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I. Introduction and Summary

A. Introduction
The City of Los Angeles, as the lead agency, has prepared this document, entitled
“Recirculated Sections of Final Environmental Impact Report” (“RS-FEIR”), pursuant to the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).1 This RS-FEIR
addresses the issue identified in a prior court ruling (discussed below in Section I.B.).
As described in Section 15089 and 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency
must prepare a Final EIR before approving the Proposed Project. One of the purposes of a
Final EIR is to provide an opportunity for the lead agency to respond to the public and
commenting agencies. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15132 and
15088.5, this RS-FEIR presents the responses of the Lead Agency to the environmental
points which were raised in the review and comment process related to the two sections of
the RS-DEIR. This RS-FEIR includes (i) this introduction and summary; (ii) the Proposed
Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as explained further in Section I.E.,
below; (iii) corrections and additions to the RS-DEIR by environmental topic, and (iv) a list
of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the RS-DEIR, their
comments, and responses to those comments. Further details on the organization of the
RS-FEIR are provided at Section I.E. of this Introduction and Summary
The purpose of the RS-FEIR is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the
Smart Energy Transport System (the “Proposed Project”). The Proposed Project is an
approximately 24-mile long jet fuel pipeline that would be constructed in two phases. The
pipeline would originate at the Vopak Terminal (“Vopak”), an existing storage facility
located in the Wilmington area of the City of Los Angeles, connect to the existing Kinder
Morgan Watson Pump Station (“Watson”) in the City of Carson, and ultimately end at the
Los Angeles International Airport (“LAX”). The proposed pipeline would be designed with
state-of-the-art materials, operations monitoring equipment, and instrumentation. While the

1

Please note that this “RS-FEIR” is a portion of the “Revised FEIR,” which, as discussed in Section I.E.
below, constitutes all the environmental documents from the Proposed Project, including the Original
FEIR, the RS-DEIR, and the RS-FEIR.
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Proposed Project consists of a fuel delivery system that is primarily the pipeline, it would
also include ancillary pumping and receiving systems at Vopak, Watson, and LAX.

B. The Scope of the Recirculated Sections of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Although the scope of the RS-DEIR was discussed in detail in Sections I.A. and I.C.
of the RS-DEIR, this issue is reviewed again in this Introduction and Summary for the RSFEIR.
In 2009, the City of Los Angeles certified a Final Environmental Impact Report for
the Proposed Project (“Original FEIR”), and approved the portions of Phase 1 that would be
built within its jurisdiction. (The Original FEIR included the Original Draft EIR prepared for
the Proposed Project in 2007 [“Original DEIR”] as well as an Introduction; Summary;
Corrections and Additions to the Original DEIR; Comments and Responses to all comment
letters submitted to the City during the Original DEIR public review period; a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); as well as a tabular listing of the comment
letters received from agencies, groups and other interested parties regarding the Original
DEIR and the corresponding topical section the comment relates to in the Original DEIR;
and all Attachments to the Comment Letters and Responses). The Original FEIR was
challenged in a CEQA lawsuit filed by the City of Gardena, entitled City of Gardena v. City
of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BS121134. On July 7, 2010, the
court ruled that the Original FEIR met CEQA’s requirements in all respects but one, that is,
the analysis of alternatives to the Proposed Project. This RS-DEIR replaces one section of
the Original DEIR and certain related portions of the Original FEIR2 in response to the
Superior Court’s ruling in City of Gardena v. City of Los Angeles. Regarding greenhouse
gases (GHGs), the court concluded that the analysis was adequate under CEQA at the
time the Original FEIR was certified, but observed that the GHG guidelines developed by
the State Resources Agency “are now final and are in effect for any revised or subsequent
EIR.” As such, the RS-DEIR provided an expanded alternatives analysis and an updated
GHG analysis pursuant to current standards and procedures.
The Superior Court’s ruling was presented as Appendix A to the RS-DEIR. The RSFEIR and the RS-DEIR as well as the full Original FEIR is available at the City of Los
Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, 1149 South Broadway, Suite
600, Los Angeles, California 90015, or on-line at http://eng.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/.

2

Replaced sections consist of Original DEIR Section V. (Alternatives to the Proposed Project); and Original
FEIR, Corrections and Additions, Section III, Section V. (Alternatives to the Proposed Project).
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C.

The Proposed Project: The
Transport System (SETS)

Smart

Energy

This RS-FEIR in conjunction with the RS-DEIR and the Original FEIR analyze the
environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project, which involves the following
discretionary approvals with regard to Phase 1: (1) encroachment permits and franchise
agreements from the City of Los Angeles and the City of Carson; (2) easements from the
City of Los Angeles Harbor Department to cross and operate on city-owned industrial
properties; (3) crossing permits from Caltrans to cross the San Diego (I-405) freeway; (4)
crossing permits from the Los Angeles County Flood Control District to cross the
Dominguez Channel; and (5) licenses to cross railroad tracks from the City of Los Angeles,
City of Long Beach, Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad, and Union Pacific Railroad.
This RS-FEIR in conjunction with the RS-DEIR and the Original FEIR also analyze
the environmental impacts associated with the following discretionary approvals with regard
to Phase 2: (1) encroachment permits and franchise agreements from the Cities of Los
Angeles, Carson, Compton, Gardena, Hawthorne, and unincorporated Los Angeles
County; (2) easements from the City of Los Angeles (specifically, Los Angeles World
Airports) to cross and operate on LAX; (3) crossing permits from Caltrans to cross the
Artesia (SR 91), San Diego (I-405), Harbor (I-110), and Century (I-105) freeways; (4)
crossing permits from the Los Angeles County Flood Control District; (5) licenses to cross
railroad tracks from the City of Los Angeles, City of Long Beach, Burlington Northern Santa
Fe Railroad, and Union Pacific Railroad; and (6) Consent Agreement from the Metropolitan
Transit Authority (Metro) to cross a Metro line.
As noted above, the Proposed Project consists of an approximately 24-mile long jet
fuel pipeline that would be constructed in two phases. The phases of the Proposed Project
are separated by both time (i.e., there are approximately three years between the end of
the construction of Phase 1 and the start of construction of Phase 2) and distance (i.e.,
Phase 1 construction occurs in a different geographical area than Phase 2). Phase 1
consists of the portion of the pipeline alignment between Vopak and Watson, as well as
ancillary equipment at both of these facilities. The direct connection to Watson and its
interconnections to an existing pipeline network would allow the Applicant’s customers to
more efficiently supply jet fuel to major airports in the Southwestern United States.
Phase 2 consists of the portion of the alignment between Watson and LAX to supply
jet fuel to the existing on-airport tank farm operated by the Los Angeles International Airport
Airline Consortium Fuel Corporation (“LAXFUEL”). Currently, jet fuel, regardless of
whether it is domestically refined or imported, is transported to LAX through four privately
owned pipeline systems. With the completion of the proposed pipeline system to LAX, the
Proposed Project would serve as an alternative to the existing systems currently conveying
jet fuel from LAXFUEL’s off-airport storage facilities at Vopak to the LAXFUEL on-airport
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tank farm at LAX. Phase 2 improvements would allow for the more efficient and
expeditious transport of fuel for consumption at LAX.
The proposed pipeline would be located within existing street rights of way, except
at railroad crossings, two crossings of the Dominguez Channel, and portions of the Port of
Los Angeles and LAX properties. The pipeline would be installed underground, with the
exception of the Dominguez Channel crossings. In Phase 1, the pipeline leaving Vopak
initially would travel south, then west, crossing the Dominguez Channel, before heading
north to Watson in the City of Carson. In Phase 2, from Watson, the pipeline would
continue north and west passing through the City of Carson, unincorporated Los Angeles
County, the City of Compton, additional areas within the City of Los Angeles, as well as the
Cities of Gardena and Hawthorne before entering the LAX property. The pipeline would
terminate at LAXFUEL’s tank farm located within the western portion of the LAX facility
itself. LAX’s jet fuel throughput would not be increased as a result of the Proposed Project.

D. Environmental Review Process
The RS-DEIR was circulated to public agencies and interested individuals for review
and comment pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, Subdivision (c). The RSDEIR was also available for review at the following location: City Bureau of Engineering,
1149 South Broadway, Suite 600, Los Angeles, California 90015 and on-line at
http://eng.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/.
The RS-DEIR was circulated for a 47-day review period from May 12, 2011 to June
27, 2011. Seven written letters were received during this time period (see Section IV of this
RS-FEIR).

E. Organization and Contents of the RS-FEIR and the
Revised FEIR
As explained in Section I.E. of the RS-DEIR, the “Revised FEIR” will consist of the
documents listed below.
1. Original DEIR (without the sections that have been superseded and replaced by
the corresponding sections in this RS-DEIR);3

3

See footnote 2, above.
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2. Comments and Responses to Comments on the Original DEIR, received during
the public comment period, December 18, 2007 through January 31, 2008;4
3. All other elements of the Original FEIR, including the corrections and additions to
the Original DEIR;5
4. RS-DEIR; and
5. RS-FEIR.
The RS-FEIR itself consists of the following sections:

4

5

I.

Introduction and Summary. The Introduction and Summary for the RS-FEIR
is included in this Section I. As presented above, this section provides an
overview of the CEQA requirements for a Final EIR, a description of the
Proposed Project, an overview of the court order, a summary of the RS-DEIR
recirculation period, and an overview of the contents of the RS-FEIR.

II.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). Section II of this
RS-FEIR provides the MMRP for the Proposed Project. No changes to the
mitigation measures set forth in the Original FEIR have occurred in response to
the information and analyses presented in the RS-DEIR as well as the RSFEIR. As such, the MMRP presented herein is a reprint of the document
included in the Original FEIR.

III.

Corrections and Additions. Section III of the RS-FEIR provides a list of the
one edit that was made to the RS-DEIR based on comments received from the
public. This section is subdivided into one subsection that corresponds to the
appropriate section heading in the documents.

IV.

Responses to Written Comments. Section IV of this RS-FEIR presents a
table that lists all of the parties that commented on the RS-DEIR during the
public review periods. The table is followed by the comments presented in
each of the letters, with the City’s responses to each comment.

Please note that any responses to comments on the Original DEIR that relate to the matters and potential
impacts covered by Sections II and III of the RS-DEIR are also superseded by the
RS-DEIR. Further, with respect to the matters and potential impacts covered by Sections II and III of the
RS-DEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2)(ii), written responses have been
prepared only to comments received on the RS-DEIR on such topics.
Please note Original FEIR Corrections and Additions Section III, Section V. (Alternatives to the Proposed
Project) are superseded by the RS-DEIR.
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The Revised FEIR will provide the basis for the City Council to reconsider the
environmental implications of the Proposed Project as well as possible ways to mitigate
any significant environmental impacts.

F. Alternatives
The RS-DEIR considered a broad range of alternatives to the proposed Project in
response to the Court order as well as to facilitate informed decision-making in accordance
with Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The eight alternatives analyzed in
detail in the RS-DEIR include the following:


No Project Alternative;



Broadway/El Segundo Alternative;



Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative;



Prairie Alternative;



Western Alternative;



Wilmington Alternative;



Dominguez Alternative; and the



Avalon Alternative.

Descriptions of the individual alternatives analyzed are provided under separate
subheadings below. In addition, several alternatives were identified and evaluated, but
rejected because it was determined that they either would be infeasible, or would not avoid
or substantially lessen one or more significant impacts of the Project, per CEQA Guidelines
sec. 15126.6(c). Examples of the alternatives considered but rejected include upgrading
the existing jet fuel pipeline system in its current alignment, minimizing the total length of
the pipeline, placing the pipeline along the freeways in the area, placing the pipeline within
existing utility/infrastructure corridors such as the Alameda Corridor or along railroad
corridors, transporting the jet fuel by truck, and the establishment of a deep water marine
terminal located in Santa Monica Bay in proximity to LAX such that ships would unload the
jet fuel at the marine terminal and the jet fuel would then be transported via a pipeline to
the LAXFUEL facility at LAX.
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Alternative A: No Project
Under the No Project Alternative, Phases 1 and 2 of the proposed pipeline would not
be constructed. The existing delivery system that supplies jet fuel to Los Angeles
International Airport (LAX) would continue to convey fuel to the airport through one 12-inch
and three 8-inch pipelines. As such, installation of a new fuel pipeline or related
excavation, trenching, potholing or backfilling operations would not occur. A new pump
station at the Vopak Inland Terminal, a new delivery connection to the Watson Pump
Station, and a new receiving system at LAX would not be built. In addition, no new facilities
would be developed at the ancillary sites, and no new equipment would be integrated into
the existing ancillary facilities.
Since, under this Alternative, the pipeline system would not be built, construction
impacts for this Alternative relative to hazardous materials, land use,
traffic/circulation/parking, hydrology and water quality, geology and soils, air quality, noise,
fire protection, biological resources, and cultural resources would not occur and therefore
would be less than those of the proposed Project. In addition, the No Project Alternative
would result in reduced operational impacts relative to land use, hydrology/water quality,
and cultural resources; and similar operational impacts for hazardous materials,
traffic/circulation/parking, geology and soils, air quality, noise, fire protection, and biological
resources. However, the No Project Alternative would not satisfy any of the Project
objectives, as listed in Section III, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the RS-DEIR,
because the proposed pipeline system would not be constructed.

