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2 Responses to Comments

Kathleen Woodfield and John Miller, August 13, 2008
KW/JM-1.

Please see response to PCAC-EIR-2 and PCAC-EIR-19. Pier 400 was planned and
developed to accommodate a variety of potential land uses, including liquid bulk, general
cargo and dry bulk uses. Relative to liquid bulk uses, Pier 400 addressed the potential
relocation of existing facilities as well as to accommodate a new liquid bulk facility to
respond to the forecasted increase in crude oil receipts. As indicated in responses to
PCAC-EIR-2 and PCAC-EIR-19, there were no longer any identified existing liquid bulk
facilities that were inconsistent with the Port’s Risk Management Plan and therefore, no
longer a need to relocate any existing facility. The oil terminal is therefore consistent

KW/JM-2.

The Proposed project as well as the existing Maersk container terminal are land uses that
are consistent with those approved for Pier 400. The locations of these facilities will not
result in any incompatible land uses for Pier 400. Regarding the issue of an evacuation
plan, see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-23.

KW/JM-3.

See response to comment PCAC-EIR-24.

KW/JM-4.

See response to comment PCAC-EIR-23. Based on the results of the risk analysis that
was prepared for the proposed Project, there are not any accident events that would
necessitate large-scale evacuations that are not already covered by the Port’s Risk
Management Plan and Harbor/Port Evacuation Plan. The RMP and Harbor/Port
Evacuation Plan would be sufficient to address the cumulative development in the
vicinity of the Port, including the proposed Project as well as existing development and
reasonably foreseeable future development. Therefore, no additional Project-specific
evacuation modifications are necessary for these plans.
Evacuation planning for all hazards, man-caused or naturally occurring (such as
earthquakes), is a continuing planning effort. Federal, State and local agencies meet and
develop planning contingencies, develop communication and logistic protocols and
exercise them. As the events may change and conditions become dynamic, the planning
teams stage resources, plan exercises and optimize response strategies. Evacuation
planning continues between the Port Police, the Los Angeles Fire and Police Departments
(LAPD and LAFD), and the California Highway Patrol. LAPD and LAFD have the
primary responsibility for evacuation of community areas that are outside the borders of
the port complex. Even in these instances, the Port Police may fulfill a support role to
ensure coordination and assist with planning, evacuations, and perimeter control.
Because of the port’s proximity to the community, the port police may be called upon to
function as first responders to any incident in or near the complex until a unified
command is established to control the scenario. In all occurrences a primary goal of the
managing entities is the incident command and control under a “Unified Command“2
approach. Whereas it is appropriate to communicate general emergency preparedness and
evacuation planning information to the community in advance, it is not prudent to share
detailed tactical plans that are scenario and/or location-based, or contain sensitive

2

A Unified Command structure involves establishing a management and command hierarchy that acts upon incident
information to develop actionable plans and carries authority needed to delegate responders.
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security information. However, the City of Los Angles is committed to protecting its
citizens first and foremost in the event of an emergency.
KW/JM-5.

The Port and USACE disagree with the assertion that the pipeline route is “excessive and
cumbersome”. The applicant and LAHD designed the pipeline route so as to be as short
as possible while minimizing environmental impacts. The route proposed by the
commenter would require drilling under Pier 400 and Pier 300 as well as an underwater
crossing of the Pier 300 Channel, which would incur significantly greater cost and would
not reduce environmental impacts.

KW/JM-6.

Please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-7 and the response to comment CSPNC23.

KW/JM-7.

Please see response to comment PCAC-EIR-5.

KW/JM-8.

Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR (specifically, Section 4.2.14) addresses how the
proposed project contributes to cumulative water quality impacts in other areas of the
Harbor, including those that are currently stressed. No change to the document is
required.

KW/JM-9.

Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-21 represent all feasible means to reduce air
pollution impacts from proposed construction and operational emission sources. The
Project would comply with all applicable CAAP measures. MM AQ-12 and MM AQ-19
through MM AQ-21 provide a process to consider new emission control technologies to
mitigate proposed emissions in the future. Implementation of the CAAP would assist in
the control of emissions from existing sources in proximity to the project. Also, please
see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-4.

KW/JM-10.

Please see response to comment SCAQMD-21.

KW/JM-11.

Regarding the comment that “three visits per year by ships to the existing berth is
aesthetically equal to a much larger ship visiting that same berth almost every day of the
year,” please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-11. Regarding the comment that
“Pier 400 was created without any mitigation for aesthetics and a finding of no aesthetic
impact”, the 1992 Deep Draft FEIS/FEIR concluded that there would be adverse aesthetic
impacts due to the Pier 400 landfill project’s causing a permanent loss of views of open
water and the filled area’s stark appearance. The impacts were deemed to be unavoidably
significant. No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would eliminate these
impacts or reduce them to a level that would be less than significant. The loss of open
water would remain an impact with the subsequent build-out of terminal facilities, but the
stark appearance, on the other hand, would disappear with such build-out. To address the
enduring significant impact (loss of open water), an offsetting mitigation was
recommended (MM 4M-1), as described in Section 3.1.1.1. That measure calls for visual
amenities, such as landscaping, to be provided as part of future development of terminal
facilities, and the proposed Project includes a landscape plan.

KW/JM-12.

Please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-11.

KW/JM-13.

The comment maintains that “the loss of recreational use due to the creation of Pier 400
was never mitigated.” Draft SEIS/SEIR Section 3.11.1.1 discusses mitigation measures
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from the 1992 Deep Draft Final EIR and indicates that the four measures proposed
therein “have already been implemented or are not applicable to this proposed project.”
Three of those measures have been implemented to mitigate the impact of the creation of
Pier 400. Draft SEIS/SEIR Section 3.11.1.1 also notes that measure MM 4K-2, which
would have prohibited commercial vessel anchoring between Pier 400 and the
breakwater, was not implemented and “is considered impractical and inadvisable” by the
US Coast Guard.
KW/JM-14.

See response to PCAC-EIR-27 and PCAC-EIR-28. Thank you for the references. They
will become part of the public record through inclusion of the comment and response in
the Final SEIS/SEIR. No changes to the document are required.

KW/JM-15.

See the response to PCAC-EIR-9, which also addresses the issue of off-port effects.
Thank you for the reference. It will become part of the public record through inclusion of
the comment and response in the Final SEIS/SEIR. No changes to the document are
required.

KW/JM-16.

See the response to PCAC-EIR-26. No changes to the document are required.

KW/JM-17.

CEQA does not require that a cost-benefit analysis be done in order for the BOHC as
decision-makers to utilize overriding considerations (nor is a cost-benefit analysis
required by NEPA). Also, see the response to PCAC-EIR-26. No changes to the
document are required.

KW/JM-18.

The Port and USACE are preparing the SEIS/SEIR in compliance with NEPA and CEQA
requirements and other environmental statutes and regulations applicable to preparation
and decision-making for the SEIS/SEIR. LAHD prepared, sponsored, and reviewed the
SEIR in compliance with CEQA, and the authority of the BOHC and Los Angeles City
Council to review and approve the SEIR is also consistent with the requirements of
CEQA. All local, state, and federal agencies, as well as every member of the public, is
entitled to comment on the SEIR, and under CEQA a response to each and every
comment is required.

KW/JM-19.

The MOU between the Port and the TraPac Project Appellants does not alter the legal
obligations of the lead agencies under NEPA or CEQA to disclose and evaluate
mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant impacts of the Project. Rather,
through the MOU, the Port has agreed to establish a Port Community Mitigation Trust
Fund geared towards addressing the existing cumulative off-port impacts created by Port
operations outside of the context of project-specific NEPA and/or CEQA documents.
Therefore, no revisions to the draft document are required by the MOU. Please also see
response to comments USEPA-15 and PCAC-AQ-9.

KW/JM-20.

Please see response to USEPA-3 and PCAC-EIR-23.

KW/JM-21.

Please see the response to comment SPPHCO-6.

KW/JM-22.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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Daniel Nord, August 11, 2008
DN-1.

The proposed Project conforms to all of the requirements of the CAAP. The proposed
CARB Regulation referenced in the comment, which would require ocean-going vessels
(OGVs) including tankers to use lower-sulfur fuel to power their engines and boilers
starting July 1, 2009, had not been approved prior to the release of this Draft SEIS/SEIR,
and has not become effective as of the date of this Final SEIS/SEIR. The proposed
CARB Regulation would require OGVs operating in Regulated California Waters and
within 24 nautical miles (nm) of the California Baseline (i.e., the mean lower low water
line along the California coast) to utilize either marine gas oil (MGO) with a maximum of
1.5 percent sulfur by weight or marine diesel oil (MDO) with a maximum of 0.5 percent
sulfur by weight beginning July 1, 2009 in main engines, auxiliary engines, and boilers.
Beginning July 1, 2012, OGVs would be required to utilize MGO with a maximum of
0.1% sulfur by weight or MDO with a maximum of 0.1% by weight. MM AQ-14
requires low sulfur fuel use in main engines, auxiliary engines and boilers. This
document identifies MM AQ-14 as the most rapid feasible implementation of low-sulfur
fuel requirements. See response to comment PCAC-AQ-5. If and when the CARB rule is
implemented, it would serve to accelerate the implementation of MM AQ-14 since all
vessels calling at the terminal would have to comply with the requirements of the CARB
rule.

DN-2.

Your comment is noted. The document identifies all feasible mitigation measures to
avoid, reduce and minimize environmental and health risk impacts. Note that the impacts
of the proposed Project on health risk, as well as some other environmental impacts, are
substantially lower than the impacts of the No Project Alternative. Also, please note that
the analysis of EJ effects and feasible mitigation measures can be found in Chapter 5 of
the Draft SEIS/SEIR.

DN-3.

The Port and USACE comply with all legal requirements under CEQA and NEPA to
provide accommodations for persons who speak and/or read a language other than
English. The Port provided Spanish-language translation to all who requested it at the
June 26 public hearing, and has a policy of accommodating all reasonable requests for
translation and interpretation services at public meetings and hearings. The Port provided
a printed Spanish-language Executive Summary free of charge to anyone who requested
it, and this document was also available on the Port’s website. The Port is committed to
making all reasonable accommodations, but notes that the Draft SEIS/SEIR is thousands
of pages long and translating all of it into another language, Spanish or otherwise, would
require a substantial amount of time and money.

DN-4.

The Draft SEIS/SEIR is organized according to the template developed by LAHD and
PCAC and in a fashion characteristic of documents prepared under CEQA and NEPA.
The organization of the document, and topics covered, are consistent with requirements
of CEQA and NEPA. The Port provided individual PDF files on its website, and on the
CD-ROM that was provided free of charge to anyone who asked, because the smaller
files are easier to download and easier to handle. Given the descriptive names of chapters
and sections of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, it should be relatively easy to identify which
specific file is of interest to a particular topic of concern (e.g., noise, air quality,
environmental justice, growth inducement) and then search for terms of interest within
that file. The Port and USACE also provided a list in Chapter 1 (Section 1.4, “Scope and
Content of the Draft SEIS/SEIR”) of key concerns expressed by people attending the
scoping meeting and where those concerns are addressed in the document.
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DN-5.

Sections 3.12-5 and 3.12-6 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR provide an overview of terrorism and
Port security that form the baseline for a terrorism assessment for the proposed Project.
Impact RISK-5 provides a detailed assessment of terrorism-related risk for the proposed
Project. As noted on Pages 3.12-70 and 3.12-71, potential terrorism-related risks are
considered significant and cannot be fully mitigated.
However, in the event of a successful terrorist attack on the Pacific Marine Terminal, the
overall economic impact to the port and regional economy would be negligible. First, San
Pedro Bay already contains several other bulk liquid marine terminals and these could
likely sustain crude oil deliveries to the region on an interim basis. Second, while
environmentally catastrophic, the economic impact of an attack on the Berth 408 Marine
Terminal to Port operations would be very short in duration, most likely on the order of a
few days.

DN-6.

