremely aggressive schedule considering that no crude oil tanker
likely to call at Berth 408 is equipped for cold ironing. Plains expects the shore power
requirement in early years will be met by retrofitting a small number of vessels traveling
between POLA and South America, which would make sense because they are most
likely to be frequent callers.
SCAQMD-22. Please see response to SCAQMD-21. In addition to AMP retrofits, slide valves are not
industry standards on marine-oil tankers. The proposed mitigation measure assumes that
the slide valves are used to the greatest extent feasible and does not mandate 100% use on
day one. The Port acknowledges that slide valves are not marine-oil tanker industry
standards and may be difficult or infeasible to implement. The document did not assume
any emissions reductions from this measure because of the difficulties with
implementation. The Port will work with Plains and its customers to install slide valves
SCAQMD-23. Please see the response to comment SCAQMD-19. The referenced statement on Page 2-9
describes the Port’s intention regarding the Terminal Island site; however, as indicated in
Draft SEIS/SEIR Chapter 2 (Project Description) and throughout the document, the
proposed Project does not include any use of the existing rail tracks or include any rail
operations. Therefore, the analysis did not include rail emissions since the Project has no,
and will not change, rail emissions, and therefore there is no purpose in comparing
existing rail emissions to rail emissions under the Project
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Southern California Association of Governments, June 12, 2008
SCAG-1.

Thank you for your review of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes, July 23, 2008
RPV-1.

As noted in Section 2.5.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the Port and USACE considered a
wide range of alternatives to the proposed Project, including offshore mooring. The
offshore mooring alternative is addressed specifically in Section 2.5.3.5. Although
offshore mooring would have some advantages from an environmental perspective
compared to the proposed Project, the Port and USACE found that this alternative would
also have a number of significant disadvantages, including the potential for weatherinduced interruptions of supply; the potential for accidents to result in releases of oil on
rough ocean waters, where cleanup would be far more difficult than inside the harbor; the
environmental impacts to the marine community associated with the construction of a
pipeline several miles long; and the very high cost of construction. In addition, Appendix
F of the Draft SEIS/SEIR contains a report by an engineering consulting firm (Moffatt &
Nichol) that considers potential sites for an offshore mooring and concludes that “an
offshore single point mooring location does not appear to be feasible, primarily for cost
reasons and secondarily because of environmental and technical challenges.” Challenges
include 1) accidents resulting in releases of oil on rough ocean waters, where cleanup
would be far more difficult than inside the harbor; 2) the environmental impacts to the
marine community associated with the construction of a pipeline several miles long; and
3) the very high cost of construction.
The Draft SEIS/SEIR proposes adequate alternatives under CEQA/NEPA. Under
NEPA/CEQA, an EIS/EIR is required to evaluate a reasonable range of feasible
alternatives to reduce or avoid a project’s significant impacts. The range of alternatives
examined need not exceed a reasonable range which allows a reasoned choice among the
alternatives and the proposed Project, and an EIS/EIR need not focus on alternatives that
are not feasible or would not avoid or reduce Project impacts. Many alternatives
discussed in the Draft SEIS/SEIR were eliminated from further detailed analysis for
reasons of infeasibility and/or ineffectiveness at avoiding or reducing Project impacts.
However, one alternative involving limited crude oil throughput in certain years was
carried forward (in addition to the No Federal Action/No Project Alternative and the
proposed Project) for co-equal analysis in the document.

RPV-2.
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The SEIS/SEIR provided a detailed analysis of the potential risk posed by the proposed
Project on public safety. The proposed marine terminal is located on Pier 400, which was
specifically constructed to site hazardous bulk liquid terminals as far from the public as
possible. Most of the pipelines that would be utilized by the proposed Project already
exist and are currently in operation. The new tank farm site is located in a heavily
industrialized area and also well removed from the public. As noted in the risk analysis
for the proposed Project, potential impacts to public safety are considered less than
significant. Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR present the alternatives
considered for the proposed Project. As shown in Section 2.5.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR,
most alternative sites that could theoretically be available for the proposed Project would
be located closer to densely populated areas and would pose a greater risk to the public
than the proposed Project, and although some sites (e.g., Face E of Pier 400) are located
farther from populated areas, these are not feasible for other reasons (on Face E, see
Section 2.5.3.2.10 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, and also the response to comment PCACEIR-7). Its disadvantages include the additional cost and environmental impact associated
with the required dredging and sediment disposal. In addition, due to the angle between
Pier 400 and the Federal Breakwater, it would be difficult for a VLCC to access Face E
without a number of turns. These turns would slow the vessel’s approach, thereby
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potentially limiting recreational access of the area (due to the number of vessel turns in a
rather small area) and increase emissions from the increased number of vessel moves
RPV-3.

The proposed Project will not interfere with the proposed location for staging operations
at LAXT. The proposed staging site identified by the Los Angeles County Sanitation
District is located southwest of the proposed location of Tank Farm 2.

RPV-4.

Thank you for your review of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
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