Alternative B: Broadway / El Segundo Route
The Broadway/El Segundo Alternative proposes the construction and operation of a
jet fuel pipeline system substantially similar to that of the proposed Project, with the
exception of a 4.2-mile deviation from the northeast portion of the Project’s proposed route.
The Broadway/El Segundo Alternative would, like the proposed Project, proceed in two
phases. In Phase 1, the Alternative route would begin at the Vopak Terminal and would
follow the proposed pipeline route until it reaches the Watson Station in the City of Carson.
Phase 2 would pick up the route at Watson and would follow the proposed pipeline route
until the intersection of Compton Boulevard and Broadway in unincorporated County of Los
Angeles. At this point, the pipeline would then turn north, traveling for approximately 1.5
miles on Broadway to the intersection of El Segundo Boulevard. The route would then turn
west along El Segundo Boulevard, traveling for approximately 2.7 miles and passing
through the City and County of Los Angeles and into the City of Hawthorne to the
intersection of El Segundo Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard. The route would then turn
north to follow Crenshaw Boulevard, where it would then reconnect with the proposed
Project route. Compared to the proposed Project, the Alternative route would avoid a
portion of Compton Boulevard, Figueroa Street, Redondo Beach Boulevard, Vermont
City of Los Angeles
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Avenue, Rosecrans Boulevard, and portions of Crenshaw Boulevard. This Alternative
would result in avoiding a school and three health care facilities located in the City of
Gardena, while traveling instead through additional portions of unincorporated County of
Los Angeles.
The Broadway/El Segundo Alternative would have construction impacts less than
those of the proposed Project relative to hazardous materials, land use, and noise. The
Alternative would have similar construction impacts regarding traffic/circulation/parking,
hydrology/water quality, geology and soils, air quality, fire protection, biological resources,
and cultural resources. However, with regard to impacts to land uses, the Broadway/El
Segundo Alternative is different from the Project because it avoids sensitive uses to a
greater degree. More specifically, the Broadway/El Segundo Alternative avoids six
residential areas directly along the route, and would be located in proximity to one school,
rather than two. Under the Broadway/El Segundo Alternative, the Amestoy Elementary
school located directly along the route alignment within the City of Gardena, would no
longer be affected. The Broadway/El Segundo Alternative would also avoid one school
located within ¼ mile of the route that would otherwise be affected by the proposed Project.
Also, unlike the proposed Project, the Broadway/El Segundo Alternative avoids a total of
seven health care facilities all located within the City of Gardena (two located directly on
the route and five within ¼ mile of the route). While the Project route would have four
health care facilities located directly along the route and would have 12 health care facilities
located within ¼ mile of the route , the Broadway/El Segundo Alternative would be located
within ¼ mile of only eight facilities, with only two facilities located directly along the route.
During operation of the Broadway/El Segundo Alternative, impacts would be similar to
those of the proposed Project. Finally, the Broadway/El Segundo Alternative would meet
all of the proposed Project’s basic objectives.

Alternative C: Figueroa / Rosecrans Route
The Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative proposes the construction and operation of a jet
fuel pipeline system substantially similar to that of the proposed Project, with the exception
of a one-mile deviation from the northeast portion of the Project’s proposed route. The
Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative would, like the proposed Project, proceed in two phases.
In Phase 1, the Alternative route would begin at the Vopak Terminal and would follow the
proposed pipeline route until it reaches the Watson Station in the City of Carson. Phase 2
would pick up the route at Watson and would follow the proposed pipeline route until the
intersection of Compton Boulevard and Figueroa Street in unincorporated Los Angeles
County. At this point, the route would travel north along Figueroa Street for 0.5 mile until
reaching the intersection of Figueroa Street and Rosecrans Avenue. The route would then
follow Rosecrans west for 0.5 mile until reaching the intersection of Rosecrans and
Vermont Avenue, where it would then reconnect with the proposed route. Compared to the
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proposed Project, the Alternative route would avoid a portion of Compton Boulevard, a
portion of Figueroa Street, Redondo Beach Boulevard, and Vermont Avenue.
The Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative would have construction impacts less than
those of the proposed Project relative to hazardous materials, land use, and noise. The
Alternative would have similar construction impacts regarding traffic/circulation/parking,
hydrology and water quality, geology and soils, air quality, fire protection, biological
resources, and cultural resources. However, with regard to impacts to land uses, the
Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative is different from the Project because it avoids sensitive
uses to a greater degree. More specifically, the Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative avoids two
health care facilities and one school directly along the route (located in the City of
Gardena). Additionally, under the Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative, three health care
facilities within ¼ mile of the route, all located within the City of Gardena, would no longer
be affected. During operation of the Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative, impacts would be
similar to those of the proposed Project. Finally, the Figueroa/Rosecrans Alternative would
meet all of the proposed Project’s basic objectives.

Alternative D: Prairie Alternative
The Prairie Alternative would, like the proposed Project, proceed in two phases. In
Phase 1, the Alternative route would begin at the Vopak Terminal and would follow the
proposed pipeline route until it reaches the Watson Station in the City of Carson. Phase 2
would pick up the route at Watson and travel west on Del Amo Boulevard for approximately
5.3 miles to the intersection of Del Amo Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard, passing
through the Cities of Carson, Los Angeles, and Torrance and the community of West
Carson (which is in an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County). The route would then
turn right (north) along Crenshaw Boulevard, traveling for approximately 0.8 mile and
passing through the City of Torrance to the intersection of Crenshaw Boulevard and W.
190th Street. The route would then turn left (west) to follow W. 190th Street for
approximately 0.9 mile to the intersection of W. 190th Street and Prairie Avenue, traveling
through the City of Torrance. At the intersection of W. 190th Street and Prairie Avenue, the
alignment would turn right (north) where it would continue along Prairie Avenue for
approximately 4.5 miles through the Cities of Torrance, Hawthorne, and Lawndale and the
community of Alondra Park (which is in an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County) to
the intersection of Prairie Avenue and 120th Street. At this point the Prairie Alternative
would reconnect with the proposed Project route and continue to follow the proposed
Project route to the LAX Fuel Terminal at LAX. The Prairie Alternative would avoid one
school, two health care facilities and two parks directly on the proposed Project route, but
would result in passing an additional 11 schools, four health care facilities and seven parks
directly along the alternative route that would not otherwise be affected.
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The Prairie Alternative would have construction impacts that are similar to those of
the proposed Project with regard to hazardous materials, traffic/circulation/parking,
hydrology/water quality, fire protection, biological resources, and cultural resources.
Construction and operational geology/soils impacts under the Prairie Alternative would be
less than those of the proposed Project as the Prairie Alternative would cross fewer
earthquake faults. Whereas regional construction air quality impacts under the Prairie
Alternative would be significant and similar to those of the proposed Project, significant
localized air quality impacts under the Prairie Alternative may be greater as these impacts
may occur at a greater number of locations. Further, construction and operational land use
and noise impacts under the Prairie Alternative would be greater than those of the
proposed Project as more schools and parks would be directly on the route, and more
schools, health care facilities, and parks would be located within one-quarter mile of the
Prairie route. In addition, operational impacts would be greater under the Prairie
Alternative with regard to hazardous materials due to the potential significant risk in the
event of an accidental release in front of a school. Operational impacts under the Prairie
Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed Project with regards to
traffic/circulation/parking, hydrology/water quality, air quality, fire protection, biological
resources, and cultural resources. Finally, the Prairie Alternative would meet all of the
proposed Project’s basic objectives, although a greater number of sensitive uses occur
along the Prairie Alternative when compared to the proposed Project.

Alternative E: Western Alternative
The Western Alternative would, like the proposed Project, proceed in two phases. In
Phase 1, the Alternative route would begin at the Vopak Terminal and would follow the
proposed pipeline route until it reaches the Watson Station in the City of Carson. Phase 2
would pick up the route at Watson and travel west on Del Amo Boulevard for approximately
2.9 miles to the intersection of Del Amo Boulevard and S. Figueroa Street within the City of
Carson. The route would then turn left (south) along S. Figueroa Street, traveling for
approximately 0.3 miles and passing through the City of Carson to the intersection of S.
Figueroa Street and Torrance Boulevard. The route would then turn right (west) and
continue along Torrance Boulevard for approximately 5.7 miles to the intersection of
Torrance Boulevard and N. Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), traveling through the Cities of
Carson, Los Angeles and Torrance, as well as the community of West Carson within the
County of Los Angeles. The route would then turn right (north) and follow PCH for
approximately 2.3 miles through the Cities of Redondo Beach and Hermosa Beach to the
intersection of PCH and Gould Avenue, where PCH turns into S. Sepulveda Boulevard.
From this point the route would continue north along Sepulveda Boulevard for
approximately 4 miles through the Cities of Manhattan Beach and El Segundo to the
intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and Imperial Highway, where it would then reconnect
with the proposed Project route and follow the proposed Project route west to the LAX Fuel
Terminal at LAX. This Alternative would be approximately 1.3 miles shorter than the
City of Los Angeles
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proposed Project, but would result in passing an additional 14 schools, two health care
facilities and 14 parks.
The Western Alternative would have construction impacts that are similar to those of
the proposed Project with regard to hazardous materials, traffic/circulation/parking,
hydrology/water quality, fire protection, biological resources, and cultural resources.
Construction and operational geology/soils impacts under the Western Alternative would be
less than those of the proposed Project as the Western Alternative would cross fewer
earthquake faults. Whereas regional construction air quality impacts under the Western
Alternative would be significant and similar to those of the proposed Project, significant
localized air quality impacts under the Western Alternative may be greater as these
impacts may occur at a greater number of locations. Further, construction and operational
land use and noise impacts under the Western Alternative would be greater than those of
the proposed Project as more schools, health care facilities, and parks would be directly on
the route, and more schools and parks would be located within one-quarter mile of the
Western route. In addition, operational impacts would be greater under the Western
Alternative with regard to hazardous materials due to the potential significant risk in the
event of an accidental release in front of a school. Operational impacts under the Western
Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed Project with regards to
traffic/circulation/parking, hydrology/water quality, air quality, fire protection, biological
resources, and cultural resources. Finally, the Western Alternative would meet all of the
proposed Project’s basic objectives, although a greater number of sensitive uses occur
along the Western Alternative when compared to the proposed Project.