Based on the results of the risk analysis that was prepared for the proposed Project, there
are not any accident events that would necessitate large-scale evacuations that are not
already covered by the Port’s Risk Management Plan and Harbor/Port Evacuation Plan.
Therefore, no additional Project-specific evacuation plans are necessary.
As noted in Section 3.12.4.1 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, equipment failure rates that could
lead to a major fire or explosion explicitly included earthquakes as an initiating event. All
failure rates considered a wide range of failure mechanisms, including “…earthquakes,
corrosion, and third-party damage (Draft SEIS/SEIR Page 3.12-34). Similarly, the
likelihood and consequences of a potential tsunami were evaluated in the SEIS/SEIR. For
example, Pages 3.12-50 through 3.12-54 specifically evaluate potential impacts
associated with a tsunami impacting Berth 408. Additional analyses can also be found in
Chapter 3.5 (Geology) of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
Regarding the issue of terrorism, site security and potential accidents, the Port will not be
expecting the community to “fend for itself.” Site security will be a shared responsibility
of the Port Police, Port Department of Homeland Security and the US Coast Guard.
Additionally, in the event of a need to respond to an incident, the Los Angeles Fire
Department, as well as other departments that would be available through mutual aid
agreements, would be expected to provide emergency response. Finally, Plains will be
required to participate in an oil spill cooperative within the Port to provide for rapid oil
spill response capability and regular training.

DN-7.

Regarding the issue of views from Angel’s Gate Park, these views are discussed in Draft
SEIS/SEIR Section 3.1.2.1.2.2. The primary park views are directed toward the southeast,
south and southwest, from 180 degrees to 90 degrees away from the Project site. Views
to the northeast toward the Marine Terminal site are extremely peripheral and limited by
landscaping and buildings (see Figures 3.1-9 and 3.1-10). Although all views from
Angel’s Gate Park are highly sensitive, the proposed Project’s exposure in these views
would be incidental and not representative of the visual experience there. The tankers
and related Project infrastructure, therefore, would not dominate the breadth of available
views from this park.
Regarding Point Fermin Park, the Project site cannot be seen from there. Although the
easternmost part of the park stretches to the northeast toward the Project site (see Figure
3.1-2), public access to that part is prohibited. Major portions of the park in this area have
collapsed where the cliffs have been eroded by wave action at their base, and safe access
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is not possible. Due to the closure, the east end of the park now extends only to a point
due south of South Carolina Street, and from there no part of the Project site may be seen.
Regarding the comment that “the SEIS/SEIR does not show clear and accurate elevations
and pre-visualizations of the scale of this project from various vantage points”, Figures
3.1-16, 3.1-17, 3.1-18, and 3.1-19 present photo-simulations of Project features. These
are accurately scaled and realistically rendered by computer to simulate the visual effect
of the features, including their scale, color, and texture.
Regarding the issue of specific “outside” studies to determine the effects of the Project
from a health and quality of life perspective, CEQA and NEPA do not require a lead
agency to rely on a study prepared outside the agency to determine project effects, nor do
they require the resolution of disagreements among experts (see Draft SEIS/SEIR Section
1.5.4). For additional information regarding the effects of the project on quality of life,
see the responses to comments CSNPC-16 and CSNPC-17 (noise and recreation issues).
For additional information regarding the impacts on nighttime lighting, see the response
to comment CSPNC-21, and also see Section 3.1.4.3.1.6 (the discussion of Impact AES4). Although this section is general and not specific to Cabrillo Beach, the LAHD has
guaranteed that they will prove that no additional night lighting will occur anywhere offsite.
DN-8.

Comment noted. The Port and USACE are not aware of financial relationships between
commenting entities and the Project applicant, but even if there were such relationships
the comments would not be excluded under CEQA or NEPA since any member of the
public is invited to comment. However, note that the decision of the BOHC to certify the
EIR, and the decision of the USACE to approve the ROD, are independent of the number
of comments recommending approval or disapproval. The decisions of the BOHC and
USACE are instead based on the CEQA Project Objectives and NEPA Purpose and Need,
respectively; the environmental impacts of the proposed Project and alternatives in
consideration of mitigation as documented in the SEIS/SEIR; the USACE’s Section
404(b)(1) alternatives analysis and public interest determination; and the sufficiency of
the environmental documentation.

DN-9.

Please see the response to comment DN-8.

DN-10.

Please see the response to comment DN-8. Also, note that the Port and USACE prepared
an independent analysis of crude oil supply and demand forecasts in southern California
to evaluate the need for the proposed Project as well as the basis of the environmental
analysis. The independent analysis prepared by the Port and USACE is based on a
thorough review of reports and projections from the California Energy Commission
(CEC) as well as other available projections and data. This analysis is summarized in
Section 1.1.3 and Section 2.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR (and Section 1.2.1.3 of the Final
SEIS/SEIR). Details of the analysis are provided in the Draft SEIS/SEIR as Appendix
D1, with additional supplemental information (also produced by the Port and USACE
independently) in Appendix D3. Appendix D2, “California’s Uncertain Oil Future,” was
a report prepared by the Los Angeles Economic Development Council (LAEDC).
LAEDC is an independent group and was not hired by the Port of Los Angeles to prepare
the report. The report is a reference document to the Draft SEIS/SEIR.

DN-11.

The document identifies all feasible mitigation measures to avoid, reduce and minimize
environmental and public health risk impacts. Note that the impacts of the proposed
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Project on health risk, as well as some other environmental impacts, are substantially
lower than the impacts of the No Project Alternative. Please also see the responses to
comment SCAQMD-21 regarding the implementation schedule for AMP.
DN-12.

Please see response to comment PCAC-EIR-5. In regards to emissions credits, the
proposed analysis does not include any emission reduction benefits from emissions
credits, therefore, emission credits are not the defining difference between the proposed
Project and the No Federal Action/No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative
includes emission increases to existing facilities in the San Pedro Bay Ports complex
which would not be mitigated to the extent of the proposed Project. This difference
accounts for the emissions savings.

DN-13.

Please see the response to comment SPPHCO-7. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 8 of
the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the projected increase in crude oil demand is based on increased
consumer demand for transportation fuels and increased refinery distillation capacity
(“refinery capacity creep”). Both of these factors are projected to increase independent of
the proposed Project. Consumer demand is projected to increase due to population and
income growth (CEC 2007a; CEC 2007b; CEC 2007c; also see Section 1.1.3). Refinery
capacity is expected to increase because refineries in southern California, facing
increased consumer demand and a consumer demand that exceeds their current
distillation capacity (CEC 2007b; also see Section 1.1.3), are continually seeking process
improvements that would allow them to increase production. (It is worth noting that
refineries plan their capacity and production in order to have the capacity to meet peaks
of consumer demand, rather than average demand, over a long-term forecast.) Therefore,
the proposed Project would not result directly or indirectly in increased employment,
economic output, or earnings associated with the refining of crude oil or distribution or
retailing of refined products.

DN-14.

Section 3.2 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR provides a comprehensive air quality analysis,
including for the construction phase of the proposed Project. This analysis includes
impacts on ambient air quality as well as odors and health risk impacts (and other
impacts, such as greenhouse gas generation). Wherever the analysis identified a
significant impact, all feasible mitigation measures were incorporated to avoid, reduce,
and minimize environmental and public health risk impacts.
In response to the concerns about construction noise and its potential impact on
recreation, please see the response to comment CSPNC-17. In response to the comment
about construction traffic, please see response to comment CBE-6 for proposed
mitigation measures and response to comment SCAQMD-6 for Best Available Control
Measures (BACMs). In response to the comment regarding home values, please see
response to comment PCAC-EIR-27.

DN-15.
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Section 3.5.2.1 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR summarizes the environmental setting associated
with earthquakes and tsunamis at the proposed Project site. As discussed in Section
3.5.4.3, the Port will design and construct wharf improvements in accordance with
MOTEMS and the LAHD standards, to minimize impacts associated with seismically
induced geohazards. Impacts GEO-1 and GEO-2 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR describe at
length the Project-specific seismic and tsunami impacts at the Project site and conclude
that even with incorporation of modern seismic engineering and construction, impacts
would be significant and unavoidable. Also, please see Section 3.12, Risk of
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Upset/Hazardous Materials, and Chapter 5, Environmental Justice, of the Draft
SEIS/SEIR with respect to impacts associated with a spill or explosion.
DN-16.

The comment asks about the terminal’s effect on recreational boating in the Outer Harbor
and whether there will be security zones and restrictions. Draft SEIS/SEIR Section
3.11.4.3.1.1 discusses the effects of construction on recreational boating and concludes
that “construction of the project would result in a substantial loss or diminished quality of
recreational … resources”, primarily through the diminishment of the recreational
experience during construction activities. Draft SEIS/SEIR Section 3.11.4.3.1.2 discusses
operational impacts and again concludes that project operations “could result in a
temporary substantial loss or diminished quality of recreational … resources in the event
of an oil spill.” No security zones are currently proposed for the vicinity of Pier 400
within the outer harbor.

DN-17.

During the initial stages of operations at Pier 400 - Berth 408, the proposed Project may
displace some crude oil deliveries to other terminals in the Port. Crude oil demand is not
a function of terminal capacity, but is based on consumer demand for gasoline and other
petroleum products and refinery demand for feedstock to produce consumer products. In
the future, assuming California production continues to decline and consumer demand
continues to increase, there could be an increased volume of crude oil deliveries to the
Port. The SEIS/SEIR clearly outlines the maximum potential for increased crude
deliveries and all analyses contained in the SEIS/SEIR are based on a reasonable worstcase increase in potential crude oil deliveries to the Port. Statements made by individuals
not directly involved in the preparation of the SEIS/SEIR should not be confused with the
basis for the SEIS/SEIR analysis of future crude oil deliveries to the region. The
proposed Project will have no effect on the amount of crude oil that is delivered to
southern California, which is based on regional demand for petroleum products and the
forecasted decline in California domestic production. Since the proposed Project will be
able to accommodate larger vessels, this will result in fewer vessel trips for the same
volume of crude oil.

DN-18.

Property values are addressed in responses PCAC-EIR-27 and PCAC-EIR-28.
Cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 4 as well as in the individual resource
sections. Studies utilized in the SEIS/SEIR are identified in Chapter 10, References. No
changes to the document are required. Regarding the statement that the cumulative
discussion did not include tunneling under Wilmington and San Pedro to dump sewage
treatment offshore, the proposed Project does not include any sewage dumping or
offshore disposal and therefore, would not contribute to such an impact.

DN-19.

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, construction of the proposed Project
facilities would require direct construction labor equivalent to approximately 732 fulltime equivalent employees for construction itself. This figure does not include
“upstream” employment impacts (i.e., workers in industries that supply materials and
equipment maintenance for the construction activities) or “downstream” impacts (i.e.,
workers in jobs supported by retail and other spending from wages). These “upstream”
and “downstream” jobs may be located anywhere within the metropolitan Los Angeles
region. LAHD’s own estimate of total construction employment impacts (i.e., including
upstream and downstream employment) is 1,767 full-time job equivalents, based on the
Port Economic Impact Model (see Draft SEIS/SEIR Chapter 7). In the operation phase,
LAHD and USACE estimated there would be 54 full-time permanent jobs associated
with the direct operation and maintenance of the terminal (in years 2025-2040), and an
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additional 158 full-time-equivalent permanent jobs related to indirect (i.e., upstream and
downstream) economic activity. All of these estimates are documented in Chapter 7 of
the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
DN-20.

The Draft SEIS/SEIR HRA considers the potential cancer and non-cancer health risk
impacts from the proposed Project. The Project would include a number of mobile and
stationary emission sources spread across a large geographic area. Section 3.2 includes a
number of to-scale drawings depicting the location of the proposed Project sites as well
as the predicted location of potential cancer and non-cancer health risk impacts which
present the information requested. The HRA also was based on meteorological data from
the Port’s monitoring network stations so that the modeling assessment would be based
on actual San Pedro Bay wind patterns.

DN-21.

Regarding the demand for oil, note that the analytical basis for the proposed Project
operations used a “reasonably foreseeable worst case” scenario; if demand to import oil
through the proposed Project ultimately is lower than identified in the document, then the
environmental impacts identified in the document would be anticipated to be
proportionally less. Also, see the response to comment SPPHCO-5. Regarding the
question about conversion to an LNG terminal, see the response to comment SPPHCO-6.

DN-22.

Please see the response to comment SPPHCO-6.

DN-23.

Please see response to comment PCAC-EIR-2 and PCAC-EIR-19.

DN-24.

The comment is noted. The document identifies all feasible mitigation measures to avoid,
reduce and minimize environmental public health risk impacts. Note that the impacts of
the proposed Project on air quality in the operation phase, as well as health risk and
certain other environmental impacts, are substantially lower than the impacts of the No
Project Alternative. Also, please see the responses to comments DN-1 through DN-23.