Alternative F: Wilmington Alternative
The Wilmington Alternative would, like the proposed Project, proceed in two phases.
Just as with the proposed Project, the Phase 1 Alternative route would begin at the Vopak
Terminal. The Alternative route would follow the proposed pipeline route until it reaches
the intersection of East Grant Street and Alameda Street in the City of Los Angeles. At this
point, the pipeline would continue on East Grant until it reaches Blinn Avenue, and then
turn left (south), traveling for approximately 302 feet on Blinn Avenue to the intersection of
Blinn Avenue and E. Opp Street. The route would then turn right (west) along E. Opp
Street, traveling for approximately 0.46 mile and passing through the City of Los Angeles to
the intersection of McFarland Avenue and E. Opp Street. The route would then turn right
(north) approximately 0.27 mile through the City of Los Angeles to the intersection of
McFarland Avenue and E. L Street. The route would then turn left (west) and follow E. L
Street for approximately 0.17 miles to E. L Street and Eubank Avenue. The route would
then turn right and follow Eubank Avenue for approximately 0.86 miles to the intersection of
Eubank Avenue and E. Lomita Boulevard, through the City of Los Angeles. The route
would then turn left and follow E. Lomita Boulevard for approximately 480 feet before
turning right (north) onto Wilmington Avenue for approximately 3 miles to the intersection of
City of Los Angeles
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Wilmington Avenue and E. Dominguez Street, traveling through the Cities of Los Angeles
and Carson, where it would then reconnect with and follow the proposed Project route to
the Watson facility in the City of Carson. Phase 2 would pick up the route at Watson and
follow a route identical to the proposed Project route all the way to the LAX Fuel Terminal
at LAX. Under the Wilmington Alternative, the total length of the pipeline route would be
slightly longer than that of the proposed Project: approximately 129,696 feet (24.56 miles),
versus approximately 126,720 feet (24 miles) under the proposed Project. Under the
Wilmington Alternative, the pipeline route would pass one additional school and one
additional park.
The Wilmington Alternative would have construction impacts that are similar to those
of the proposed Project with regard to hazardous materials, traffic/circulation/parking,
hydrology/water quality, geology/soils, fire protection, biological resources, and cultural
resources. Whereas regional construction air quality impacts under the Wilmington
Alternative would be significant and similar to those of the proposed Project, significant
localized air quality impacts under the Wilmington Alternative may be less than or greater
than those of the proposed Project. This range in conclusions results from the Wilmington
Alternative avoiding one of the locations where the proposed Project has a significant
impact, while adding two locations that do not occur along the Project route where localized
air quality impacts may be significant. Further, construction and operational land use and
noise impacts under the Wilmington Alternative would be greater than those of the
proposed Project as more schools, parks, and residential areas would be directly on the
route, and more schools, parks, and residential areas would be located within one-quarter
mile of the Wilmington route. In addition, operational impacts would be greater under the
Wilmington Alternative with regard to hazardous materials due to the potential significant
risk in the event of an accidental release in front of a school. Operational impacts under
the Wilmington Alternative would also be similar to those of the proposed Project with
regards to traffic/circulation/parking, hydrology/water quality, geology/soils, air quality, fire
protection, biological resources, and cultural resources. Finally, the Wilmington Alternative
would meet all of the proposed Project’s basic objectives, although a greater number of
sensitive uses occur along the Wilmington Alternative when compared to the proposed
Project.

Alternative G: Dominguez Alternative
The Dominguez Alternative would, like the proposed Project, proceed in two phases.
Just as with the proposed Project, the Phase 1 Alternative route would begin at the Vopak
Terminal. The Alternative route would follow the proposed pipeline route until it reaches
the intersection of E. Dominguez Street and S. Brant Avenue in the City of Carson. At this
point, the pipeline would then turn right (north), traveling for approximately 0.54 miles on S.
Brant Avenue which turns into Fordyce Avenue to the intersection of Fordyce Avenue and
E. Del Amo Boulevard. The route would then turn left (west) along E. Del Amo Boulevard,
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traveling for approximately 0.51 miles and passing through the City of Carson. The route
would then turn left (south) and travel approximately 260 feet where it would reconnect with
and follow the proposed Project route to the Watson facility in the City of Carson. Phase 2
would pick up the route at Watson and follow a route identical to the proposed Project route
all the way to the LAX Fuel Terminal at LAX. This Alternative would be approximately the
same length as the proposed Project, and would pass the same number of schools, parks
and health care facilities.
The Dominguez Alternative would have construction impacts that are similar to
those of the proposed Project with regard to hazardous materials, land use,
traffic/circulation/parking, hydrology/water quality, geology/soils, noise, fire protection, and
biological resources. Construction impacts with regard to cultural resources would be less
under the Dominguez Alternative as one of the 13 identified cultural resource sites in
proximity to the proposed Project route would be avoided. Whereas regional construction
air quality impacts under the Dominguez Alternative would be significant and similar to
those of the proposed Project, significant localized air quality impacts under the Dominguez
Alternative may be greater as these impacts may occur at a greater number of locations.
Operational impacts under the Dominguez Alternative would also be similar to those of the
proposed Project with regards to all of the environmental issues analyzed (i.e., hazardous
materials, land use, traffic/circulation/parking, hydrology/water quality, geology/soils, air
quality, noise fire protection, biological resources, and cultural resources). Finally, the
Dominguez Alternative would meet all of the proposed Project’s basic objectives.

Alternative H: Avalon Alternative
The Avalon Alternative would, like the proposed Project, proceed in two phases.
Just as with the proposed Project, the Phase 1 Alternative route would begin at the Vopak
Terminal. The Alternative route would follow the proposed pipeline route until it reaches
the location where E. Lomita Boulevard almost intersects with S. Alameda Street,
approximately 2,300 feet east of Blinn Avenue in the City of Los Angeles. At this point, the
pipeline would then turn left (west), traveling for approximately 1.2 miles on E. Lomita
Boulevard to the intersection of E. Lomita Boulevard and Avalon Boulevard. The route
would then turn right (north) along Avalon Boulevard, traveling for approximately 0.39 miles
and passing through the City of Los Angeles to just south of E. Bonds Street and Avalon
Boulevard. From this point the route would continue along Avalon Boulevard within the
City of Carson, traveling approximately 2.9 miles to the intersection of Avalon Boulevard
and E. Del Amo Boulevard. At this point the route would turn right (east) along E. Del Amo
Boulevard for approximately 1.6 miles through the City of Carson to the intersection of E.
Del Amo Boulevard and Wilmington Avenue where it would then reconnect with and follow
the proposed Project route to the Watson facility in the City of Carson. Phase 2 would pick
up the route at Watson and follow a route identical to the proposed Project route all the way
to the LAX Fuel Terminal at LAX. This Alternative would be approximately 18,700 feet
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longer than the Phase 1 portion of the proposed Project, and would result in passing four
additional schools and two additional parks.
The Avalon Alternative would have construction impacts that are similar to those of
the proposed Project with regard to hazardous materials, traffic/circulation/parking,
hydrology/water quality, geology/soils, fire protection, biological resources, and cultural
resources. Whereas regional construction air quality impacts under the Avalon Alternative
would be significant and similar to those of the proposed Project, significant localized air
quality impacts under the Avalon Alternative may be greater as these impacts may occur at
a greater number of locations. Further, construction and operational land use and noise
impacts under the Avalon Alternative would be greater than those of the proposed Project
as more schools, health care facilities, parks, and residential areas would be directly on the
route, and more schools, health care facilities, parks, and residential areas would be
located within one-quarter mile of the Avalon route. In addition, operational impacts would
be greater under the Avalon Alternative with regard to hazardous materials due to the
potential significant risk in the event of an accidental release in front of a school.
Operational impacts under the Avalon Alternative would also be similar to those of the
proposed Project with regards to traffic/circulation/parking, hydrology/water quality,
geology/soils, air quality, fire protection, biological resources, and cultural resources.
Finally, the Avalon Alternative would meet all of the proposed Project’s basic objectives,
although a greater number of sensitive uses occur along the Avalon Alternative when
compared to the proposed Project.

Environmentally Superior Alternative
The State CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior
alternative to the proposed Project and, if the environmentally superior alternative is the
“No Project Alternative,” the identification of an environmentally superior alternative from
among the remaining alternatives. An environmentally superior alternative is an alternative
to the proposed Project that would reduce and/or eliminate the significant environmental
impacts associated with the Project without creating other significant impacts and without
substantially reducing and/or eliminating the environmental benefits attributable to the
Project.
Selection of an environmentally superior alternative is based on an evaluation of the
extent to which the alternatives reduce or eliminate the significant impacts associated with
the Project, and on a comparison of the remaining environmental impacts of each
alternative. Given the above, the No Project Alternative would be the environmentally
superior alternative, as this Alternative would have less impact relative to the Project than
the other evaluated alternatives. CEQA requires that when the No Project Alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative, another alternative needs to be selected as
environmentally superior. In accordance with this procedure, the Dominguez Alternative
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would be the environmentally superior alternative for Phase 1 because it would result in
fewer significant impacts than the Wilmington or Avalon Alternatives, although it would not
avoid the significant impacts associated with the proposed Project. For Phase 2, the
Broadway/El Segundo Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative because it
would have relatively less environmental impact than the other Phase 2 alternatives
analyzed due to this alternative having reduced environmental impacts and/or avoiding
sensitive uses to a greater degree. The Broadway/El Segundo Alternative also would have
reduced environmental impacts compared to the proposed Project, although it would not
avoid the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed Project.

G. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures
An expanded analysis of greenhouse gas and climate change impacts is presented
in Section II of the Draft RS-EIR, and summarized below. This analysis expands on the
discussion of GHG impacts as found in the Original DEIR on page 27 (fifth paragraph),
page 28 (portions of third paragraph), and page 29 (portions of the next to the last
paragraph). For all other impacts of the Proposed Project, please refer to the Original
DEIR and Original FEIR. The RS-DEIR does not revise those sections, and those sections
are not subject to public comment at this time.

(1) Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(a) Environmental Impacts
(i) Construction Impacts
Construction impacts are considered to be temporary, where activities generate
episodic greenhouse gas emissions and would be associated with staging, site preparation,
excavation, grading, and installation work. Emissions are associated with the operation
and cleaning of construction equipment and the disposal of construction waste, as well as
water use for fugitive dust control and consumption. Greenhouse gas emissions from onsite demolition and construction activities and on-road construction emissions, associated
with worker commute travel, delivery of materials, and off-site hauling are also considered
as Project-generated.
Total GHG emissions during all phases of Project construction generated by Phase
1 and Phase 2 are 729 and 850 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, respectively. As
such, total Project construction would generate a total of 1,579 metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent. These levels of GHG emissions when amortized over the proposed
Project’s life yield the following annual metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent: (1) Phase
1 -- 25 annual metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, (2) Phase 2 -- 28 annual metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, and (3) Project total -- 53 annual metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent.
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(ii) Operational Impacts
Sources of GHG emissions during Project operations include the equipment
installed at the Vopak, Watson, and LAX facilities (i.e., fugitive emissions from the
equipment itself and emissions from the energy used to run the equipment) and emissions
associated with the employees that would operate the Proposed Project (i.e., travel to and
from the work site and maintenance activities) as well as from utilities that support the
workers (i.e., electricity, natural gas, water usage/wastewater generation, and solid waste
generation and disposal). Operation of the pipeline itself would not generate GHG
emissions per the California Air Resources Board's (CARB) speciation profile for jet fuel
which indicates that jet fuel evaporation would not include any GHG generating pollutants.
The increase in operational GHG emissions is approximately 2,869 metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent per year associated with Phase 1 of the Proposed Project, 1,707
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year for Phase 2, and 4,572 metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent per year at Project buildout. Utility consumption represents the
largest contributor of Project-related GHG emissions, in which electricity usage associated
with operation of equipment at Vopak, Watson and LAX is approximately 97 percent of the
total GHG emissions at Proposed Project buildout. Transportation activities represent the
next largest contributor of GHG emissions.
The above estimates do not account for the emissions reduction requirements
associated with State mandates and key recommendations of the ARB Scoping Plan,
which include strategies to enhance and expand proven cost-saving energy efficiency
programs; implementation of California's clean cars standards; increases in the amount of
clean and renewable energy used to power the state; and, implementation of a low-carbon
fuel standard that will make the fuels used in the state cleaner. As a result, the GHG
emissions forecast provided above is anticipated to overstate the Proposed Project’s actual
GHG emissions as these statewide programs are implemented, and thus represents a
conservative GHG emissions inventory.
Combining the Proposed Project’s construction and operational GHG emissions
yields annual totals of 2,894 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent for Phase 1, 1,735
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent for Phase 2, and 4,625 metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent for the Proposed Project at buildout. These levels of GHG emissions
are all well below the South Coast Air Quality Management District's (SCAQMD)
recommended significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO2e. Therefore, Phase 1,
Phase 2, and the Proposed Project at buildout would have a less than significant impact on
the environment due to its GHG emissions.
There are a number of regional and local plans in the Project vicinity that pertain to
GHG issues. The proposed Project would be consistent with the goals of the (2007) City of
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Los Angeles LA Green Plan to improve energy conservation and efficiency, as the
underlying purpose and goal of the Project is to provide a modern and independent jet fuel
pipeline system to consolidate delivery systems, improve efficiency, and ensure a longterm reliable source of product to support airport operations in Southern California and
airports throughout the Southwestern United States. In addition, the proposed Project
would also install a proposed pump station at Vopak that would include efficient electric
driven pump equipment. The proposed Project would also be consistent with the 2007
CARB Early Action Measures, 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction
Strategies, control measures outlined by the California Attorney General, and the Climate
Change Scoping Plan. In conclusion, as the proposed Project would not conflict with any
applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs, the proposed Project’s contribution to the cumulative impact of global
climate change would be less than significant.

(b) Mitigation Measures
As impacts related to climate change would be less than significant, no mitigation
measures are recommended or required.

(c) Level of Significance after Mitigation
With implementation of the Proposed Project’s design features, impacts with regard
to climate change would be less than significant.

H. Other Summary Sections
With regard to all other Sections of the Summary provided in the Original DEIR, the
RS-DEIR does not revise those sections and the reader is referred to the Original DEIR for
the information contained in those sections.
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The following is a reprint of the MMRP that was presented in Section V. of the
Original FEIR.
*

A.

*

*

*

*

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM PROCEDURES

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency to adopt a
“reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project or conditions of project
approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment”
(Mitigation Monitoring Program, Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional
direction on mitigation monitoring or reporting). The City of Los Angeles is the Lead
Agency under CEQA for the Smart Energy Transport System.
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to address the potential
environmental impacts of the Proposed Projects. Where appropriate, this environmental
document identified project design features or recommended mitigation measures to avoid
or to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts of the Proposed Projects. This
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is designed to monitor
implementation of the mitigation measures identified for the proposed project. The MMRP
is subject to review and approval by the Lead Agency as part of the certification of the EIR
and adoption of project conditions. The required mitigation measures are listed and
categorized by impact area, as identified in the Draft EIR, with an accompanying discussion
of the following:


Monitoring Phase, the phase of the project during which the mitigation measure
shall be monitored:
o
o
o

Pre-construction, including the design phase,
Construction,
Operation (post-construction);

City of Los Angeles
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The Implementation Party, the entity with the responsibility for implementing the
mitigation measure;



The Enforcement Agency, the agency with the power to enforce the mitigation
measure, and



The Monitoring Agency, the agency to which reports involving feasibility,
compliance, implementation and development are made.

The MMRP performance shall be monitored annually to determine the effectiveness
of the measures implemented in any given year and reevaluate the mitigation needs for the
upcoming year. The MMRP for the proposed project will be in place throughout all phases
of the project. The project developer shall be responsible for implementing all mitigation
measures unless otherwise noted. The project developer shall also be obligated to provide
certification, as identified below, to the appropriate monitoring agency and the appropriate
enforcement agency that compliance with the required mitigation measure has been
implemented.
Generally, each report will be submitted to the Public Works Department in a timely
manner following completion/implementation of the applicable mitigation measure and shall
include sufficient information to reasonably determine whether the intent of the measure
has been satisfied. The Public Works Department, in conjunction with the project
developer, shall assure that project construction occurs in accordance with the MMRP.
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) shall be responsible for the
implementation of corrective actions relative to violations of SCAQMD rules associated with
mitigation. Departments listed below are all departments of the City, unless otherwise
noted.

IV.A. Hazardous Materials and Jet Fuel Safety
With the exception of Mitigation Measure A-1, the measures outlined below apply to
Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the proposed Project, and should be implemented based on the
applicability of the mitigation to the needs of a specific site. Not all sites will require all
mitigation measures to be employed. For example, certain concentrations of contaminants
may require verification testing, but not excavation and treatment, because they are under
the regulatory limit for that substance. Technical studies and field verification need to be
performed prior to construction. This work may include: regulatory agency records review,
development and implementation of sampling plans and soil vapor surveys, and
preparation of contingency plans. This work must be performed by qualified environmental
professionals.
(A-1) During pipeline design, the California Department of Conservation, Division of
Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources should be contacted for specific information
City of Los Angeles
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on wells located in or near the pipeline route, including location and
abandonment details.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction
Applicant/Contractor
California Department of Conservation
California Department of Conservation

(A-2) If construction or trench parameters (trench location and/or depth) are changed,
the database records and site rankings should be reviewed and re-evaluated.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Water Resources-Southern District/
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Department of Water Resources-Southern District/
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

(A-3) Samples should be collected during construction and analyzed by Environmental
Protection Agency SW-846 analytical test methods to determine the
concentration of any contamination.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:
(A-4)

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

A contingency plan should be developed that identifies specific measures,
precautions and alternatives for action to be taken when contaminated soils or
vapors are encountered in the pipeline route. The plan could include, but would
not be limited to, procedures for monitoring, identifying, handling and disposing
of hazardous materials/waste. The plan should be in conformance with the
Project-specific health and safety plan, reviewed and signed by a certified
industrial hygienist (CIH), and should specify site monitoring guidelines and
action levels, as well as personal protective equipment (PPE). If contamination
is confirmed, the contingency plan should identify the regulatory agencies to
notify, the appropriate environmental permits that may be required, the names of
qualified hazardous waste haulers, and the locations of appropriate
treatment/disposal facilities. Some additional items to be included in the plan
would be:
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 A listing of known contaminants and contaminant levels or sampling
procedures to confirm contaminants and levels;
 Agency notification requirements;
 Monitoring requirements;
 Agency participation requirements;
 Public notification requirements; and
 PPE and Health and Safety (H&S) requirements, including requirements
related to storage and handling, potential for use as backfill, and limiting
exposure to the general public.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

(A-5) Areas with contaminated soil determined to be hazardous should be excavated
by personnel who have been trained through the OSHA recommended, 40-hour
safety program6 with an approved plan for excavation, control of contaminant
releases to the air and off-site transport. H&S plans, reviewed and signed by a
CIH, should be developed to protect the general public and workers in the
construction area. If the agency record review indicates the potential for toxic or
explosive gases (i.e. benzene, vinyl chloride, and methane) emanating from the
landfills or transfer stations, a qualified environmental professional should
conduct a soil vapor survey along the proposed Project pipeline route
immediately adjacent to the landfills/transfer stations.
Where potentially
hazardous levels of gas are identified, mitigation by aeration and gas monitoring
should be performed during construction.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

(A-6) Trained personnel should be assigned during active trenching to observe visual
evidence of contamination (staining) and/or odorous conditions. Monitoring with
appropriate testing equipment (e.g., photo-ionization or flame ionization
6

29 CFR 1910.120.
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detectors) should be performed and sampling and laboratory testing should be
conducted as necessary to identify areas of previously unknown soil and/or
vapor contamination within the excavation. Trained personnel should meet the
Federal OSHA requirement for 40-hour Training for Hazardous Waste
Operations and Emergency Response,7 and be familiar with the calibration and
operation of the testing equipment. The monitoring personnel should have the
authority to implement an approved site-specific contingency plan when
hazardous materials are encountered. Contingency plans, developed prior to
construction, should identify specific measures, precautions and alternatives for
action to be taken if/when contaminated soils or vapors are encountered in the
pipeline route. The plan should specify procedures for monitoring, identifying,
handling and disposing of hazardous materials/waste, including contamination
from unanticipated sources within the excavated trench.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

The presence of hazardous waste sites along the proposed pipeline route
represents a potential significant impact due to the potential health hazards to the public
and construction personnel. The following measures are therefore necessary to provide an
assessment of actual or potential site contamination at low, medium and high potential
sites, which would, in turn, result in the development of appropriate safeguards and
methods to reduce potential risk prior to construction to a less than significant level.
(A-7) Mitigation measures A-8 through A-15 should be applied as soon as Project
design and route parameters are finalized, and should be carried out prior to and
during Project construction as necessary.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

(A-8) Low potential sites should be re-evaluated if construction parameters vary in the
following ways: trench depth exceeds planned depth of 3.5 to 6 feet or will

7

29 CFR 1910.120.
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potentially encounter contaminated groundwater, the location of the trench is relocated out of the public right-of-way (where trenching could occur in a low
potential site), or if the route changes. If these conditions are met, all low
potential sites impacted by the change should be re-evaluated to determine
whether they need to be reclassified as medium or high impact potential sites.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

(A-9) Current agency records of the pipeline route should be thoroughly reviewed for
medium potential sites (as labeled in Table 5 of the Draft EIR). Record review
should identify data confirming the existence and extent of contamination,
adequate remediation of the pipeline route or agency-certified closure of the site.
In these locations, investigations of the shallow subsurface (with the aid of a
spade or probe) should verify no evidence of discharge, surface stains or
unauthorized dumping. Results of the record review or visual inspection that
indicate contamination is present in the pipeline route should cause medium
potential sites to be treated as high potential.
Record review of medium potential sites must determine that the horizontal limits
of soil contamination do not extend near the proposed trench area. Where the
limits of contamination are uncertain, a soil vapor survey or soil sampling should
be conducted along the affected length of the proposed trench. If contaminated
soil is discovered, laboratory test results from these site investigations should be
reported to the appropriate agency (such as the DTSC, the Los Angeles County
Environmental Protection Division, the Regional Water Quality Control Board
[RWQCB] Region 4, or the local CUPA) and should include an assessment of the
contamination potential in the trench area.
The proposed route passes directly west of the Ascon Landfill and the Alameda
Street Sanitary Landfill, and south of the American Waste Systems and Coastal
Material Recovery transfer stations. In order to verify if contamination from any
landfill/transfer station is present within the pipeline ROW, a soil vapor survey
consisting of driving probes every 25 to 50 feet along the affected trench line
should be conducted at the start of construction. Vapor samples should be
tested for methane, other flammable gases and volatile organic compounds.
Laboratory test results should be reported to the appropriate agency and should
include an assessment of the contamination potential in the trench area.
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Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

(A-10) Current agency records of “high” potential sites (as labeled in Table 5 of the Draft
EIR) should be reviewed to design an investigation program to assess surface
waste or debris and underlying soil. The investigation program should be
reviewed and approved by an appropriate agency (such as the DTSC, the Los
Angeles County Environmental Protection Division, the RWQCB Region 4, or the
local CUPA) prior to commencement. If records review demonstrates that
contamination from high potential sites does not currently exist, or if remediation
has been completed, and/or the agency has issued a case closed status, the site
may be downgraded to a low potential site. If the records review does not
eliminate the possibility that contamination could exist, a site investigation should
be performed prior to the start of construction at the site. The investigation
should include collecting samples for laboratory analysis and quantification of
contaminant levels within the proposed excavation and surface disturbance
areas. Subsurface investigation for high potential sites should determine
appropriate worker protection and hazardous material handling and disposal
procedures appropriate for the subject site. Areas with contaminated soil
determined to be hazardous waste should be excavated by personnel who have
been trained through the OSHA recommended 40-hour safety program8 with an
approved plan for excavation, control of contaminant releases to the air and offsite transport or on-site treatment. H&S plans, prepared by a qualified and
approved CIH, should be developed to protect the general public and all workers
in the construction area.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

Construction through contaminated soils at station tie-ins, as with pipeline
construction, could affect workers and/or nearby members of the public (for example,
workers coming into contact with contaminated soil through excavation, stockpiling and/or
handling; disturbed contaminants volatilizing and becoming airborne; wind-blown soil and
8

29 CFR 1910.120.
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dust; contaminated soil and water in washwater or stormwater runoff; or traffic [foot,
vehicular, or trespassing] on and off-site). In addition, the LAXFUELS terminal is ranked as
having medium potential to impact the Project due to contamination of soil and
groundwater by hydrocarbons including jet fuels. Remediation of this area is currently
underway.9 To address these issues, the following mitigation measures are recommended.
(A-11) A subsurface investigation combining soil vapor and soil sampling should be
undertaken at the site and in any other areas where ground disturbance would
result from modifications at this station. Sampling probes should be driven at
intervals of 25 feet (horizontal spacing) to collect soil and vapor samples
throughout the trench depth. Samples should be tested for all ranges of
petroleum hydrocarbons, MTBE, 1,2-DCA and other volatile organic compounds.
Vapor testing at mid-trench and full-trench depth is required to adequately
determine the presence of vapor within the trench, which would be used to
assess potential exposure to workers and the public. Laboratory test results
should be reported to the appropriate agency (such as the DTSC, the Los
Angeles County Environmental Protection Division, the RWQCB Region 4, or the
local CUPA) and include an assessment of the contamination potential in the
trench area.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

(A-12) Contaminated site agency records searches for the Kinder Morgan and Vopak
tie-in locations or pumping stations should be performed at the sites accordingly
ranked as having high, medium, or low potential for impact. If the site has high
or medium potential, the exposure limitations described in Mitigation Measure A11 should be followed.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

9

Pre-construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

Environmental Data Resources (EDR) database January 2007, Page 2-16. EDR is a standard
environmental record source that contains information on sites in regulatory agency databases.
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Construction workers or nearby members of the public could be affected by
encountering/uncovering unanticipated contaminated soils or facilities in the route. As
such, the following mitigation measure is recommended:
(A-13) Trained personnel should be assigned during active trenching to observe visual
evidence of contamination and perform monitoring with appropriate testing
equipment (e.g., photoionization or flame ionization detectors), sampling and
direct laboratory testing (including on-site testing) as necessary to identify areas
of previously unknown soil contamination within the excavation.
These
personnel should meet the federal OSHA requirement for 40-Hour Training for
Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response10 and be familiar with
the calibration and operation of the testing equipment. The monitoring personnel
should have authority to implement approved site specific contingency plans
when unanticipated hazardous materials are encountered. Site specific plans
should be approved by the lead agency’s designated on-site representative prior
to construction, and should present specific alternatives for action to be taken in
the event contaminated soils are encountered. The plan should specify
procedures for monitoring, identifying, handling and disposing of hazardous
waste, including contamination from unanticipated tanks or pipelines within the
excavation. The contingency plan should be in conformance with the health and
safety plan prepared by a CIH for the project.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

(A-14) Construction over abandoned oil wells should be avoided to the extent possible.
If the pipeline is located over or near (i.e. within 50 feet) a plugged or abandoned
well, or if an unrecorded well is encountered during construction, coordination
should be performed with the Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources to
ensure that the well is flagged for avoidance.