DN-25.

Environmental justice is addressed in Chapter 5 of the SEIS/SEIR. Also see the response
to USEPA-3 and PCAC-EIR-18. No changes to the document are required.

DN-26.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Please see the response to comment SPPHCO-5.

DN-27.

All comments contained within this comment letter were pasted into Mr. Nord’s August
11, 2008 email which is noted above as comments DN-1 through DN-26. Please see the
response to comments DN-1 through DN-26 above.
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August 18, 2008

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District, c/o Dr. Spencer D. MacNeil
ATTN: CESPL-RG-2004-00917-SDM
P.O. Box 532711
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
Dr. Ralph G. Appy, Director Environmental Management Division
425 S. Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, CA 90731
Subject:

UPDATED UPDATED
Comments Submittal for the Draft Supplemental EIR/Subsequent
EIS for Pier 400, Berth 408 Project, Referred to herein as the
Supertanker

Dear Dr. Appy and Dr. MacNeil,
At a meeting on August 14, 2008, I made some observations about the
Supertanker terminal and was invited by Lena Maun-Desantis and Michael
Christenson to submit these additional comments and an update to my
comments event though they would be received after the deadline.

MJ/PW(A)-1

I thank the Port for the opportunity to expand on the issues raised at the meeting.
I am doing so below. First, the additional comments.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
1.
The Port met with the appellants to the TraPac agreement with regard to the
Supertanker project on May 15, 2008. We raised a variety of issues that are
discussed in the DEIR. The DEIR executive summary states that “the Port
will continue to meet with the Appellant Group to discuss the Draft SEIS/SEIR and
proposed Project impacts and mitigation measures.”

This did not happen nor was it scheduled to happen prior to the deadline for filing
comments under DEIR. It should be made clear in the final and any supplemental
DEIR or documents that, despite this explicit promise, no such meeting to
discuss the Supertanker project occurred. There was a meeting set to discuss
another DEIR, but the agenda was full AND limited to that DEIR.
MJ/PW(A)-2
2. The project will bring between $52 billion and $70 billion worth of crude oil
through the Plains All American terminal each year. If Plains receives 1% of that
as a fee, it will gross between $500 million and $700 million a year. The size of
the operation in dollar-value creates a number of significant issues with regard to
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MJ/PW(A)-2 overriding considerations and defining what is “feasible mitigation.” In particular,

it calls into question the standard parameters for these assessments and raises
a question that should be answered in the EIR and the courts: Are there any
realistic economic barriers to fully mitigating the so-called unavoidable impacts?
First, the amount of revenue precludes virtually any and all of the limitations on
mitigation under any reasonable definition of feasible that is limited for economic
reasons. Even the suggestion that sufficient tankers are not available on the
market to provide full AMPing by 2020 must be thrown aside by the dollar value
of the cargo and the revenues to Plains. Tankers take 10 years to build and cost
about $100 million. Given the revenues here, surely the AMPing schedule can be
markedly improved.
MJ/PW(A)-3 Second, the amount of revenue precludes any assessment that overriding

consideration would preclude mitigating impacts to insignificance. Below are
project specific and cumulative impacts that are declared “unavoidable and
significant.” We believe that with the proper perspective and incentives with
regard to the lease, Plains and the Port of LA could mitigate all of these to
insignificance.
• Air Quality;
• Biological Resources;
• Geology;
• Noise;
• Recreation;
• Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials; and
• Water Quality, Sediments, and Oceanography.

Therefore, this statement is unacceptable: “ No feasible mitigation measures are available
that would avoid all of the potential impacts or reduce all impacts to less than
significant.”
MJ/PW(A)-4 A similar standard should be applied to the following unavoidable Cumulative

Impacts:
The proposed Project or alternatives would result in cumulatively considerable
impacts for the following resources:
• Air Quality;
• Biological Resources;
• Geology;
• Groundwater and Soils;
• Land Use;
• Noise;
• Recreation;
• Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials; and
• Water Quality, Sediments, and Oceanography.
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Finally, should the Port accede to the idea that these impacts are “significant and MJ/PW(A)-5
unavoidable” and choose to issue a finding of overriding consideration to allow
the project to go forward, then the Board of Harbor Commissioners, as part of
lease conditions, should provide substantial and significant offsite mitigation
measures to residents.
As outlined below, most of the benefits of this project are state and regional, with
just two dozen full-time jobs after construction. However and most significantly,
virtually all of the analyzed negative impacts are concentrated in San Pedro and
the harbor area, with the vast majority of them centered on the Point Fermin
neighborhood; these locally centric impacts include increased noise, degraded
aesthetics and health, additional air pollutants, and recreational and water quality
degradation.
As part of the lease, the Port should consider direct annual awards to local
homeowners for the impact of the project. In addition to the project’s significant
revenues, by one standard calculation, each tanker trip docking at Pier 400 will
save the owners of the crude oil at least $2 million per shipment; that is in the
reduction in the cost of transferring the crude from Supertankers to smaller
vessels for unloading.
UPDATED COMMENTS: there are revisions below in the original comment letter.

We want to first note that the Point Fermin area of San Pedro, where we live, will MJ/PW(A)-6
be inordinately impacted by this project, should it go forward in its current form.
It would add significant noise, light and air pollution that will be evident from
within and around our home. It will impact our neighborhood and our neighbors
will be those people most directly affected by the project. The project benefits will
be distributed throughout the city, region and state. But the vast majority of
negative impacts will be felt and have their greatest effects here. We more than
others, will breathe dirtier air, swim in less clean water, suffer more noise
pollution, and see more negative impacts on our recreational space, health, night
skies and to our well-being than any other people in the City of Los Angeles or
the State of California.
We ask directly, what do we and our neighbors get in return for this marked
change in our lives and to our welfare? What is our recompense?
Where is the evacuation plan, which should be funded by the developer?
Where is the permanent public air quality monitoring station in our
neighborhood?
Where is a community mitigation fund to offset pollution impacts?
Where is a community health care fund to offset externalized health costs?
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MJ/PW(A)-9 All of these things have been asked for when this project was first suggested

years ago and yet none of these things have been done nor are they part of the
proposal.
MJ/PW(A)-10 Let us state clearly, the DEIR has failed to adequately explore the best project

alternative, which would be relocation of the supertanker berth to the east side of
Pier 400. That issue requires re-examination and the section requires rewriting.
MJ/PW(A)-11 First and foremost, we are opposed to proceeding with the Project under any

action that states the air quality, water, recreation, biological, view, light and other
impacts are “considered significant, adverse, and unavoidable” after the
proposed mitigation measures have been applied. That is unacceptable and a
warrant to impose significant health, safety, financial burdens on Point Fermin
residents and visitors.
MJ/PW(A)-12 We remind the Port and the Corps of Engineers that the affected area remains a

Federal non-attainment area for Air Quality and that the proposed Project as
currently defined could only be implemented through consideration of “overriding
importance” (reference Socioeconomic Impact) or through “Overriding
Considerations (if necessary)” (reference Executive Summary and Introduction).
MJ/PW(A)-13 We recommend that the Port require the mitigation efforts for the Project as

defined in the CAAP and if projected emissions still create residual significant air
quality impacts after full application of all feasible mitigation measures, that
mitigation measures be required for existing sources in closest proximity to the
Project. The mitigations applicable to sources other than the Project provide the
opportunity to reduce the residual emissions to below significant levels on a portwide basis. We believe that the Port and the Corps of Engineers has the
capability and the responsibility to require the application of currently available
mitigations such that the impacts to air quality can be reduced to a level that will
not require application of Overriding Considerations.
DETAILED COMMENTS
MJ/PW(A)-14 1. Measure MM AQ-14, Low Sulfur Fuel Use in Main Engines, Auxiliary Engines

and Boilers, requires revision to schedule full implementation based on
current availability of LSF and as was originally committed in the CAAP for
Main and Auxiliary engines. The SEIR/SEIS currently stated phase-in of LSF
(maximum sulfur content of 0.2 percent) for in-bound Ocean Going Vessels of
20% in Year 4, 50% in Year 5, and 90% in Year 7 violates the CAAP
commitment to implement 100% LSF compliance in terminal leases as they
are renewed or modified. The SEIR/SEIS requires revision to impose 100%
LSF implementation on start of operations for both in-bound and out-bound
ships.
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MJ/PW(A)-14
We noted that the CAAP included implementation of Measures OGV3,
applicable to Auxiliary Engines, and OGV4, applicable to Main Engines, which
required that, on lease renewal or revision, all ocean going vessels utilizing
the leased facilities must burn < 0.2% S MGO within the current Vessel
Speed Reduction program boundary of 20 nm, subsequently expanded to the
40 nm boundary. The schedule in the Draft SEIR/SEIS as proposed will
never require all OGV to comply with the critically important CAAP OGV
Measure.

We also noted that the recently published Fuel Availability Study, conducted
by Tetratech for the Port of LA (POLA), established that regional LSF supply
is sufficient such that the fuel would be available for Pier 400 ships in
bunkering locations on inbound routes or that the inbound ships’ routes can
simply be planned in advance to ensure access to LSF prior to arriving at the
San Pedro Bay ports.
We recognize and appreciate that the Draft EIR/EIS includes 100% LSF
compliance for Hoteling and Outbound ships and extended the boundary
zone to 40NM.
With regard to LSF compliance and speed reductions and other issues raised
in ITEMS 1-4, we ask that the DEIR be revised to incorporate the latest CAAP
standards and the latest CARB standards, and where CARB and CAAP
standards conflict, the MORE stringent be the rule applied in the revised
document.
As part of the revised document, the PORT should make it a condition of the
lease that vessels that do not comply would be subject to fees in lieu of
compliance beginning at $45,500 for each visit, with a maximum of $227,500
on the fifth visit.
As Air Resources Board Chairwoman Mary Nichols said, "We've known for
years that a large percentage of onshore pollution comes from activities in the
water. Our ports need to expand and modernize, but the adjacent
communities are not willing to tolerate the health risks."
These changes would save more than 3,600 lives in coastal communities
over the first six years through reduced respiratory illnesses and heart
disease, including a potential 80% drop in cancer risk associated with ship
pollutants, according to state regulators.

2. Measure MM-A Q15, Alternative Marine Power (AMP), requires revision to
schedule full implementation based on currently available technology. The
Draft SEIR/SEIS currently stated phase-in of AMP of 4% in Year 2, 10% in
Year 3, 15% in Year 5, 40% in Year 10, and 70% in Year 16 violates the
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MJ/PW(A)-15

Port’s commitments to Air Quality and to Public Health and requires revision
to implement AMP at 100% on project start.
As technology advances may include potential for methods other than AMP to
reduce emissions at dock, such as bonnet applications, we suggest that AMP
implementation may be reduced as other methods such as bonneting result in
proven reduced emissions that would achieve the reductions possible through
100% AMP.

MJ/PW(A)-16 3. Project Description requirements applicable to boiler operations should

specifically require use of .2% LSF within the 40 nautical mile boundary zone.
We recognize and appreciate that the current Project description includes use
of distillate Marine Diesel Oil/Marine Gas Oil (MDO/MGO) at .5% LSF for
boiler operations while close to Port. Please note that use of .5% LSF
MDO/MGO achieves minimal emission reduction compared to .2% LSF and
that the .2% LSF should be considered the minimum threshold of all fuel use
within the 40 nm boundary zone, as consistent with the CAAP.
MJ/PW(A)-17

In addition, the document MUST, yet fails to, assess the impact of running
boilers beginning three hours offshore, rather than restricting ALL boiler
operations to dockside, when the ship’s boiler emissions could be reduced
through bonneting, the immediate availability of the cleanest possible fuel or
the employing of AMP technology. Consultants for the Plains All American
have speculated that the dispersal of pollution from running the boilers while
inbound would reduce the air pollutants actually reaching Southern California,
however, no calculation has been done to determine the actual tonnage of air
pollutants from the different operation rules, including requiring the .1% LSF
for all boiler operations with operations restricted to dockside in conjunction
with bonneting or, if possible, replaced entirely by AMPing.