10

29CFR1910.120.

City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works

Smart Energy Transport System RS-FEIR
July 2011
Page 26

II. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department/
California Department of Conservation
Public Works Department/
California Department of Conservation

Monitoring Agency:

The possibility of methane seepage into the open pipeline trench during construction
could pose a hazard to workers in the trench and to others in the construction area. As
such, the following mitigation measure is recommended.
(A-15) Mitigation of potential methane accumulation in the construction trench in areas
where methane may be present should involve testing of the atmosphere in the
trench before workers are allowed in the trench and periodically thereafter while
they remain in the trench. Areas where this testing may be necessary are
primarily portions of the proposed route within former oil and gas producing
areas. However, testing for methane should be conducted along the pipeline
route to ensure that any potential impacts from unknown and/or unmapped
seeps of methane are properly mitigated. Testing for methane should require the
use of an instrument that can measure the concentration of methane and other
explosive gasses as a percentage of their lower explosive limit (LEL). If
explosive gas is detected above a set percentage of LEL (25% is the limit set by
Cal/OSHA), workers should be required to evacuate the trench until the
explosive gas is reduced to a level below the set limit by means such as
increased ventilation. All recommendations set forth in this methane study
should be implemented by the Applicant/Contractor under the direction of the
applicable jurisdiction.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

IV.B. Land Use
No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
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IV.D. Hydrology and Water Quality
The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce construction- and
operation-related hydrology and water quality impacts to a less than significant level.
These mitigation measures apply to both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Project.
(D-1) Except at water channel crossings, the pipeline should be located a sufficient
distance from watercourses to avoid any bank erosion that can reasonably be
expected to occur during a 100-year flood or during the life of the pipeline as
determined by a registered civil engineer, hydrologist, or other appropriate
professional with expertise in stream mechanics. If the pipeline were to be
buried below the water channel, then the pipeline in those areas should be
buried to a depth below the 100-year depth of scour for the adjacent water
channel.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

(D-2) During final design, the Applicant/Contractor should consult with a registered civil
engineer, hydrologist, or other appropriate professional regarding the location of
existing water wells, and should either (a) ensure that the pipe is installed no less
than 200 feet from any existing water well, or (b) install thicker-walled pipe for the
portions of the pipeline installed less than 200 feet from an existing water well.
For purposes of this mitigation measure, “thicker-walled pipe” shall mean pipe
that is no less than the following thickness: 0.375 inch for 16 inch diameter pipe;
and 0.312 inch thickness for 12 inch diameter pipe.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

IV.F. Air Quality
The SCAQMD has prepared a list of measures; the proposed project would already
be subject to SCAQMD’s Rule 403-Fugitive Dust.
The following measure is recommended for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 to reduce the
potential emissions associated with construction activities to the maximum extent feasible.
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(F-1) The Applicant/Contractor should implement the following:


Keep all construction equipment in proper tune in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications.



Use late model heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment to the extent that it is
readily available in the South Coast Air Basin.



Use heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment that are equipped with lean-NOx
and diesel oxidation catalysts to the extent that the equipment is readily
available and cost effective in the South Coast Air Basin (meaning that it does
not have to be imported from another air basin, that procurement of the
equipment would not cause a delay in construction activities of more than two
weeks, and that the cost of the equipment is not more than 10 percent greater
than the cost of standard equipment). Please note that this measure does
not apply to diesel-powered trucks traveling to and from the construction
areas along the proposed pipeline route.



Limit truck and equipment idling time to five minutes or less.



Rely on the electricity infrastructure surrounding the construction sites rather
than electrical generators powered by internal combustion engines to the
extent feasible.



Excavated soil not to be stockpiled at the excavation site, and to be placed
into dump trucks and hauled to an appropriate facility.



Methanol- or natural gas powered mobile equipment and pile drivers to be
used instead of diesel to the extent it is available and competitively priced.



Propane- or butane-powered onsite mobile equipment to be used instead of
gasoline to the extent it is available and competitively priced.



Excavation and grading operations at the Vopak Pump Station site to be
suspended when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per
hour over a 30-minute period.



Trucks and any equipment leaving the Vopak Pump Station site to be washed
if dirt, sand, soil, or other loose material is visible.



Water to be applied three times daily, or chemical soil stabilizers to be used
according to manufacturer’s specifications, to all unpaved parking or staging
areas (or unpaved road surfaces, as applicable to the Vopak Pump Station
Site only).
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Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
South Coast Air Quality Management District
South Coast Air Quality Management District

IV.G. Noise
The following mitigation measures should be implemented for Phases 1 and 2 of the
Project to reduce potentially significant noise impacts from construction of the proposed
pipeline system to less than significant levels.
(G-1) In order to minimize the time during which any single noise-sensitive receptor is
exposed to construction noise, construction should be completed as rapidly as
possible.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-2) The quietest construction equipment owned by the contractor should be used.
Where possible, electric-powered equipment should be used rather than diesel
equipment and hydraulic-powered equipment should be used rather than
pneumatic power. If compressors powered by diesel or gasoline engines are
used, they should be contained or be equipped with suitable sound control
equipment to help abate noise levels.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-3) All construction equipment should be properly maintained.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-4) All construction equipment should be equipped with suitable exhaust and airintake silencers in proper working order.
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Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-5) Noisy construction equipment should be operated only when necessary, and
should be switched off when not in use.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-6) Temporary barriers should be employed around equipment, where appropriate.
To maximize the effectiveness of the barriers they should break the line-of site
between the equipment and the noise-sensitive receiver(s) and should be
located as close as practicable to either the noise source or the receiver. Where
the barrier does not enclose the equipment on multiple sides, the length of the
barrier should be greater than its height to provide effective performance. The
barriers should have a minimum surface density of four pounds per square foot
(equivalent to ¾-inch-thick plywood).
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-7) Construction employees should be trained in the proper operation and use of the
equipment to minimize noise levels.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-8) Contractors should be required to participate in training programs related to
Project-specific noise requirements, specifications, and/or equipment operations.
The contractor should also receive on-site training related to the noise-specific
issues and sensitive areas adjacent to the pipeline route.
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Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-9) Staging sites should be located on properties restricted to industrial and
commercial uses only.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-10) Staging sites should not be located within 500 feet of a sensitive receptor, if
feasible. Where this is not feasible, the contractor should erect noise barriers, or
ensure that existing structures provide adequate noise barriers between the
staging site and the sensitive receptor.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-11) Stationary noise sources such as generators and compressors should be
positioned as far away as feasible from noise sensitive areas.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-12) To the extent practicable, construction equipment should be stored in the
construction zone while in use. This would eliminate noise associated with
repeated transportation of the equipment to and from the site.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-13) Public notice should be given prior to construction identifying the location and
dates of construction, and the name and phone number of the contractor’s
contact person in case of complaints. The Applicant should comply with
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notification requirements as determined by the local jurisdiction as part of the
issuance of encroachment permits. One contact person should be assigned to
the pipeline project. The public notice should encourage the residents to contact
this person rather than the police in the case of a complaint. Residents should
also be kept informed of any changes to the schedule. The contractor’s
designated contact person should be on-site throughout Project construction with
a mobile phone. If a complaint is received, the contact person should take
whatever reasonable steps are necessary to resolve the complaint. If feasible, a
member of the contractor’s team should also travel to the complainant’s location
to understand the nature of the disturbance.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(G-14) Haul routes should be on major arterial roads in industrial and commercial areas.
Where material and equipment must be transported along residential streets,
such routes should be subject to the review and approval of the local jurisdiction
wherein the haul route would occur.
Monitoring Phase:
Pre-construction/Construction
Implementation Party:
Applicant/Contractor
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety/Local Jurisdiction
Monitoring Agency:
Department of Building and Safety/Local Jurisdiction

IV.I. Biological Resources
A potentially significant impact could occur with respect to special status wildlife,
sensitive communities, nesting birds and raptor foraging habitat, hydraulic features, and
protected trees. As such, the following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce
potential impacts.
The following mitigation measures have been listed in the order in which they were
analyzed above under Environmental Impacts. Also noted is whether each mitigation
measure applies to Phase 1 only, Phase 2 only, or to both phases of the proposed Project.
Mitigation Measures I-1 and I-2 apply to Phase 2 only:
(I-1)

Dust control measures during construction within the LAX property should be
implemented in accordance with LAX Master Plan EIS/EIR Mitigation Measure
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ET-3. Dust control includes soil stabilization, watering or other measures to
reduce dust emissions by 90 to 95 percent.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:
(I-2)

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owl should be conducted by a qualified
biologist no more than 30 days prior to initial ground disturbance within the
proposed entry drilling work area. Surveys should be conducted pursuant to
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) burrowing owl guidelines
(CDFG, 1995) and the California Burrowing Owl Consortium protocol (1997). If
burrowing owls are detected during preconstruction surveys, the following
measures should be adopted consistent with CDFG protocol:
1) Avoid occupied burrows during the burrowing owl breeding season,
February 1 through August 31.
2) Prior to the breeding season, September 1 through January 31, occupied
burrows should be avoided. If avoidance is not possible, owls may be
passively relocated per CDFG standards. Compensation for loss of
burrows may be required.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department/CDFG
Public Works Department/CDFG

Mitigation Measure I-3 applies to both Phase 1 and Phase 2:
(I-3)

Project construction or pipeline repairs involving the clearance of vegetation,
excavation, or other construction activities within 300 feet of suitable nesting
habitat should, to the extent feasible, not occur between March 1 and August 31
(and between February 1 and August 31 for raptors). The Project contractor
should be apprised of the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
and schedule removal, trimming or relocation of mature trees and removal of
other potential nesting habitat outside of the breeding season, to the extent
feasible. In the event that the identified construction activities must occur within
the specified time period, a qualified biologist acceptable to the applicable
jurisdiction should survey the potentially disturbed area within 500 feet of the
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boundary of such areas, to determine if any protected native birds are present.
The surveys should be conducted no more than three days prior to the initiation
of clearance/construction work. If an active nest is located within trees or other
habitat scheduled for removal, trimming or relocation, or within 300 feet of the
construction area, construction should be suspended within 300 feet of the nest
(500 feet for raptor nests) until such time a qualified biologist determines if
construction activities are interfering with nesting activities. Any reduction in the
setback from active nests should be determined by the biologist based on
conditions in the field. Construction personnel should be instructed on the
sensitivity of the area. If construction activities are determined to not interfere
with nesting activities, construction may continue with a biological monitor
present. Should a tree or other habitat scheduled for removal, trimming or
relocation be determined to contain an active nest, removal, trimming or
relocation should be delayed until the nest is determined to be inactive.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction/Operation
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department
Public Works Department

Mitigation Measures I-4 and I-5 apply to Phase 1 only:
(I-4)