MJ/PW(A)-18 4. Measure MM AQ-16, Slide Valves requires revision to state the specific rate

of implementation and to ensure compliance with the CAAP. The AQ-16 as
currently worded, “Ships calling at Berth 408 shall be equipped with slide
valves or a slide valve equivalent . . . to the maximum extent possible,”
provides the Port opportunity to demonstrate commitment to Slide Valves and
the CAAP.
The CAAP Measure OGV5 stated that Slide Valve Technology shall be
implemented through lease requirements as new leases are established or
existing leases are revised. Specifically, OGV5 requires that immediately
upon lease renewal, all ocean going vessels utilizing the leased facilities must
employ slide valve technology.
MJ/PW(A)-19 5. Measure MM-AQ-21, Throughput Tracking, indicates the Port’s recognition of

the potential for exceeding throughput as planned in the Draft SEIR/SEIS yet
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MJ/PW(A)-19
requires revision to impose review of actual throughput through a defined
process and on a more frequent basis than as currently stated. The current
MM-AQ-21 defines no specific requirement for how the reviews will be
performed and further definition for the Measure is required to ensure
compliance. The Throughput reviews are required on no less than a five-year
basis rather than in the currently stated cycle of “through the years 2015,
2025, or 2040.”

6. The lease term stated in the DEIR/DEIS requires adjustment to reduce the
term or to include re-opener clauses to allow for evaluation at 10-year
intervals to ensure application of best available technologies and mitigation
measures.

MJ/PW(A)-20

7. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to incorporate the mitigations required in the MJ/PW(A)-21
recent TraPac EIR/EIS Memorandum of Understanding established through
Settlement with the Appellants to the TraPac EIR/EIS.
8. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to fully assess biologic impacts from both oil MJ/PW(A)-22
spills and from invasive species arriving on vessel hulls and in bilge water,
which it admits would occur and result in substantial impact on native species.
These are not adequately mitigated. There is no attempt to assess the
volume, range and full impact of these impacts. There are both project
specific and cumulative impacts that should be more fully assessed.
MJ/PW(A)-23
9. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision as it fully omits an assessment of noise
impacts during operations. This revision must assess what are likely to be
very significant impacts and offer mitigation, particularly in the residential
areas that already are significantly impacted by noise from POLA operations.
As these operational noise impacts are not identified at all, these impacts are
not adequately mitigated. The current document fails to document, test or
discuss the noise levels expected from the pumping stations on ship and on
shore. These pumping stations are likely to add significantly to the noise level
from Pier 400, which is substantial. We note that the Pier 400 EIR/EIS failed
to adequately assess noise impacts from the project and the operations
contribute marked and significant noise 24 hours a day, which carries clearly
over the water to the Point Fermin neighborhood. In effect there is a constant
HUM from the pier, as well as significant loader noises. At a minimum, all
pumps should be tested and the noise levels monitored as part of the EIR/EIS
process and adequate noise reduction measures should be taken up to and
including having all pumping done from dockside pumps that are housed in
soundproof structures. There are both project specific and cumulative impacts
that should be more fully assessed.

10. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to fully assess significant noise impacts to MJ/PW(A)-24
residents and recreational areas that would occur during construction. These
currently are not adequately mitigated. A day at the beach should be one
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MJ/PW(A)-24

where the noise of the surf is not impacted by the thrum of pumps. There are
both project specific and cumulative impacts that should be more fully
assessed.

MJ/PW(A)-25 11. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to fully assess significant unmitigated

impacts to recreation that will occur during the two-and-one-half-year
construction. In particular, Pier 400 had a marked impact on open water areas
for recreational boating, sailing and fishing. The addition of up to 201
Supertanker trips a year will add to these degradation. As noted below, an
east-side berth would mitigate these impacts. These currently are not
adequately mitigated. There are both project specific and cumulative impacts
that should be more fully assessed.
MJ/PW(A)-26 12. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to fully assess water quality impacts from

both oil spills and from invasive species arriving on vessel hulls and in bilge
water. These are not adequately mitigated and the federal ballast water
regulations with regard to invasive species are not complied with or
discussed. There are both project specific and cumulative impacts that should
be more fully assessed.
MJ/PW(A)-27 13. With regard to invasive species carried on the hulls of ships, hull cleansing

should be required at a level that would meet the same species induction
levels required by ballast treatment.
MJ/PW(A)-28 14. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to fully assess visual impacts. The

document relies on a baseline created by the existence of PIER 400. But the
Pier 400 EIR said “loss of views of open water” would be mitigated by tree
and vegetation planting on Pier 400, which has not been done. The Pier 400
EIR did not adequately assess visual impacts. There are both project specific
and cumulative impacts that should be more fully assessed.
MJ/PW(A)-29 15. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to adequately assess light spillage and loss

of nighttime sky views in the residential and public recreation areas west of
the project. There has been a dramatic change in night sky since the
construction of Pier 400, which was not adequately discussed in the Pier 400
EIR. Further light intrusion on the night sky of Point Fermin would compound
this serious error and is unacceptable. The current document also fails to
adequately assess light pollution and its impacts because it accepts as a
baseline the existing impacts from intrusive and poorly designed lighting at
Pier 400. Using this as a baseline is unacceptable. The baseline results from
a previous and continuing injury, the failure by POLA to adequately identify
and mitigate light spillage from Pier 400 in the 1992 EIR/EIS. There are both
project specific and cumulative impacts that should be more fully assessed.
MJ/PW(A)-30 16. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision because it fails to adequately analyze

alternatives to the current project. Items 8 through 14 (above) discuss a
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variety of unmitigated impacts. These impacts would be mitigated, eliminated
or reduced if the so-called Face E Project alternative, which calls for building
the supertanker berthing on the East face of Pier 400, were adequately
assessed. Currently, that alternative is dismissed, largely for reasons of
navigation. This is asserted without supporting information.

MJ/PW(A)-30

17. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision because it fails to adequately analyze the
Face E Project alternative. Items 8 through 14 (above) discuss a variety of
unmitigated impacts. These impacts would be mitigated, eliminated or
reduced by the Face E alternative. In evaluating Face E, the document does
not consider either: having tankers enter through the Long Beach gate with a
dredged channel to Pier 400 or altering the width of the breakwater at the
mouth of Angels Gate to reduce or eliminate the navigational issues.
18. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to include the installation of AMP as part of
and a requirement of the Project. The current DEIR/DEIS specifically
excludes AMP from the Project, stating AMP will be built “as soon as tankers
become available that could utilize AMP.”

MJ/PW(A)-31

MJ/PW(A)-32
19. The DEIR/DEIS requires revision to adequately analyze impacts on
recreation. Specifically impacts on sailing and fishing, including impacts from
navigation limits and pollution impacts on species. There are both project
specific and cumulative impacts that should be more fully assessed.

In conclusion, we note that the DEIR/DEIS process has been flawed and may not MJ/PW(A)-33
comply with federal and state law. There has been a demonstrable inadequacy of
process by both the POLA and the Army Corps of Engineers, and a lack of
commitment by both agencies to openness and public dialogue.
We site below a few examples and point out that both agencies have failed in
their public obligation by not agreeing to repeated requests to extend the
comment period on the DEIR/DEIS by 90 days and use the added time to
remedy errors in the public outreach and public notice and public access to
materials, as outlined below.
-A flawed public hearing process, in which the single public hearing was held on
the same evening as a hearing into another controversial land-use project in San
Pedro. The competing hearing, convened by another agency of the City of Los
Angeles, drew approximately 500-700 people, including many CSPNC
stakeholders who otherwise would have testified on the Pier 400/Supertanker
proposal;
-The refusal by the POLA to continue funding of Port Community Advisory
Committee consultants to assist unpaid community representatives, including
CSPNC members, in understanding the 4200-page DEIR/DEIS. The complex
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MJ/PW(A)-33 document, by contrast, was prepared using tens of thousands of work hours from

trained Port staff and expert consultants;
-The refusal by POLA and Corps to extend to 90 days the comment period for
this document, which took two years to draft;
-The timing of the release of the document so that the bulk of comment period
takes place during the summer months;
-The initial refusal by POLA of direct requests from community and PCAC
members to print and distribute additional printed copies of the DEIR/DEIS.
MJ/PW(A)-34 We look forward to your rectifying the above cited deficiencies of content and

process. We ask that the release of the Final EIR/EIS incorporate our
recommendations.
Sincerely,

Melanie Ellen Jones,
Peter M. Warren
619 West 38 Street
San Pedro, CA 90731
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Melanie Ellen Jones and Peter Warren, August 18, 2008
MJ/PW(A)-1. Please see response to PCAC-AQ-9.
MJ/PW(A)-2. The Port is not privy to knowledge about the revenues or profits of Plains All American
with respect to this terminal or the company’s wider scope of operations. However, the
document identifies all feasible mitigation measures to avoid, reduce and minimize
environmental and public health risk impacts. Financial cost of mitigation measures is
just one element considered in the determination of feasible mitigation measures. In
determining what MMs are feasible, cost, logistics, and the current state of technology
are all important considerations.
Note that the impacts of the proposed Project on health risk, as well as some other
environmental impacts, are substantially lower than the impacts of the No Project
Alternative. Regarding the suggestion to accelerate the implementation of AMP, please
see the response to comment SCAQMD-21.
MJ/PW(A)-3. Please see the response to comment MJ/PW(A)-2.
MJ/PW(A)-4. Please see the response to comment MJ/PW(A)-2.
MJ/PW(A)-5. In response to the concerns about off-site mitigation measures, please see the response to
comment USEPA-15 and USEPA-17. Regarding the issue of the distribution of impacts
and benefits, please see the responses to comments PCAC-EIR-16 through PCAC-EIR18.
The Port is not privy to knowledge about the revenues or profits of Plains All American
with respect to this terminal or the company’s wider scope of operations. However, the
document identifies all feasible mitigation measures to avoid, reduce and minimize
environmental and public health risk impacts. Financial cost of mitigation measures is
just one element considered in the determination of feasible mitigation measures. In
determining what MMs are feasible, cost, logistics, and the current state of technology
are all important considerations.
MJ/PW(A)-6. Please see the response to comment MJ/PW(A)-5.
MJ/PW(A)-7. See the response to comment PCAC-EIR-23. Based on the results of the risk analysis that
was prepared for the proposed Project, there are no foreseeable accident events that
would necessitate large-scale evacuations that are not already covered by the Port’s Risk
Management Plan and the Harbor/Port Evacuation Plan. Therefore, no additional Projectspecific evacuation plans are necessary.
MJ/PW(A)-8. The Port has been conducting its own air quality monitoring program since February
2005. There are four station locations in the Port vicinity. The station locations are the
Saints Peter and Paul School, Berth 47 in the Port Outer Harbor, the Liberty Plaza
Building, and Terminal Island Treatment Plant. Regarding the proposal to establish a
public air quality monitoring station in the commenter’s neighborhood (i.e., San Pedro),
see response to comment CSPNC-4.
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Regarding a community mitigation fund, please see response to comments USEPA-15
and PCAC-AQ-9.
MJ/PW(A)-9. Please see response to comments USEPA-15 and PCAC-AQ-9. Through a Memorandum
of Understanding, the Port has previously agreed to establish a Port Community
Mitigation Trust Fund geared towards addressing the overall off-port impacts created by
Port operations outside of the context of project-specific NEPA and/or CEQA documents.
This fund includes, for example, approximately $6 million for air filtration in schools and
funding for an initial study of off-Port impacts on health and land use in Wilmington and
San Pedro, as well as a more detailed subsequent study of off-Port impacts of existing
Port operations, examining aesthetics, light and glare, traffic, public safety and effects of
vibration, recreation, and cultural resources related to port impacts on harbor area
communities. As part of the MOU, the Port would contribute $0.15 per ton of crude oil
received at the terminal up to an amount of approximately $5 million. The off-Port
community benefits of the MOU are designed to offset overall effects of existing Port
operations. While the MOU does not alter the legal obligations of the lead agencies under
NEPA or CEQA to disclose and evaluate mitigation measures to reduce or avoid
cumulative impacts of the Project, and therefore is not an environmental justice
mitigation per se, it would have particular benefits for harbor area communities where
disproportionate effects could occur.
MJ/PW(A)-10. Please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-7 and the response to comment CSPNC23.
MJ/PW(A)-11. Please see the response to comment MJ/PW(A)-2.
MJ/PW(A)-12. The comment is noted. The purpose of the Draft SEIS/SEIR is to evaluate and report on
the potential impacts of the proposed Project and its alternatives. The document will be
used to make an informed decision on whether or not to pursue the project. As stated in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, “CEQA requires the decision-making agency to
balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a
proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether
to approve the project.” (Also see Public Resources Code Section 21081). If the decision
makers elect to approve the proposed Project or Project alternatives (other than the No
Project) it would require a statement of overriding considerations associated with
significant unavoidable impacts identified in the Final SEIS/SEIR.
MJ/PW(A)-13. Please see response to comment PCAC-AQ-2.
MJ/PW(A)-14. Regarding the CAAP standards for low-sulfur fuel, please see the response to comment
SCAQMD-20. Regarding the latest CARB standards, please see the response to comment
DN-1. Regarding the additional condition suggested by the commenter to impose fees
beginning at $45,500 for each visit, note that the document already provides provisions
for enforcement of the lease, including the mitigation measures that would be included in
the lease; where noncompliance cannot be remedied, the LAHD has the right to revoke
the applicant’s lease (Section 2.1.1).
MJ/PW(A)-15. Regarding the suggestion for 100 percent compliance with AMP, please see the response
to comment SCAQMD-21. Regarding the suggestion to revise MM AQ-15 to allow use
of alternative dockside emissions control technologies that may become feasible in the
future, please see the response to comment USEPA-11.
2-342
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MJ/PW(A)-16. See the response to comments USEPA-8, SCAQMD-20, and PCAC-AQ-5.
MJ/PW(A)-17. The air quality analysis contained in the draft SEIS/SEIR considered the quantity and
location of emissions from OGV sources under the different operating modes. This was
done for the unmitigated and mitigated scenarios and included in the spatially-specific
modeling analyses for ambient criteria pollutant impacts as well as for the HRA.
MJ/PW(A)-18. Please see response to comment SCAQMD-22.
MJ/PW(A)-19. See the response to comment PCAC-AQ-7.
MJ/PW(A)-20. See the response to comment PCAC-AQ-8.
MJ/PW(A)-21. Please see response to comment PCAC-AQ-9.
MJ/PW(A)-22. See responses to comments CSLC-34, -46, -49, and -51 for invasive species and CSLC41, -43, -45, -48, and -52 for oil spills. The document has been revised to include
additional information on Project-specific and cumulative impacts from oil spills and
invasive species.
MJ/PW(A)-23. The comment maintains that the document “omits an assessment of noise impacts during
operations.” This is incorrect. See response to comment CSNPC-16. Draft SEIS/SEIR
Section 3.10.4.3.1.2 analyzes operational noise impacts and assesses the effects of noise
associated with key noise-generating equipment from peak hour operations as shown in
Table 3.10-9. Both a daytime and nighttime scenario were analyzed. In both scenarios,
predicted noise at the nearest sensitive receptors, including the evening and nighttime
penalties, would be at or below 1 dB, which is barely audible to an attentive listener, and
below the 3 dB threshold. The impacts were therefore considered less than significant.
MJ/PW(A)-24. The comment maintains that the document “requires revision to fully assess significant
noise impacts to residents and recreational areas that would occur during construction.”
This is incorrect. See response to comment CSNPC-17. Draft SEIS/SEIR Section
3.11.4.3.1.1 addresses the noise impacts of the project construction on sensitive receptors
(residential areas) and recreation and concludes that the impacts of pile driving would be
significant and unavoidable. See also response to comment USEPA-25. No change is
required to the document.
MJ/PW(A)-25. The comment maintains that the document “requires revision to fully assess significant
unmitigated impacts to recreation that would occur during … construction.” This is
incorrect. Please see responses to comments CSNPC-17 and DN-16. While noise
associated with construction would be audible at recreational locations, residential
criteria generally do not apply to recreational sites where higher noise levels, such as
enthusiastic crowds, motorized recreational equipment, and the like are considered
acceptable ambient noise.
Section 3.11.4.3.1.1 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR discusses the effects of construction on
recreational boating and concludes that “construction of the project would result in a
substantial loss or diminished quality of recreational … resources”, primarily through the
diminishment of the recreational experience during construction activities. Draft
SEIS/SEIR Section 3.11.4.3.1.2 discusses operational impacts and again concludes that
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project operations “could result in a temporary substantial loss or diminished quality of
recreational … resources in the event of an oil spill.” Impacts to species are addressed in
Draft SEIS/SEIR Section 3.3. (Biological Resources). Impacts to on fish availability,
temporary reduction of recreational fishing opportunities, and reduction of harbor area for
recreational boating were analyzed in the 1992 Deep Draft FEIR as noted in Draft
SEIS/SEIR Section 3.11.1.1. Impacts on harbor fisheries are discussed in Draft
SEIS/SEIR Section 3.11.4.3.1.2 in relation to oil spills.
The east-side berth was eliminated from coequal evaluation because of the additional
cost, restricted recreational access, and environmental impacts to air quality and least
terns associated with this alternative. No change is required to the document.
MJ/PW(A)-26. Please see responses to comments CLSC-63 and CBE-5. A cumulative analysis of the
impacts to water quality from oil spills is provided in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
The document has been revised to include a discussion of the Vessel General Permit and
implications for vessel discharges to cumulative water quality impacts.
MJ/PW(A)-27. Please see response to comment CSLC-51.
MJ/PW(A)-28. Please see the response to comment CSPNC-20.
MJ/PW(A)-29. Please see the response to comment CSPNC-21.
MJ/PW(A)-30. Please see the responses to comments PCAC-EIR-7 and CSPNC-23.
MJ/PW(A)-31. Please see response to comment CSPNC-24.
MJ/PW(A)-32. The comment maintains that the document “requires revision to adequately analyze
impacts on recreation.” This is incorrect. Please see the response to comments DN-16
and MJ/PW(A)-25.
MJ/PW(A)-33. Please see the responses to comments CSPNC-25 and PCAC-EIR-13.
MJ/PW(A)-34. Thank you for your comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
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This whole letter is bracketed as MJ-PW(B)-1.
The comments in this letter are entirely contained
within the MJ-PW(A) comments. Please see
responses to comments MJ-PW(A)-6 through MJPW(A)-34.

MJ/PW(B)-1

MJ/PW(B)-1

MJ/PW(B)-1

MJ/PW(B)-1

MJ/PW(B)-1

MJ/PW(B)-1

MJ/PW(B)-1

2 Responses to Comments

Melanie Ellen Jones and Peter Warren, August 13, 2008
MJ/PW(B)-1. All comments contained within this comment letter were copied into Ms. Jones and Mr.
Warren’s August 18, 2008 letter, and the commenter noted in the August 18, 2008, letter
that the comments in the subsequent letter were revised. Thus, please see the response to
comments MJ/PW(A)-6 through MJ/PW(A)-34 above.
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JJ-2

JJ-3

JJ-4

JJ-5

JJ-6
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Jody James, August 11, 2008
JJ-1.

Your comment is noted. In response to unavoidable significant impacts please see the
response to comment MJ-PW(A)-12. The Port, along with the Port of Long Beach, is
developing the Bay-wide HRA and expects to release the report in the near future.

JJ-2.

As noted in the comment, Pier 400 was originally planned and constructed to address
hazardous liquid bulk facilities. Consistent with that plan, the Pacific Marine Terminal
was proposed for Pier 400, Berth 408. Since the early stages of planning for Pier 400,
other measures have been taken to minimize the potential for accidents associated with
bulk liquid terminals. Specifically, the practice of using vapor recovery systems and inert
gasses on bulk liquid tankers has resulted in no large accidents since the Sansinena fire
and explosion in 1976. Similarly, new regulations that cover marine terminals have been
implemented state-wide. Specifically, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC)
has implemented their Marine Oil Terminal Engineering and Maintenance Standards
(MOTEMS) to address bulk liquid marine terminal safety. In addition, some of the
hazardous facilities initially planned to be relocated to Pier 400 have gone out of
business, as documented in Draft SEIS/SEIR Section 2.5.3.10 (also see response to
comment PCAC-EIR-2). While the comment states that allowing another “substantial
risk” in the Port is “a betrayal of public trust,” regulatory agencies have been working for
decades to improve public safety associated with potentially hazardous activities within
the Port. The proposed Project would result in a substantial relocation of Port-wide risk to
Pier 400, thus fulfilling the original intent of Pier 400 construction.

JJ-3.

Please see response to comments PCAC-EIR 2 and PCAC-EIR-19.

JJ-4.

There are no plans to convert this facility into an LNG terminal. Please see the response
to comment SPPHCO-6.

JJ-5.

As described in Section 1.1.3 and Section 2.3 of the SEIS/SEIR, with supplemental
information in Appendix D1, the Port and USACE believe that demand for crude oil will
continue even as alternative fuels and technologies provide a growing share of the
demand for transportation fuels. This idea is supported by the California Energy
Commission, which stated in its 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) that
“conventional petroleum fuels will be the main source of transportation energy for the
foreseeable future”, even with full implementation of the State Alternative Fuels Plan
(CEC 2007a). The lease term of 30 years was negotiated between the applicant and the
LAHD and is subject to the applicant’s compliance with all provisions of the lease,
including mitigation measures to minimize the environmental and public health risk
impacts of the construction and operation of the facility.
Also, regarding the question of the 30 year lease term, note that the SEIS/SEIR also
included MM AQ-20, Periodic Review of New Technology:
The Port shall require the tenant to review, in terms of feasibility, any Port-identified
or other new emissions-reduction technology, and report to the Port. Such
technology feasibility reviews shall take place at the time of the Port’s consideration
of any lease amendment or facility modification. If the technology is determined by
the Port to be feasible in terms of cost, technical and operational feasibility, the
tenant shall work with the Port to implement such technology at sole cost to the
tenant. Potential technologies that may further reduce emission and/or result in cost-
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savings benefits for the tenant may be identified through future work on the CAAP.
Over the course of the lease, the tenant and the Port shall work together to identify
potential new technology. Such technology shall be studied for feasibility, in terms
of cost, technical and operational feasibility. The effectiveness of this measure
depends on the advancement of new technologies and the outcome of future
feasibility or pilot studies. If the tenant requests future Project changes that would
require environmental clearance and a lease amendment, future CAAP mitigation
measures would be incorporated into the new lease at that time.
As partial consideration for the Port’s agreement to issue the permit to the tenant,
tenant shall implement not less frequently than once every 7 years following the
effective date of the permit, new air quality technological advancements, subject to
the parties’ mutual agreement on operational feasibility and cost sharing which shall
not be unreasonably withheld
The above measure would set up a process for adding additional feasible environmental
measures, identified through future revisions of the CAAP or other methods, over the life
of the lease.
JJ-6.
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Your comment is noted. Please also see the response to comment USEPA-3.
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July 9, 2008
Dr. Ralph G. Appy,
Director of Environmental Management
Port of Los Angeles
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District Regulatory Division
c/o Spencer D. MacNeil D.Env.
ATTN: CESPL-RG-2004-00917-SDM
Via Email: ceqacomments@portla.org

Dear Gentlemen:

CB-1
As a community activist who has devoted much of my time to the protection and cleanup of our urban
waterways, I am always concerned about how new port projects will affect the water quality of San Pedro Bay.
After reviewing the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Study, I am pleased
that the project proposed by Plains All American Pipeline LP takes steps to protect the environment through
mitigation measures that will help to prevent accidents from occurring.
As the SEIR/SEIS clearly points out, a catastrophic spill could have a devastating effect on the water quality of
San Pedro Bay. Although the risk of such spills is rare, it is unpredictable. Therefore, I believe that the
following mitigations are most appropriate to reduce the likelihood of a spill:
Double-Hulled Tanker requirement MM RISK 2.1a. Since the tragedy of the Exxon Valdez, the danger of single
hull tankers has been apparent. Requiring double hull tankers at the facility is a commonsense measure.
Quick Release Couplings- MM RISK 2.1b. The ability to stop the flow of oil almost immediately in the event of a
malfunction will help to contain the risk of discharge into the water.
Containment Booms- MM WQ-1.2. The required inspection and cleanup of contaminants prior to releasing of
the containment boom will help keep the berthing area free of minor discharges and trash that could
accumulate near the tanker.
While not part of the Mitigation Measures, these two project features significantly reduce the risk of discharge
into the water:

CB-2

Containment Dikes- The use of containment dikes that could hold the full quantity of oil stored in the event of
a tank rupture or leak is adequate to mitigate the risk.
Project Location- The siting of the facility at the southwest corner of Pier 400 ensures ease of transit to the
Berth. The minimal maneuvering required to enter and leave the facility reduces the potential risk.
In closing, let me state that as an individual I am completely in support of the certification of the
environmental documents and the approval of the project by the Port of Los Angeles.
Sincerely,
Cathy Beauregard
Co Chair Water Quality Committee
Port Community Advisory Committee
673 W. 20th St #3
San Pedro, CA 90731
424-772-6293

CB-3
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Cathy Beauregard, July 9, 2008
CB-1.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

CB-2.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

CB-3.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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FS-7
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Fran Siegel, August 6, 2008
FS-1.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.