If pipeline repair activities require temporary placement of equipment or materials
within the Dominguez Channel, regulatory permits should be acquired from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), CDFG and RWQCB (unless an
exemption is issued by the agency) prior to work within or adjacent to the water
feature. Repair work within the water feature should be conducted during the dry
season (generally April 15 through October 15) and/or when the water feature is
dry. The water feature should be restored to pre-existing conditions following
completion of repair work.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

(I-5)

Operation
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department/Corps/CDFG/RWQCB
Public Works Department/Corps/CDFG/RWQCB

If emergency pipeline repairs or clean-up require temporary excavation or
placement of equipment or materials within the Dominguez Channel, and the
requirements of Mitigation Measure I-3 cannot be met, then the following
procedure should be followed for each agency. Any “after the fact” conditions or
mitigation measures required by each agency after receipt of required
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notifications must be implemented within six months of completion of emergency
repair activities.
Copies of all notifications submitted to each agency,
subsequent correspondence, and evidence of implemented “after the fact”
measures required by each agency:
Corps: The Applicant/Contractor should notify the Corps’ Los Angeles District
Engineer (DE) as early as possible and should not begin the activity until notified
by the DE that the activity may proceed under Regional General Permit (RGP)
63 including any site-specific special conditions imposed by the District or
Division Engineer. The Applicant/Contractor must notify the Corps by telephone,
facsimile, delivered written notice or other alternative means as early as possible
and should not begin the activity until notified by the DE or Corps Regulatory
staff that the activity may proceed under RGP 63. The Corps recognizes there
are rare situations where imminent and dire threats to life may occur
necessitating action before a Corps permit can be secured.
In such
circumstances, notification must be made to the Corps prior to, during, or
immediately after such work occurs. The notification should be in writing and
include the following information:
1. The name, address, and telephone number of the Applicant/Contractor and
the designated point of contact and their address and telephone number;
2. The location of the proposed Project in detail, including the identification of
the water body(ies) (this should include a copy of a U.S. Geologic Survey
[USGS] topographic map, Thomas Guide map, or hand-drawn location map
with suitable landmarks; the map should have sufficient detail to clearly
indicate the location and extent of the project, as well as detailed directions to
the site);
3. A brief, but clear, description of the imminent threat to life or property and the
proposed project’s purpose and need;
4. A description of methods anticipated to be used to rectify the situation (“field
engineering” is not an adequate description. Plans, drawings or sketches
showing the area to be impacted, cross sections showing details of
construction, and a short narrative describing how the work is to be
completed should be provided as a minimum); and
5. A brief description of the Project area’s existing conditions and anticipated
impacts resulting from the proposed work (amount of dredge or fill material,
removal of significant vegetation, loss of habitat, etc.).
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CDFG: A Streambed Alteration Notification should be submitted either prior to,
during or within 14 days after beginning the work.
RWQCB: The Corps’ RGP 63 has been certified by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB). The Applicant/Contractor should comply with any and
all conditions of this certification.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction/Operation
Applicant/Contractor
Public Works Department/Corps/CDFG/RWQCB
Public Works Department/Corps/CDFG/RWQCB

IV.J. Cultural Resources
Mitigation pursuant to the direction set forth in CEQA Sections 15064.5 and 15126.4
must address impacts to the values for which a cultural resource is considered important.
To mitigate adequately, it therefore must be determined what elements make a site eligible
for the California State Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). The first line of mitigation
is complete avoidance of all cultural resources when feasible. If avoidance is not probable,
then testing and/or monitoring may be recommended. Due to sensitive sites located
directly south of I-405 within the Phase 1 alignment, monitoring during construction of
Phase 1 for unidentified cultural remains is recommended. As addressed below, should a
potentially significant cultural resource be encountered during monitoring, evaluation of this
site to determine significance would be required. Significant cultural resources impacted by
the Project would, in general, require mitigation, which may include data recovery.
Additional measures to ensure avoidance of cultural resources within the areas of
potential effect, and measures to avoid indirect impacts to nearby cultural resources, are
recommended below for Phases 1 and Phase 2. The mitigation measures and procedures
described would apply to any cultural resources in the Project area for both Phases 1 and 2
of the proposed Project.

Avoidance
(J-1)

As needed, an archaeologist should accompany the Project engineer to the field
to demarcate known cultural resource boundaries. Due to the possibility of
subsurface resources, all temporary use areas should require a preconstruction
survey and monitoring during grading to reduce possible impact to cultural and
paleontological resources to less than significant levels. If a potentially
significant cultural resource is discovered, the route/temporary use area should
be modified to avoid that resource. If there are no feasible means to avoid the
resource, the cultural resource should be evaluated for eligibility; if found
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significant, Mitigation Measures J-7, J-8, J-9, J-10, and J-13 of this Draft EIR
should be implemented.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

Physical Demarcation and Protection
(J-2)

All known boundaries of cultural resources that reside on the road or the right-ofway should be demarcated to allow for visibility of the sensitive areas.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and safety
Department of Building and Safety

Since the majority of all of the cultural resources with a potential for impact are
underground, the full extent of the site boundaries are, in some cases, unknown. This,
along with sections of the route that have not been previously surveyed, create a high
potential for unknown resources in some areas and a moderate potential in others (see
Figure 39 of the Draft EIR). As a result, Mitigation Measure J-3 is recommended for
potential sites that may be encountered during construction of the proposed pipeline
system.
(J-3)

Should sensitive cultural material be found during construction of the proposed
pipeline system, and in cases where such cultural resources are considered
significant under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, additional archaeological
work may be required to demarcate the boundaries of the cultural resource to
ascertain whether the cultural resource can be avoided.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

Site Monitoring
The extent of monitoring at the Project site would be conducted based on the
sensitivity of the area, such that sites with known cultural resources (outlined in Mitigation
Measure J-4) would receive more frequent monitoring, while areas in which there has been
no known discoveries of cultural resources would be monitored less extensively. However,
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in the event that a previously undiscovered cultural resource is unearthed, regardless of its
location along the pipeline route, monitoring would then occur on a more frequent basis in
that area due to the potential for further previously undiscovered cultural resources to be
uncovered.
The State Office of Historic Preservation utilizes a number system in accessioning
records into the California Archeological Site Inventory. “LAN” is part of this numbering
system and is an abbreviation indicating that the site is located in the County of Los
Angeles. Known resources, which consist of previously identified LAN sites generally
located along the Phase 1 route, would be monitored per Mitigation Measure J-4, below.
As such, Mitigation Measure J-4 applies to Phase 1 only. Full descriptions and locations of
the LAN sites listed below are included in Appendix A and Figure 2 of the Cultural
Resources Assessment (Appendix K of the Draft EIR).
(J-4)

Due to the potential for subsurface resources in the proposed Project area, an
accredited archaeologist should, no less than once per week, monitor earthmoving activity associated with construction of the proposed pipeline system.
The archeologist should also monitor all initial grading or excavation within 100
feet of any known potentially significant resource that may have a subsurface
component. Listed below are all of the known significant cultural resources. For
full descriptions and locations for the sites mentioned below, refer to Appendix A
and Figure 2 [restricted access] of the Cultural Resources Assessment. In
addition, due to a concentration of sites located along the proposed alignment
south of I-405, monitoring during excavation activities is recommended (see
Figure 39 of the Draft EIR).


LAN-98. It is unknown whether the site extends to portions east of S.
Wilmington Avenue and west of S. Alameda Street. For this reason, monitoring
during excavation of this portion of the alignment is recommended.



LAN-2208. There is a moderate chance of encountering resources associated
with this site due to proximity of known resources. Monitoring during
excavation activities, therefore, is recommended for portions of the alignment
that parallel this site.



LAN-2682. This is an extremely sensitive site. For this reason, no activity in
this area and within 100 feet of the boundaries of this site should be conducted
without the presence of a Project archeologist.
Boundaries would be
determined from previous site investigations and should be updated during
construction.
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LAN-2942. There is a less than significant impact anticipated for this site.
However, if recognized archeological resources are exhumed, they would need
to be reburied as directed by a certified archeologist.



LAN-3063. The cultural record recommends monitoring of excavations in the
vicinity of LAN-3063. Monitoring is highly recommended for all activities
conducted on and within 100 feet of this site.



LAN-3064. The site was reburied. Should this site be rediscovered during
excavation activities, reburial is recommended. Monitoring is recommended
during excavation activities on and within 100 feet of this site.



LAN-3065. There is no perceived impact to this site, due to previous impact;
however, monitoring is recommended due to possible unknown cultural
resources in the area.



LAN-3066. The site was uncovered during the construction of the Alameda
Corridor. The site was reburied. Should the site be rediscovered during
excavation activities, reburial of the site would be needed. Monitoring during
excavation activity done on and within 100 feet of this site is recommended.



LAN-3067. The site consists of two unidentified concrete structures unearthed
during construction. The structures are thought to be related to the former
Southern Pacific Railroad facility. Should the site be rediscovered during
excavation activities, reburial of discovered artifacts is recommended.
Monitoring during excavation activity done on and within 100 feet of this site is
recommended.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Public Works
Department of Public Works

Construction Crew Education
(J-5)

Prior to the beginning of construction, the construction crew should be informed
that cultural resources may be encountered during construction of the proposed
pipeline system. A preconstruction meeting should be conducted at an on-site
location to educate the construction crew about the cultural resources that may
be encountered in the Project site area during excavation, as well as the laws
that protect those resources. The crew should also be cautioned to not collect
artifacts and should be instructed to inform a construction supervisor in the event
that cultural remains are uncovered.
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Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

Archeological Monitoring
(J-6)

All initial grading or excavation within 100 feet of any potentially significant
resource that may have a subsurface component should be monitored by an
archaeologist (see Figures 1 and Figure 2 [restricted access] of the Cultural
Resource Assessment in Appendix K of the Draft EIR). If subsurface materials
are uncovered, construction work in the immediate vicinity should be halted and
Mitigation Measures J-7, J-8, J-9, J-10, J-12 and J-13 should be implemented.
In addition, sensitivity monitoring is recommended for areas north of I-405 (see
Figures 1 and Figure 2 of the Cultural Resource Assessment in Appendix K of
the Draft EIR). Full time monitoring should be recommended on the peak
sensitivity area south of I-405 (during all construction activities). Also, a
minimum of one day monitoring and additional monitoring to be determined onsite at the discretion of the cultural resource monitor would be recommended on
unknown or lower sensitivity areas north of I-405 (see Figures 1 and Figure 2 of
the Cultural Resource Assessment in Appendix K of the Draft EIR).
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

(J-7)

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

If any significant cultural resources are uncovered, earthmoving equipment and
activity should be diverted away from the site until the field technician has
examined the remains. If important, the remains should be removed. If
warranted, a sample of surrounding sediment or rock should be collected.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

(J-8)

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

If significant cultural remains are observed and safety restrictions permit, the
construction contractor should allow the field technician to determine if the
material is significant. To reduce any delay in construction, the grading
contractor may, at the archeological field technician’s discretion, assist in the
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removal (for processing) and/or reburial of fossils, large cultural remains, and
rock.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:
(J-9)

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

If warranted, cultural remains identified (along with the accompanying field notes,
maps, and photographs) should be accessioned into the collection of a
designated, accredited museum.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

(J-10) If human remains are uncovered, no further disturbance of the site should occur
until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to its origin and
disposition. The following actions should be taken immediately upon discovery
of human remains:
1. Stop work immediately and contact the County Coroner.
2. The coroner should have two working days to examine human remains after
being notified by the responsible person. If the remains are determined to be
Native American, the Coroner should have 24 hours to notify the Native
American Heritage Commission.
3. The Native American Heritage Commission should immediately notify the
person it believes to be the most likely descendent (MLD) of the deceased
Native American.
4. The MLD should have 48 hours to make recommendations to the owner or
representative, for treatment or disposition, with proper dignity, of the human
remains and grave goods.
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5. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 48 hours the
Applicant/Contractor should re-inter the remains in an area secure from
further disturbance; or, if the owner does not accept the MLD’s
recommendations, the Applicant/Contractor or the MLD may request
mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety/
Native American Heritage Commission
Department of Building and Safety/
Native American Heritage Commission

Monitoring Agency:

Native American Monitoring
(J-11) A Native American monitor should be invited to the Project site during Project
construction when construction occurs in the vicinity of known Native American
resource sites.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-construction/Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