FS-2.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, there will be 1,767
full-time job equivalents for construction of the proposed Project (including direct,
upstream and downstream jobs). In the operation phase, LAHD and USACE estimate
there would be 54 full-time permanent jobs associated with the direct operation and
maintenance of the terminal (in years 2025-2040), and an additional 158 full-timeequivalent permanent jobs related to indirect (i.e., upstream and downstream) economic
activity.

FS-3.

Comment noted. Although the Port and USACE did not conduct a comprehensive
analysis of the spatial distribution of benefits that would result from the proposed Project,
some of the benefits, including employment, wages, and tax revenues, will accrue to the
local neighborhoods. Also see response to comment PCAC-EIR-18.

FS-4.

The Draft SEIS/SEIR includes a comprehensive analysis of existing visual conditions and
the proposed Project’s potential aesthetic impact on those conditions. The document
explains that operations within the San Pedro Bay Ports have completely transformed the
original natural setting to create a landscape that is highly engineered and is visually
dominated by large-scale man-made features. The tankers calling at the Marine Terminal
will be viewed in this Port context and will not appear incongruous with that setting.
Figures 3.1-16 and 3.1-18 are photo-simulations showing a tanker at berth, as seen from
the Cabrillo Beach Fishing Pier and from Lookout Point Park. The specific views shown
are segments of broad panoramas available from these points, and in their context a
tanker at Berth 408 could not dominate those panoramic views.

FS-5.

The comment is noted. However, regarding the claim that the proposed Project would
contribute to increased local refinery production, please see Chapter 8 of the Draft
SEIS/SEIR and the response to comment SPPHCO-7.

FS-6.

As described in Section 1.1.3 and Section 2.3 of the SEIS/SEIR, with supplemental
information in Appendix D1, the Port and USACE believe that demand for crude oil will
continue even as alternative fuels and technologies provide a growing share of the
demand for transportation fuels. This idea is supported by the California Energy
Commission, which stated in its 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) that
“conventional petroleum fuels will be the main source of transportation energy for the
foreseeable future”, even with full implementation of the State Alternative Fuels Plan
(CEC 2007a).
In addition, note that the proposed Project – in addition to incorporating numerous
measures to minimize the environmental impacts of its operation – also contains several
features to promote energy conservation and alternative energy, such as the commitment
to LEED certification of three buildings that would be built for the proposed Project.
Also, please see the response to comment SPPHCO-11.
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FS-7.

With regard to impacts to property values, please see the responses to comments PCACEIR-27 and PCAC-EIR-28. The proposed Project will not affect the proposed San Pedro
Waterfront Project.

FS-8.

Sections 3.12.2.5 and 3.12.2.6 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR provide an overview of terrorism
and Port security that form the baseline for a terrorism assessment for the proposed
Project. Impact RISK-5 provides a detailed assessment of terrorism-related risk for the
proposed Project. As noted on Pages 3.12-70 and 3.12-71 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR,
potential terrorism-related risks are considered significant and cannot be fully mitigated.

FS-9.

Please see the response to comment SPPHCO-7.

FS-10.

As noted in Section 3.12.4.1 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, equipment failure rates that could
lead to a major fire or explosion explicitly included earthquakes as an initiating event. All
failure rates considered a wide range of failure mechanisms, including “…earthquakes,
corrosion, and third-party damage (Draft SEIS/SEIR Page 3.12-34).

FS-11.

Based on the results of the risk analysis that was prepared for the proposed Project, there
are not any accident events that would necessitate large-scale evacuations that are not
already covered by the Port’s Risk Management Plan and the Harbor/Port Evacuation
Plan. Therefore, no additional Project-specific evacuation plans are necessary. (See also
response to comment PCAC-EIR-23.)

FS-12.

Please see response to comment PCAC-EIR-5.

FS-13.

The potential for a large oil spill of the magnitude that was experienced in New Orleans
on July 23, 2008 is considered highly unlikely for the proposed Project. Among the
factors contributing to the spill in New Orleans were that the tugboat involved in the
collision had no properly licensed crew on board. This is not a likely scenario within the
Port of Los Angeles given that Project-related vessel traffic will be closely controlled,
and Port pilots would assume control of crude oil carriers outside of the Port, and across
the short distance between Angels Gate and Berth 408 on Pier 400. In addition, vessels
would be traveling at very slow speeds within the Port, with a very low probability that a
vessel collision would result in substantial damage and a large oil spill. Mitigation
Measure RISK-2.1a, requiring that the proposed Project shall limit crude oil deliveries to
double-hulled vessels, would also reduce the risk of spills of any size resulting from a
vessel collision. Once at Berth 408, the vessels would be surrounded with an oil spill
boom to contain any accidental spills, and Mitigation Measure RISK-2.1b (QuickRelease Couplings) would further reduce the risk of spills during offloading.
Nonetheless, as noted in the Draft SEIS/SEIR, potential crude oil spill impacts are
considered significant.

FS-14.

Please see the responses to comments CSPNC-25 and DN-8.
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Beth Sohngen, August 12, 2008
BS-1.

Comment noted. Regarding the aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project, please see the
response to comment PCAC-EIR-11.

BS-2.

The comment is noted. The Port is working on ways to decrease air pollution; please see
response to comment USEPA-15. Note that the impacts of the proposed Project on
operational air quality and health risk, as well as certain other environmental impacts, are
substantially lower than the impacts of the No Project Alternative. In response to the
issue of environmental credits, please see response to comment PCAC-EIR-5
Regarding the issue of the relocation of other hazardous facilities to Pier 400, please see
the response to comment PCAC-EIR-2.

BS-3.

Regarding investments in sustainable energy and alternative fuels, please see the
responses to comments SPPHCO-5 and SPPHCO-11. Regarding the benefits of the
project in comparison to its environmental impacts, please see the responses to comments
USEPA-3 and PCAC-EIR-18.
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Carrol Shaw-Sutton, August 9, 2008
CSS-1.

Your comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor Commissioners.
Please see the responses to comments USEPA-3 and PCAC-EIR-18, which address the
benefits of the project in comparison to its environmental impacts.

CSS-2.

As described in Section 1.1.3 and Section 2.3 of the SEIS/SEIR, with supplemental
information in Appendix D1, the Port and USACE believe that demand for crude oil will
continue even as alternative fuels and technologies provide a growing share of the
demand for transportation fuels. This idea is supported by the California Energy
Commission, which stated in its 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) that
“conventional petroleum fuels will be the main source of transportation energy for the
foreseeable future”, even with full implementation of the State Alternative Fuels Plan
(CEC 2007a).
In addition, note that the proposed Project – in addition to incorporating numerous
measures to minimize the environmental impacts of its operation – also contains several
features to promote energy conservation and alternative energy, such as the commitment
to LEED certification of three buildings that would be built for the proposed Project.
Also, please see the response to comment SPPHCO-11.

CSS-3.
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Your comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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Amy Lambert, August 10, 2008
AL-1.

Your comments are acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Regarding the date of the public hearing, please see the response to
comment CSPNC-25. Regarding the distribution of benefits and burdens of the proposed
Project, please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-18. Regarding programs to
improve air quality and assess health, please see the response to comment USEPA-15.
Regarding terrorism, please see the response to comment SPPHCO-12.
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Eugene Daub <eugenedaub@cox.net

Dear Dr. Appy and Dr. Mac Niel
I oppose this project because:
My property value will go down
The short term jobs are not enough to destroy the local environment.
(there will be relatively few long term jobs created after
construction)
The potential rebound of the fragile local economy will be wrecked by
short sighted financial gain to only a few individuals (and LA City
tax revenues which will not go to our community).
Giant industrial ships will dominate views of the outer harbor and
destroy our hopes for a beautiful waterfront.
The health and welfare of the community should not be further
sacrificed by another large, polluting project, which includes
increased local refinery production + related air pollution.
Environmental “credits” for this polluting project will be purchased
to offset toxic emissions. These credits can be used elsewhere in the
state rather than to clean up and mitigate effects in our area. That’s
not right.
This business is backwards thinking. We should be investing in
sustainable energy and alternative fuels.
Thank you for participating in the future of our community!
Best regards,

ED-1

2 Responses to Comments

Eugene Daub, July 9, 2008
ED-1.

Comment noted. Regarding the concern about declining property values, please see the
response to comments PCAC-EIR-27 and PCAC-EIR-28. Regarding the aesthetic
impacts of the proposed Project, please see the response to comment SPPHCO-9.
Regarding the comment about increased local refinery production, please see the
response to comment SPPHCO-7. Regarding the use of environmental credits, please see
the response to comment PCAC-EIR-5. Regarding the need to invest in alternative fuels
and sustainable energy, please see the responses to comments SPPHCO-5 and SPPHCO11. Regarding the distribution of benefits and burdens of the proposed Project, please see
the response to comment PCAC-EIR-18.
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Anne Daub <anneolsendaub@cox.net>

AD-1
I OPPOSE THIS PROJECT
THINK OUT SIDE THE BOXAND CLEAN UP THE PORT AND PLEASE DON'
T ADD TOIT.
SHORT TERM JOBS ARE NOT ENOUGH TODESTROYOUR LOCAL ENVIRONMENT
ALONG WITH THE HEALTH AND WELFARE OFOUR COMMUNITY. NOT TOMENTION THE
DECLINE IN PROPERTYVALUE.
WE ARE HOMEOWNERS AND DEFINITELYOPPOSE THE CRUDE OIL TERMINAL.
ANNE OLSEN DAUB
295WEST 15TH STREET
SAN PEDRO, CA 90731
310.548.0817

2 Responses to Comments

Anne Daub, July 9, 2008
AD-1.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Regarding the distribution of benefits and burdens of the proposed
Project, please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-18. Regarding the concern about
declining property values, please see the response to comments PCAC-EIR-27 and
PCAC-EIR-28.
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Beth Elliott <beth-elliott@sbcglobal.net
July 9, 2008
Dear Dr. Ralph G. Appy and Dr. Spencer D. MacNeil
We oppose the Pacific L.A. Marine Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal project because:
The health and welfare of the community should not be further sacrificed by another
large, polluting project, which includes increased local refinery production + related air
pollution.
Environmental “credits” for this polluting project will be purchased to offset toxic
emissions. These credits can be used elsewhere in the state rather than to clean up and
mitigate effects in our area.
This business is backwards thinking. We should be investing in sustainable energy and
alternative fuels.
The short term jobs are not enough to destroy the local environment.
The potential rebound of the fragile local economy will be wrecked by short sighted
financial gain to only a few individuals (and LA City tax revenues which will not go to
our community).
Our property value will go down
Giant industrial ships will dominate views of the outer harbor and destroy our hopes for a
beautiful waterfront.
Thank you for your attention.
Beth Elliott, Danielle Elliott,
231 West 10th St San Pedro, Ca 90731

BE-1

2 Responses to Comments

Beth Elliot, July 9, 2008
BE-1.

Comment noted. Regarding the comment about increased local refinery production,
please see the response to comment SPPHCO-7. Regarding the use of environmental
credits, please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-5. Regarding the need to invest
in alternative fuels and sustainable energy, please see the responses to comments
SPPHCO-5 and SPPHCO-11. Regarding the concern about declining property values,
please see the response to comments PCAC-EIR-27 and PCAC-EIR-28. Regarding the
aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project, please see the response to comment SPPHCO9. Regarding the distribution of benefits and burdens of the proposed Project, please see
the response to comment PCAC-EIR-18.
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Linda Day, July 11, 2008
LD-1.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Regarding the need to invest in alternative fuels and sustainable energy,
please see the responses to comments SPPHCO-5 and SPPHCO-11. Regarding the
aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project, please see the response to comment SPPHCO9.
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>>> <thelimbergs@cox.net> 7/10/2008 7:19:45 PM >>>
Dr. Ralph G. Appy and Dr. Spencer D. MacNeil,

KL-1
As a nearby resident, I am against turning pier 400 into a giant super oil tanker receiving terminal.
Environmental factors and possible terrorist attacks are the main reasons I do not support the terminal.
Kelly Limberg
1802 Velez Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

2 Responses to Comments

Kelly Limberg, July 10, 2008
KL-1.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Regarding terrorist attacks, please see response to comment SPPHCO12.
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Marie Thibeault, August 13, 2008
MT-1.