Paleontological Monitoring
The LAX Master Plan Final EIS/EIR identifies the high potential for paleontological
resources within the Palos Verdes Sand Formation underlying the LAX-Airport property.
Construction within the airport property should be required to comply with mitigation
measures set forth in the Final EIS/EIR, including paleontological monitoring for all
excavations deeper than 6 feet. Since portions of the Project area in the vicinity of the
Phase 2 alignment, including the LAX site, are underlain by paleontologically rich
geological formations, it is conservatively assumed that paleontological resources could be
present. Although resources are not anticipated to be uncovered – both in this area of the
route as well as along the Phase 1 alignment – due to the linear and relatively narrow width
of construction, conservation measures, set forth as mitigation measures listed below, are
recommended for Phase 1 and Phase 2 to assure that no undiscovered paleontological
resources or sites would be adversely changed or impacted by the construction of the
proposed pipeline.
(J-12) Due to the potential for subsurface resources in the proposed Project area, an
accredited paleontologist should, no less than once per week, monitor earthCity of Los Angeles
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moving activity associated with construction of the proposed pipeline system.
Additional monitoring will be determined on-site at the discretion of the
paleontological resource monitor. The paleontologist should also monitor all
initial grading or excavation within 100 feet of any known potentially significant
resource that may have a subsurface component (LAX Airport). Also, full-time
monitoring should occur for depths that exceeded six feet in areas that are on
the Lakewood and Palos Verdes Sand formations that are undisturbed (the
foundation underlies LAX Airport). If subsurface materials are uncovered,
construction work in the immediate vicinity should be halted and the procedures
described below should be implemented.
1. A paleontological supervisor or field technician should be responsible for
collecting exposed fossils (if any are uncovered during grading or excavation
activity) from the lithographic units of high importance. All vertebrate and
representative samples of mega vertebrate and plant fossils should be
collected if they are uncovered in any earth moving process. Due to the
disturbance created by urban development, no surface exposed fossils are
thought to be on or within 300 feet of the alignment. However, should
productive sites be found, the sites should be excavated and approximately
2,000-pound rock samples should be collected to process for microvertebrate fossil remains.
Because there is a potential for subsurface resources in the proposed Project
area, the paleontological field technician will monitor activity based on
sensitivity during any earth-moving activity associated with construction of
the proposed pipeline system. However, the presence of subsurface
resources cannot be determined before excavation activity has occurred.
Thus, for all portions of the alignment and any temporary use areas,
sensitivity monitoring should occur, which should include a minimum of one
day of monitoring. Additional monitoring should be determined on-site at the
discretion of the paleontological resource monitor.
2. If any significant fossils are uncovered, earth-moving equipment and activity
should be diverted away from the site until the field technician has examined
the remains. If important, the remains would be removed. If warranted, a
sample of rock should be collected.
3. If significant fossil remains are observed and safety restrictions permit, the
construction contractor should allow the field technician to determine if the
material is significant. At the field technician’s discretion, the contractor may
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assist in the removal for processing and or reburial of fossil remains and rock
to reduce any delay in construction.
4. Depending on the paleontological importance of the rock unit, the rock should
be examined periodically for microfossils by wet or dry screening. If
important fossil remains are found as a result of screening, samples of
sufficient size to generate a representation of the organisms preserved
should be collected and processed on-site or at a convenient location.
5. Fossils recovered from the field or by the processing should be prepared,
identified, and (along with the accompanying field notes, maps, and
photographs) accessioned into the collection of a designated, accredited
museum.
6. If human remains are uncovered, no further disturbance of the site should
occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to its
origin and disposition. The following actions should be taken immediately
upon discovery of human remains:
a. Stop work immediately and contact the County Coroner.
b. The coroner should have two working days to examine human remains
after being notified by the responsible person. If the remains are Native
American, the Coroner should have 24 hours to notify the Native
American Heritage Commission.
c. The Native American Heritage Commission should immediately notify the
person it believes to be the most likely descendent (MLD) of the deceased
Native American.
d. The (MLD) should have 48 hours to make recommendations to the owner
or representative, for treatment or disposition, with proper dignity, of the
human remains and grave goods.
e. If the (MLD) does not make recommendations within 48 hours the
Applicant/Contractor should re-inter the remains in an area secure from
further disturbance; or, if the owner does not accept the descendant’s
recommendations, the Applicant/Contractor or the descendent may
request mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
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Enforcement Agency:

Department of Building and Safety/
Native American Heritage Commission
Department of Building and Safety/
Native American Heritage Commission

Monitoring Agency:

(J-13) Should a resource be encountered, and in the event that a resource cannot be
avoided during the placement of any Project component, further archaeological
work should be undertaken as appropriate to assess the importance/significance
of the resource prior to Project continuation, or in the case of excavation activity,
construction should be halted and Mitigation Measures J-7, J-8, J-9, J-10, and J12 should be implemented. If the resource cannot be avoided, the Project
archeologist should consult with the applicable municipality with regard to
resource significance. If it is determined that the resource is significant, then
measures to mitigate impacts would be devised in consultation with a qualified
archeologist and would be carried out by the Applicant/Contractor.
Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor
Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety
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III. Corrections and Additions

The following correction and addition is set forth to update the RS-DEIR in response
to the comments received during the public review period. Additions and corrections to the
RS-DEIR are provided in double underline and strikeout text (as shown) to indicate
additions and deletions, respectively, for those sections of the RS-DEIR as noted below.
Section III. Alternatives
Correction III-1
In Table 14, add footnote “d” to the El Segundo Boulevard listing in the column titled
“Affected Rights of Way” for the “City of Hawthorne” row during Phase 2 construction. Add
the following text after footnote “c” at the bottom of the table and update the table source as
follows:
“d A change in the proposed pipeline route from the north side to the south side of El Segundo
Boulevard between Cimarron Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard would locate the pipeline in the
City of Gardena, rather than in the City of Hawthorne.
Source: TRC Solutions Inc., 2007, and Matrix Environmental 2011.”
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Table 1
Numerical Listing of Comments and Responses
Comment Letter and
Response Number Name/Agency/Organization/Individual
Martha B. Hurtado
1
15904 S. Orchard Ave.
Gardena, CA 90247
Scott Hartwell
CEQA Review Coordinator, Long Range Planning
2
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dave Singleton
Program Analyst
3
Native American Heritage Commission
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814
Arnold Shadbehr, P.E.
Director of Public Works/City Engineer
4
City of Hawthorne
4455 West 126th Street
Hawthorne, CA 90250
Peter L. Wallin
City Attorney
5
City of Gardena
1700 West 162nd Street
Gardena, CA 90247
Joyce Dillard
6
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031
M. Victor Rollinger, P.E.
Development Services General Manager
7
City of Carson
701 East Carson Street
Carson, CA 90749
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Table 2
Alphabetical Listing of Comments and Responses

Name/Agency/Organization/Individual
Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031
Scott Hartwell
CEQA Review Coordinator, Long Range Planning
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Martha B. Hurtado
15904 S. Orchard Ave.
Gardena, CA 90247
M. Victor Rollinger, P.E.
Development Services General Manager
City of Carson
701 East Carson Street
Carson, CA 90749
Arnold Shadbehr, P.E.
Director of Public Works/City Engineer
City of Hawthorne
4455 West 126th Street
Hawthorne, CA 90250
Dave Singleton
Program Analyst
Native American Heritage Commission
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814
Peter L. Wallin
City Attorney
City of Gardena
1700 West 162nd Street
Gardena, CA 90247
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Pipeline

1 of 1

https://mail.google.com/a/lacity.org/?ui=2&ik=9afc1c389d&view=pt&se...

William Jones <william.jones@lacity.org>

Comment Letter 1
1 message
Martha B Hurtado <martha.b.hurtado.lan1@statefarm.com>

Fri, May 13, 2011 at 11:31
AM

To: william.jones@lacity.org
Cc: Estela Gonzales <estelag@dcxchol.com>, "Jose M.Brizuela" <brizco60@yahoo.com>, Juana Garcia
<juanag@dcxchol.com>
Mr. Jones,
I am extremely concerned about the proposed route for the jet fuel pipeline. Too close to my neighborhood, the
proximity and potential explosion can wipe out our neighborhood. The second reason is depreciation of our homes.

1

I would much rather another route be explored, which looking at the map in your letter, there are more direct routes
from Wilmington to LAX. I am not an engineer and don’t understand all the terminology and logistics of the project , but I
can see that you are no choosing to go where there are aﬄuent communities and instead choosing areas such as mine in
the Harbor Gateway.

2

I urge you to reply in layman terms and address my concerns, as they are not only mine, but of my neighbors as well.

3

Sincerely,
Martha B. Hurtado
15904 S. Orchard Ave.
Gardena, CA 90247

5/13/2011 1:04 PM

IV. Comment Letters and Responses

Comment Letter No. 1
Martha Hurtado – May 13, 2011
Response to Comment No. 1-1:
As stated on page 6 of the RS-DEIR, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5,
Subdivision (f)(2), the City requested that reviewers limit the scope of their comments to
that material which is within the text of the revised sections and the appendices included in
the RS-DEIR. The City went on to also request that reviewers not make new comments on
old matters not included in this RS-DEIR.11 Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5, Subdivision (f)(2) states the following:
“The lead agency need only respond to … (ii) comments received during the
recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of the previous EIR
that were revised and recirculated”.
As such the City is not required or obligated to respond to issues not relating the
sections included within the RS-DEIR, such as those set forth in this comment.
Notwithstanding, the issues raised in this comment were addressed in the Original DEIR
and/or the Original FEIR. With regard to the potential for a risk of upset refer to Section
IV.A., Hazardous Materials and Jet Fuel Safety, of the Original DEIR and numerous
responses to comments raised in the Original FEIR (e.g., Response to Comment Nos. 413, 5-2, 8-19, 10-1, 11-1, and 11-11 to name just a few). Further, analysis pertaining to
property values is comprehensively addressed in Response to Comment No. 23-2 in the
Original FEIR.
Response to Comment No. 1-2:
The alternatives analysis presented in Section III, Alternatives, of the RS-DEIR,
analyzed eight alternatives in detail, and also considered and discussed seven additional
alternatives or categories of alternatives. The economic status of the people living along
the alternative routes was not part of the decision-making process with regard to the
inclusion or exclusion of an alternative. The focus of the alternatives analysis, as required
by CEQA, is to identify alternatives that reduce or eliminate the Project’s significant impacts
on the physical environment. Furthermore, the alternatives analyzed in the RS-DEIR are
routed through affluent communities as well as communities that are relatively less affluent.