2-380

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Regarding the comment about increased local refinery production,
please see the response to comment SPPHCO-7.
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Marty Barrera, August 12, 2008
MB-1.

2-382

Your comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Regarding your concern about increased port traffic related to oil
transportation, note that all of the oil that would be received at the proposed terminal
would be transported via pipeline; none would be transported via truck or rail. Although
the construction of the proposed Project would result in significant impacts on the local
transportation network in the absence of mitigation measures, implementation of
mitigations would reduce the impacts to less than significant (Section 3.6 of the Draft
SEIS/SEIR).
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Martine Garcia, August 9, 2008
MG-1.
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Please see the response to comment SPPHCO-5 and SPPHCO-11.
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TT-1

TT-2
TT-3

TT-4
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Ted Twine, August 10, 2008
TT-1.

Your comments are noted. Regarding the comment about the distribution of benefits and
burdens of the proposed Project, please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-18.

TT-2.

Please see response to comment PCAC-EIR-5.

TT-3.

Please see the response to comment SPPHCO-5 and SPPHCO-11.

TT-4.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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Toni Martinovich, August 9, 2008
TM-1.

2-388

Your comments are noted and appreciated. The Draft SEIS/SEIR includes a
comprehensive analysis of impacts on health, welfare, public safety and other issues of
concern. Regarding the distribution of benefits and burdens of the proposed Project,
please see the response to comment PCAC-EIR-18.
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Robin Sterling, August 13, 2008
RS-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. The document identifies all feasible mitigation measures to avoid,
reduce, and minimize public health risk impacts, including those associated with air
pollution. In some cases, the impacts of the proposed Project are substantially lower than
the impacts of the No Project Alternative (i.e., the impacts of not implementing the
proposed Project). Regarding your concern about earthquakes and terrorist attacks, the
Draft SEIS/SEIR includes a thorough and comprehensive analysis of the potential for
these occurrences; see Sections 3.5 and 3.12 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
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Donna Ethington, August 4, 2008
DE-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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From: Lord, Dennis [
mailto:DLord@semprautilities.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2008 7:29 AM
To: ceqacomments@portla.org
Subject: Pacific LA Marine Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal
RE: Public Comment Hearing, June 26, 2008
To whom it may concern:
Our Company has long been an advocate for providing energy to our customers safely, reliably,
and at the lowest possible cost. To do so requires a commitment to the natural increase in
population of those customers to serve their energy needs. While some attempt to limit market
growth, the reality in Southern California is that our Company adds approximately 60K to 70K
meters to our system every year and we now have 20 million customers served through nearly 6
million meters.
As you near a decision on this project, it is helpful to remember that until our economy finds and
accepts cost-effective energy alternatives, there is one basic premise. Energy fuels economic
growth. Societies that fail to recognize that risk economic decline beyond the natural ebbs and
flows of the economy. There is always someone out there willing to compete, make a better
offer, and in many cases move business elsewhere.
The Clean Air Action Plan and the Clean Truck Program have components within them to clean
this region's air. Regarding this proposed facility, I am not aware of anything that this project's
team is not willing to do to meet the environmental standards required of them. We support
implementing projects that are backed by known science and result in measurable improvements
to our air quality.
To that end, we will continue to support the effort to improve air quality in the greater Port area
through the thoughtful implementation of our own Compressed Natural Gas Truck Demonstration
Project and support of other projects that produce similar results. Simple economics in this global
competition for energy includes bringing additional supplies, and alternatives, to a market that is
demanding downward pressure on pricing.

Dennis C. Lord
Public Affairs Manager
The Gas Company

DL-1

2 Responses to Comments

Dennis Lord, June 26, 2008
DL-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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John Beal, not dated
JB-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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From: Shield Anderson [
mailto:Shield@budlong.com]
Sent: Monday, July 07, 2008 1:39 PM
To: '
ceqacomments@portla.org'
Subject: Support for Approval of Pacific LA Marine Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal Draft EIS/EIR

Mr. Spencer D. MacNeil and Dr. Ralph G. Appy:

SA-1
I am sending this to express encouragement for you to do everything you can to see the Draft
EIS/EIR approved. I have done some research on the project, located on the web at: Pier 400Berth 408 Crude Oil Terminal
<http://www.b2i.us/profiles/investor/ResLibraryView.asp?
BzID=789&ResLibraryID=24762&Categ
ory=117> .

Major factor in my support of the project are the environmental leadership items shown halfway
down the web page (
linked above)
. As a LEED AP, I would like less reliance on fossil fuels in the
coming years. However, realistically there must be a transition to more environmentally-friendly
energy technologies, and the western United States need the additional capacity while we
transition to solar, wind, hydro, fuel cell and other power sources. The Plains All American
Pipeline Crude Oil Terminal will give our west coast the capacity for near-term future power
needs, while taking several important measures to improve air quality at the same time.

Shield Anderson, LEED AP
Glendale Office Director
Budlong &Associates, Inc.
315Arden, No. 23;Glendale, CA 91203
818.638.8780.ext.101

626.712.4740.cell

*******************************
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Shield Anderson, July 7, 2008
SA-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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From: deborah berg [mailto:deborah@bergcm.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2008 5:48 PM
To: ceqacomments@portla.org
Cc: lga@butterfieldcommunications.com
Subject: Pacific LA Marine Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal
As a local resident who also works in San Pedro,
DB-1
I offer my support of the Pier 400- Berth 408 Crude Oil Terminal proposed
at the Port of Los Angeles.
Deborah Berg
310 548-9292
302 West 5th Street, Suite 210, San Pedro, CA 90731

2 Responses to Comments

Deborah Berg, June 26, 2008
DB-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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From: Mehmet Pehlivan [
mailto:mpehlivan@leightongroup.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2008 6:22 PM
To: ceqacomments@portla.org
Cc: olga@butterfieldcommunications.com
Subject: Pacific LA Marine Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal

This e-mail is in support of construction of the Pacific LA Marine Terminal LLC
Crude Oil Terminal.

MP-1

I strongly support the construction of this terminal because the facts and
information of the project shows that the project will have positive impact on the
local and regional economy and environment. I am very impressed with the
innovative way to reduce air emission as proposed by the project. Southern
California economy needs this and projects like these to get out of current
depression and to reduce the impact of increasing unemployment rate.
Sincerely,

Mehmet Pehlivan, PG, CHG
Director of Remediation Services
Leighton Consulting, Inc.
17781 Cowan
Irvine, CA 92614-6009
Phone: 949-250-1421 Ext: 4264
Fax: 949-250-1114
Cell: 949-302-7234
e-mail: mpehlivan@leightongroup.com
Leighton
Solutions you can build on

The information accompanying this email transmission may contain confidential or legally
privileged information that is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named in this
message. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure,
copying, distribution or reliance upon the contents of this email is strictly prohibited. If you receive
this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of
the communication and any attachments

2 Responses to Comments

Mehmet Pehlivan, June 26, 2008
MP-1.
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Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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>>> Genesa Wagoner <genesawagoner@hotmail.com> 7/10/2008 1:21:50 PM >>>
Dear Drs. Appy and MacNeil,

GW-1
I was quite alarmed to hear of the plan to put a new oil terminal in the port of San Pedro. I am a
pediatrician who has lived and practiced in San Pedro for the last 13 years. I live on 19th street very close
to Crescent and where the proposed terminal will be. As a pediatrician I am already alarmed at the
amount of pollution in San Pedro. In my practice alone I have diagnosed 3 brain tumors in children and 4
other children with cancer in the last 3 years. I have no proof, but I strongly suspect that the pollution in
our environment in San Pedro could have contributed to this alarming rate of cancer. I am very concerned
that adding an oil terminal with all the ship and truck traffic will increase pollution in our community. Of
course there are also many other possible ways that having an oil terminal there could impact our
environment and our children if something goes wrong or there is an oil spill, an earthquake or a terrorist
attack of some sort. Please reconsider this terrible plan of putting an additional oil terminal in San Pedro.
My home address is 353 West 19th St, SP, CA 90731 and my office address is 1294 West 6th St. #104,
SP, CA 90731
Sincerely,
Genesa Wagoner, MD

2 Responses to Comments

Genesa Wagoner, July 10, 2008
GW-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Regarding your concern about cancer risk, the SEIS/SEIR includes a
comprehensive, quantitative analysis of the incremental and cumulative impacts of the
proposed Project on cancer risk and concludes that the proposed Project, with
mitigations, would have a less than significant impact on cancer risk individually, but
would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulatively significant impacts
on cancer risks. However, the SEIS/SEIR also establishes that the impacts of the
proposed Project on cancer risk, as well as certain other environmental impacts, are
substantially lower than the impacts of the No Project Alternative (i.e., the impacts of not
implementing the proposed Project). The document identifies all feasible mitigation
measures to avoid, reduce and minimize environmental and public health risk impacts.
Regarding your concern about truck traffic, note that all of the oil that would be received
at the proposed terminal would be transported via pipeline; none would be transported via
truck or rail. Although the construction of the proposed Project would result in significant
impacts on the local transportation network in the absence of mitigation measures,
implementation of mitigations would reduce the impacts to less than significant (Section
3.6 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR).
Regarding your concern about oil spills, earthquakes, and terrorist attacks, the Draft
SEIS/SEIR includes a thorough and comprehensive analysis of the potential for these
occurrences; see Sections 3.5 and 3.12 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
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Mary Gutierrez, July 7, 2008
MCG-1.

2-406

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners. Regarding the “150 permanent, high-paying jobs to our local
community,” please note that not all of these jobs would be in the local community; see
the response to comment CCA-1.
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AB-1
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Arthur Bartlett, July 9, 2008
AB-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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Armando Cortez Garcia, July 7, 2008
ACG-1.
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Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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GD-1
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Gary Dwight, July 10, 2008
GD-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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S. Atencio-1
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Shirley Atencio, July 10, 2008
S.Atencio-1.
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Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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DH-1
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Dan Hoffman, July 14, 2008
DH-1.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the “thousands” of jobs during the construction
phase cited in the letter, please see the response to comment LCOC-1.
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GK-1
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Gary Kern, July 8, 2008
GK-1.
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Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.

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

JG-1
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Joe Gatlin, July 16, 2008
JG-1.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the job, wage, and tax estimates cited in the
letter, please see the response to comments LCOC-1 and CCA-1.
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GS-1
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Gojko Spralja, July 17, 2008
GS-1.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the job, wage, and tax estimates cited in the
letter, please see the response to comments LCOC-1 and CCA-1.
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TP-1
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Toni Plescia, July 14, 2008
TP-1.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the job, wage, and tax estimates cited in the
letter, please see the response to comments LCOC-1 and CCA-1.

2-424

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

BC-1

2 Responses to Comments

Betsy Cheek, July 21, 2008
BC-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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Ruben Diaz, July 16, 2008
RD-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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David Nichol, August 12, 2008
DGN-1.
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Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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John Maver, August 9, 2008
JM-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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KF-1

2 Responses to Comments

Ken Fredrickson, August 11, 2008
KF-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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WC-1

2 Responses to Comments

William Carroll, August 8, 2008
WC-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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JA-1

2 Responses to Comments

Jerry Asplund, August 4, 2008
JA-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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DY-1
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Daisy Ybarra, July 18, 2008
DY-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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JC-1

2 Responses to Comments

James Cross, August 4, 2008
JC-1.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the estimates of jobs, wages, and tax revenues,
please see the response to comments LCOC-1 and CCA-1.
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RW-1

2 Responses to Comments

Robert White, August 7, 2008
RW-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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EB-1
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Elizabeth Brazil, July 24, 2008
EB-1.

Thank you for your comment. Regarding the estimates of jobs, wages, and tax revenues,
please see the response to comments LCOC-1 and CCA-1.

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

2-447

VH-1

VH-1
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Vern Hall, August 11, 2008
VH-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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AT/JP-1
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Amy Thornberry and Jim Pike, August 14, 2008
AT/JP-1.

2-452

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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2 Responses to Comments

Darren Stroud, Ultramar, August 13, 2008
UM-1.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

UM-2.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The Port understands that some Ultramar
ships may call at the proposed tenants Pier 400 project. The Port recognizes the issues
with vessel control. The mitigation measures in question, specifically MM AQ-14
through MM AQ-16 and MM AQ-18, are phased-in to require the more rapid schedule of
feasible compliance in view of the necessary operational and technical changes in the
marine-oil industry. Please see response to comments UM-3 through UM-10.

UM-3.

The comment is acknowledged. The Port welcomes working with Ultramar to make
feasible compliance with the low sulfur fuel measure. The Port is working with other
Ports worldwide to increase availability of needed fuel grades. All ships would be
required to adhere to any international, national or state rules and/or regulations. If such
rules and/or regulations are more stringent than the proposed mitigation measures, such
rules and/or regulations would supersede the mitigation measures. Use of 0.2% low sulfur
fuel for some marine tankers is infeasible in the short term due to availability. Virtually
all marine tankers carry distillate (at approximately 0.5% sulfur) for purposes of cleaning
main engines of the Heavy Fuel Oil (HFO) when a vessel must be taken out of service for
its five year survey and for the emergency generators. However, 0.2% sulfur fuel may
not be available at all ports of origin in the short term and therefore the use of 0.2% low
sulfur fuel is being phased-in over time. The majority of tankers calling at Berth 408 in
the short term are expected to originate in the oil producing regions of the Middle East,
West Africa, or South America. Recent low-sulfur fuel availability studies completed by
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the Port do not support a finding that
0.2% sulfur fuel is available worldwide and in particular at the ports where some project
trips are expected to originate. This document identifies MM AQ-14 as the most rapid
feasible implementation of low-sulfur fuel requirements on marine oil tankers calling at
the Project. See response to comment PCAC-AQ-5.
Under MM AQ-14, vessels originating from ports with no 0.2% low sulfur fuel will come
in on distillate and then load on 0.2% fuel into the distillate tank.
Safe operations are important to the Port. Every lease would include a Force Majeure
clause to excuse both direct tenants and third party invitees from compliance with the
mitigation measures if some unforeseen event beyond the reasonable control of that party
prevents it from safely performing its obligations under the lease.

UM-4.

The Port acknowledges that there is a difference between the AMPing capacity of oil
tankers and container ships. As presented in the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the AMP phase-in
schedule is longer than the current and proposed requirements for container ships at the
Port, due to the existing lower AMPing capacity of tankers. The present phase-in
schedule, which begins during the first year of operation (assumed to be 2010) allows for
ship and infrastructure upgrades.
AMP is a proven technology to reduce emissions at berth. Currently, two British
Petroleum tankers are equipped for AMP proving that the technology is feasible if phased
in over time to allow for technical and infrastructure upgrades. The Port is also open to
alternative technologies to achieve emission reductions while at berth. MM AQ-19 was
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designed to allow Plains to be able to use alternative technologies once such technology
is shown to be as good or as better in terms of emissions reduction performance.
In addition, the following addition has been included the AMP discussion in the Final
SEIS/SEIR.
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.

The Final SEIS/SEIR clarifies the position of the Port with respect to the potential use of
AMECS as a mitigation measure (see Section 3.2 of the Final SEIS/SEIR and specifically
the discussion of MM AQ-15). The Final SEIS/SEIR clarifies that if AMECS becomes
technologically feasible, then the Port will evaluate its effectiveness and its equivalence
with respect to AMP consistent with MM AQ-19 and MM AQ-20. If it is found to be
feasible, effective, and equivalent in terms of reductions of pollutants of significance,
then the Port will require the tenant to install AMECS. Once AMECS is installed, all
vessels calling at Berth 408 that are not capable of utilizing AMP, as well as frequent
callers (i.e., vessels that call more than two times per year), must use AMECS. If
AMECS is not available within the lifetime of the proposed Project or if it is not found to
be feasible or equivalent to AMP, then ships calling at Berth 408 shall use AMP while
hoteling at the Port in the minimum percentages specified in MM AQ-15.
All ships would be required to adhere to any international, national or state rules and/or
regulations. If such rules and/or regulations are found to be more stringent than the

2-462

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

2 Responses to Comments

proposed mitigation measures, such rules and/or regulations would supersede the
mitigation measures.
UM-5.

The comment is acknowledged. 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.

UM-6.

The comment is acknowledged. In environmental review of a potential proposed project,
Ultramar would not be considered a “purchaser,” to the extent Ultramar would be an
entity that would lease, rent or charter – rather than own – ships.

UM-7.

Please see response to comment UM-4. MM AQ-19 was designed to allow Plains to be
able to use alternative technologies once such technology is shown to be feasible and as
good or as better in terms of emissions reduction performance. The Port, as the
leaseholder, will be the ultimate decision-maker in terms of feasibility and effectiveness
but, as stated in the mitigation measure, will rely on verification by USEPA, CARB, or
other reputable certification and/or demonstration studies.

UM-8.

Please see response to comment USEPA-8. As an alternative to the AMP requirements,
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.
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UM-9.

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.

UM-10.

The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners for their consideration.
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LaDonna DiCamillo
Director Government Affairs

BNSF Railway Company
One World Trade Center, Ste 1680
Long Beach, CA 90831-1680

tel 323.267.4041
fax 909.946.0490
email ladonna.dicamillo@bnsf.com

August 13, 2008
Via Federal Express
Via E-Mail
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Regulatory Division
c/o Spencer D. MacNeil, D. Env.
ATTN: CESPL-RG-2004-00917-SDM
P.O. Box 532711
Los Angeles, California 90053-2325
and
915 Wilshire Boulevard, 11th Floor
CESPL-CO-RN
Los Angeles, CA 90017
spencer.d.maneil@usace.army.mil
Dr. Ralph Appy, Director of Environmental Management
Port of Los Angeles
425 South Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, CA 90731
ceqacomments@portla.org
Re:

BNSF Comments on Pacific L.A. Marine Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal Draft
SEIS/SEIR

Dear Mr. MacNeil and Dr. Appy:
BNSF Railway (“BNSF”) appreciates your consideration of the following comments on the Draft BNSF-1
Subsequent/Supplemental EIS/EIR (“SEIS/SEIR”) for the proposed Pacific L.A. Marine
Terminal LLC Crude Oil Terminal (“the Project”).
1.

Comments regarding sustainable growth and environmental benefits

The SEIS/SEIR addresses the increased demand for transportation fuels in Southern California.
The proposed Project addresses this need by improving petroleum product import infrastructure
while pursuing the goal of the Port of Los Angeles (“POLA”) to encourage regional growth in a
sustainable manner. Expanding petroleum related infrastructure also serves a vital role in
running the goods movement infrastructure, which enhances the local quality of life. The point
is explained in the Draft 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan (“Draft 2008 RCP”) recently issued
by the Southern California Association of Governments (“SCAG”):

Spencer D. MacNeil, D. Env.
Dr. Ralph Appy
August 13, 2008
Page 2
BNSF-1

Containerized trade volume is expected to triple to 42.5 million Twenty-Foot
Equivalent Units (“TEUs”) by 2030. These forecasts are capacity-constrained
significantly below anticipated demand, and are based on an increase of port
terminal productivity from 4,700 TEUs per acre per year currently to over 10,000
TEUs per acre per year in the future. The ability of the ports to handle this
unprecedented growth in containerized cargo volumes is critical to the continued
health of the local, regional, and the national economy.
Draft 2008 RCP at p. 109. SCAG also explained that:
International trade can create good job opportunities and raise real income levels
for the SCAG region. Significant investment is necessary to improve the
efficiency and capacity of the goods movement infrastructure if we are to benefit
from the growth in international trade expected, while remaining globally
competitive. Such changes must also occur within a context of environmental
quality (see “The Green Economy”), environmental justice and respect for local
communities.
Draft 2008 RCP at p. 129. Approval of POLA’s Pacific L.A. Marine Terminal Project will allow
the region to benefit from both short-term and permanent economic growth as well as
environmental improvements.
2.

Comments regarding jobs provided by the Project

As noted in the SEIS/SEIR, construction of the proposed Project facilities would require
construction labor equivalent to approximately 732 full-time employees over the course of the
construction period, an average of 293 jobs lasting for 30 months. If the Project is not approved
these jobs will be lost.
3.
Comments regarding lack of justification for rejecting part or all of the Project on
environmental grounds
POLA’s further analysis of its proposed environmental mitigation measures demonstrates that
the mitigation measures fully support approval of the SEIS/SEIR. POLA calculates that the
maximum incremental cancer risk results for the proposed Project after mitigation would be less
than 10 in a million, specifically, 5.3 in a million for residential receptors, 4.8 in a million for
occupational area receptors, 5.3 in a million for sensitive receptors and 2.4 in a million for
student receptors. BNSF supports POLA’s balance of economic and environmental goals in the
SEIS/SEIR.

Spencer D. MacNeil, D. Env.
Dr. Ralph Appy
August 13, 2008
Page 3
4.

Comments regarding rail and its use for fuel transportation

There are no truck or rail trips as a result of the proposed Project. Project operations would not
cause an increase in rail activity because all products would be transported by pipeline. The
existing rail systems for the proposed Project include the Terminal Island Container Transfer
Facility (“TICTF”). TICTF consists of four intermodal facilities that directly transfer marine
cargo containers to on-dock rail yards at the Global Gateway South, Evergreen, Yusen, and APM
Terminals container terminals. The SEIS/SEIR notes that the use of rail for long-haul cargo is an
air quality benefit. It further notes that four on-dock rail yards at the Port significantly reduce the
number of short-distance truck trips (the trips that would normally convey containers to and from
off-site rail yards). The SEIS/SEIR notes that combined, these intermodal facilities eliminate an
estimated 1.4 million truck trips per year at the Port, and the emissions and traffic congestion that
go along with them. The SEIS/SEIR further observes that the use of the Alameda Corridor
allows cargo to travel the 20 miles to downtown Los Angeles at a faster pace and promotes the
use of rail versus truck.
The SEIS/SEIR also includes the Southern California Petroleum Market Assessment Regarding
Rail Operations (“Assessment”) (Appendix D3). The Assessment provides that although rail is
not used to transport much product or crude oil, rail is the primary transportation method of
ethanol transportation to Southern California. The Assessment finds that BNSF has the ability to
supply the entire Los Angeles Basin demand via their Ethanol Express Line from the Midwest.
BNSF supports the SEIS/SEIR comments regarding rail and their recognition of the key role rail
plays in providing sources of fuel to meet the increased demand for fuel in Southern California.
BNSF appreciates your consideration of these comments.
Very truly yours,

BNSF-1

2 Responses to Comments

LaDonna DiCammillo, BNSF, August 13, 2008
BNSF-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.

BNSF-2.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.

BNSF-3.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.

BNSF-4.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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PI-1

2 Responses to Comments

Daniel Domonoske, Potential Industries, June 27, 2008
PI-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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From: Mark Stuessy [
mailto:MStuessy@mansonconstruction.com]
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2008 10:14 AM
To: ceqacomments@portla.org
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Study for the Pier 400-Berth 408 Crude Oil
Terminal
Gentlemen,
I have been a member of the working community in the Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los MC-1
Angeles for over 28 years and have been very impressed with the development and growth of
both of the ports over that time. I believe that this project is necessary to the continued growth of
this region and I am in favor of this project moving forward.
Manson Construction Co.
Mark O. Stuessy, P.E.
Senior Estimator
310-521-1302 phone
310-833-5657 fax
562-762-5410 cell
mstuessy@mansonconstruction.com

2 Responses to Comments

Mark Stussey, Manson Construction, June 27, 2008
MC-1.
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Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

<poecom@socal.rr.com>
<ceqacomments@portla.org>
Wed,Aug 13,20088:37AM
Documents
Pier400, Berth408 Project,DraftSEIFUDEIS

Attachedpleasefind my letterin supportof this proiect.
ThomasA. Poe
President
PoeCommunications
10772ChestnutStreet
LosAlamitos,CA 90720
(s62)896-3625

PC-1

2 Responses to Comments

Thomas Poe, Poe Communications, August 13, 2008
PC-1.

Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.

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

2-475

IEM-1

IEM-1

2 Responses to Comments

Behjat Zanjani, IEM, August 13, 2008
IEM-1.
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Your comment is appreciated and will be forwarded to the Board of Harbor
Commissioners.
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