11

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2).
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One of the categories of alternatives considered was potential direct routes that
would minimize the total length of the pipeline (see pages 68-69 of the RS-DEIR).
However, this category of alternatives was rejected because it would cause greater
environmental impacts. LAX is north and west of the Kinder Morgan Watson terminal. The
vast majority of streets in the region run north/south or east/west. Very few streets, and no
major streets in the area, run on the diagonal from the southeast to the northwest.
Therefore, it is not physically possible to chart a “direct” route under city streets. The
discussion of a potential direct route concluded:
“this alternative would cause substantially greater impacts and disruptions to
hundreds of property owners, as the pipeline would cross their properties
instead of running in public rights-of-way adjacent to private property. As a
result, of these much greater impacts to private property, this alternative does
not meet CEQA’s requirement of reducing or eliminating significant impacts of
the proposed Project without causing new significant impacts”.
On these bases this category of alternatives was concluded to be infeasible.
Response to Comment No. 1-3:
Given the type of project that is being proposed and the need to satisfy many
different CEQA requirements, unfortunately a great deal of highly technical information
needed to be communicated. Even though this is the case, every effort was made to
present the Original EIR and the RS-EIR per CEQA Guidelines Section 15140 which states
that EIRs need to be written in plain language.
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IV. Comment Letters and Responses

Comment Letter No. 2
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) – May 31, 2011
Response to Comment No. 2-1:
The comment raises issues that were addressed in the Original EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment No. 1-1 for an explanation of CEQA’s requirements with respect to
the scope of review and comment on a recirculated DEIR. Notwithstanding, as stated on
pages 186 and 200of the Original DEIR, the Applicant would develop and implement traffic
control plans (TCPs), prepared by a registered traffic engineer, for the entire pipeline route
(i.e., Phases 1 and 2) at all locations where construction activities would interact with the
existing public transportation system. Input and approval of the TCPs from the various
responsible public agencies (e.g., Metro) would be obtained prior to commencement of
construction activities. The contact information presented in the comment letter would be
used for this purpose.
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Comment Letter No. 3
Native American Heritage Commission – May 26, 2011
Response to Comment No. 3-1:
The comment raises issues that were addressed in the Original EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment No. 1-1 for an explanation of CEQA’s requirements with respect to
the scope of review and comment on a recirculated DEIR. Notwithstanding, as set forth in
Response to Comment No. 3-1 in the Original FEIR, “[A]ll Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) processes and procedures have been followed, as discussed in
Section IV.J, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR”. Please refer to Response to Comment
No. 3-1 within the Original FEIR for additional information on this issue.
Response to Comment No. 3-2:
The comment raises issues that were addressed in the Original EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment No. 1-1 for an explanation of CEQA’s requirements with respect to
the scope of review and comment on a recirculated DEIR. Notwithstanding, the individuals
identified on the list would be considered in selecting the Native American monitor that is
required pursuant to Mitigation Measure J-11.
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Comment Letter No. 4
City of Hawthorne – June 14, 2011
Response to Comment No. 4-1:
Restoration of streets within the City of Hawthorne was addressed in the Original
EIR. This is not a new issue related to the changes and analyses presented in the RSDEIR. See Comment No. 10-3 and Response to Comment No. 10-3 at page IV-51 of the
Original FEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 1-1 for an explanation of
CEQA’s requirements with respect to the scope of review and comment on a recirculated
DEIR.
It is expected that the City of Hawthorne will assess the applicability of its five year
construction moratorium to the specific streets along the Project route at the time that
franchise applications are submitted by the Project proponent to the City of Hawthorne for
Phase 2 of the project, based on the length of time since each affected street has
undergone reconstruction or repaving.
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Comment Letter No. 5
City of Gardena – June 15, 2011
Response to Comment No. 5-1:
The comment raises issues that were addressed in the Original EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment No. 1-1 for an explanation of CEQA’s requirements with respect to
the scope of review and comment on a recirculated DEIR. It should be noted that these
issues also were raised by the City of Gardena in its lawsuit challenging the Original EIR,
City of Gardena v. City of Los Angeles, and the City of Gardena did not prevail on these
issues.
In its lawsuit, the City of Gardena alleged that the Original EIR was deficient
because it failed to address utilities impacts, and in particular Gardena’s concern that the
Project would interfere with its effort to underground the utilities along Rosecrans Avenue.
Documents presented during the Project approval process in 2008-2009 and presented as
evidence at trial showed that there appears to be room under Rosecrans for the proposed
Project pipeline. However, Gardena further argued that the Original EIR should have
included a detailed utilities survey with even more information on this topic. At trial, the
court distinguished between the level of detail needed for an EIR, and the greater detail
needed later for issuance of encroachment and building permits. In response to the court’s
question, counsel for WesPac assured the court that it expected Gardena would require
additional detail regarding subsurface matters prior to construction. Ultimately, the court
did not invalidate the Original EIR on this basis. Therefore, this issue has been analyzed
under CEQA and litigated, and does not need to be revisited in the RS-DEIR.
Similarly, the risk of release from the pipeline was evaluated in the Original EIR (see
Original DEIR Sections IV A., D., H., and I., among others, and numerous responses to
comments) and challenged by the City Gardena in its lawsuit. The court’s decision on this
point stated: “The EIR contains extensive analysis of the risk of release and potential
consequences. Mitigation measures are identified in the draft and final EIR. The final
report also discussed the relatively low release rate for all pipelines (including older lines)
and included a detailed analysis showing no significant risk to children in schools along the
route. The court finds this is adequate and that substantial evidence supports the findings.”
(Administrative Record citations omitted.) Therefore, this issue has been analyzed under
CEQA and litigated, and does not need to be revisited in the RS-DEIR.
With respect to timing, the RS-DEIR stated that construction of Phase 2 of the
Project is expected to commence approximately three years after completion of
construction of Phase 1 (see page 3 of the RS-DEIR). As was apparent in the proceedings
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concerning the Original EIR and resulting litigation, the City of Gardena has been
attempting to accomplish its utility undergrounding project for more than ten years.
Comment 5-1 does not identify a current schedule for construction of the undergrounding
project; therefore it is not possible to determine whether Phase 2 of the Smart Energy
Transport System or the Rosecrans utility undergrounding will be constructed first, or the
extent to which the construction may overlap.
Finally, regarding Gardena’s “objection to any attempt by the City of Los Angeles to
approve Phase 2 of the Project . . .”, it should be noted that only the discretionary
approvals for Phase 1 of the Project are before the City of Los Angeles at this time.
However, the Project as proposed includes Phases 1 and 2, and CEQA requires an EIR to
evaluate the “whole of the action” rather than the effects of each individual approval. For
this reason, the EIR studied the entirety of the Project, including both Phases 1 and 2.
Response to Comment No. 5-2:
The RS-DEIR addressed the deficiencies in the Original EIR that were identified by
the court. Specifically, the court criticized the Original EIR because (1) no alternatives
were evaluated for Phase 1 of the route; (2) in the absence of discussion of any Phase 1
alternatives, the City should have explained more fully within the EIR itself the basis for its
conclusion that no Phase 1 alternative would be feasible; and (3) the alternatives
discussion for Phase 2 of the route was confined to two small portions of the 17 mile
distance. The RS-DEIR expanded the alternatives analysis in all three respects. It
includes a fuller discussion of each alternative that was considered but rejected because of
infeasibility or because it would not likely reduce environmental impacts of the Project. It
analyzed in detail two route alternatives for Phase 1 that overlap very little with the
proposed Project route, and a third that would alter a smaller portion of the route. For
Phase 2, the RS-DEIR analyzed in detail two route alternatives that overlap very little with
the proposed Project route, as well as two more that diverge from the proposed route for
only one to four miles. The analysis allows a comparison of the alternatives based on
relative impacts to the environment, including impacts to sensitive land uses.
With respect to a westerly route, the Original DEIR rejected it because it “would
require construction along a greater number of residential and other potentially sensitive
receptors.” The Original DEIR labeled this alternative as “infeasible”, when a more
accurate characterization might have been “environmentally inferior to the proposed
Project”. In any event, the court’s criticism was that there was no analysis in the Original
EIR to disclose and substantiate its conclusion. The RS-DEIR addressed this deficiency by
providing extensive detail of the Western Alternative.
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Response to Comment No. 5-3:
One of the primary criteria for the selection of the Project’s route was to maximize
the distance that land uses adjacent to the route were industrial or commercial, and
minimize the distance through residential areas or near other sensitive land uses. Given
that the Project realized this objective to a very high degree it is not surprising that the
alternatives would have comparable or shorter distances adjacent to industrial and
commercial uses. For example, with regard to the Phase 2 alternatives, 78 percent of the
Project’s route is adjacent to commercial and industrial uses, which is very similar to the 73
to 76 percent for the Broadway/El Segundo, Figueroa/Rosecrans, and the Western
Alternatives. The Prairie Alternative has lower relative distances in front of industrial and
commercial uses (62 percent vs. 78 percent for the proposed Project). In conclusion, one
of the land use facts learned from this analysis is it is to identify alternative routes whose
land use profiles have comparable or greater amounts of industrial and commercial land
uses along any particular route that it is not possible to plot a feasible, route through this
densely developed region using only lands designated or developed with industrial and
commercial uses.
The comment suggests three additional routes for consideration. (Although the
routes are not described in any detail, it appears that they relate to Phase 2 of the Project
and are intended to commence at the Kinder Morgan Watson Station.) CEQA does not
require that the additional routes be analyzed. As explained in the court’s decision in City
of Gardena v. City of Los Angeles:
“Only a reasonable range of alternatives must be considered. 14 CCR §
15126.6. The ‘rule of reason’ requires the EIR to consider ‘only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice’ between the alternatives
and the proposed project. 14 CCR § 15126.6(f). The laws do not require
analysis of every conceivable alternative. PRC § 21002.”
The RS-DEIR included a reasonable range of alternatives permitting a reasoned
choice. Therefore, additional alternative routes to not need to be analyzed. Even so,
below are a few comments about the routes mentioned in the comment.
The first route suggested in Comment 5-3 would travel “straight up Wilmington
Avenue to Century Boulevard”. To connect with the Project, it appears this Phase 2 route
would begin at the Kinder Morgan Watson station, would run north on Wilmington Avenue,
from the Watson Station, to Century Boulevard then turn westerly on Century Boulevard to
La Cienega Boulevard at which point the pipeline would turn southerly and rejoin the
proposed route at La Cienega Boulevard and Imperial Highway. The Phase 2 portion of
this Wilmington/Century route would be approximately 20.23 miles in length (6.9 miles
along Wilmington Avenue, 7.53 miles along Century Boulevard, 1 mile on La Cienega
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Boulevard, 3.8 miles along Imperial Highway, and 1 mile on LAX property), or
approximately 2.63 miles longer than the proposed Project. Due to physical constraints
with crossing the 91 Freeway at Wilmington Avenue, in order for this route to be feasible,
the route would need to travel east on Artesia Boulevard to utilize the 91 Freeway crossing
that is part of the proposed Project and then backtrack to Wilmington Avenue, but this
additional length is not reflected in 20.23-mile estimate. In terms of affected jurisdictions,
this alternate route would add the City of Inglewood as a responsible agency.
In terms of sensitive land uses, the Wilmington/Century alternative would pass an
additional 6.8 +/- miles of residential uses; including approximately 3.2 miles in the City of
Los Angeles, 1.1 miles in unincorporated Los Angeles County, 0.5 miles in Inglewood, 0.8
miles in Carson (on the west side of Wilmington), and 1.2 miles in Compton. Based on
these totals, approximately 34 percent of the Phase 2 portion of the Wilmington/Century
alternative would pass through residential areas. This alternative passes through almost
three times more residential areas than the proposed Project (34 percent for the
Wilmington/Century alternative compared to 12 percent under the proposed Project). In
addition, there are 18 schools along the route of the Wilmington/Century alternative, and an
additional eight schools within a quarter-mile of the Phase 2 route. These totals compare
rather poorly to the proposed Project wherein only two schools are located on the route and
15 schools within a quarter-mile of the Phase 2 route.
In terms of comparative environmental impacts, the additional length of the
Wilmington/Century Alternative would result in greater construction impacts. Specifically,
the peak daily construction impacts (e.g., traffic, air quality, and noise) would remain the
same, but the impacts would continue for a longer period and would adversely affect nearly
three times more residential areas with many more schools located along the route. In
addition, the risk of hazardous materials release during operations would be greater in two
ways. First, the probability of release is in part a function of a pipeline’s length, so the
probability of release would increase with the added pipeline length. Second, the risk of a
release impacting a school would be greater due to the much greater number of schools
along the Wilmington/Century route. In addition, to these very substantive differences, the
Wilmington/Century Alternative may experience issues and/or conflicts with the proposed
Metro Green Line Extension (currently referred to as Crenshaw Transit Corridor) Project
that may influence the feasibility of this alternative, all of which do not occur under the
proposed Project. In conclusion, the Wilmington/Century Alternative is clearly inferior to
the proposed Project route and the other alternatives analyzed in the RS-DEIR.
The second alternative route suggested in Comment 5-3 would “use Avalon”. Again,
there is no detail in the comment regarding how the suggested alternative would connect to
the Project It is assumed that the route for the suggested Avalon/Century alternative would
be the same as the proposed Phase 2 route until it reaches the intersection of San Pedro
Street and Avalon Boulevard in West Compton. At that point, the Avalon/Century
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alternative would continue north along Avalon Boulevard until it reaches Century
Boulevard, where the route would turn west and follow Century Boulevard to La Cienega
Boulevard, which at this point the route turns south along La Cienega Boulevard for
approximately one mile to the intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and Imperial Highway
where it rejoins the proposed route. This alternate route would be approximately 20 miles
in length, or approximately 2.4 miles longer than the proposed Project.
In terms of sensitive land uses, the Avalon/Century alternative would pass an
additional 3.89 +/- miles of residential uses; including approximately 1.77 miles in the City
of Los Angeles, 1.62 miles in unincorporated Los Angeles County, and 0.5 miles in
Inglewood. Based on these totals, approximately 24 percent of the Phase 2 portion of the
Avalon/Century alternative would pass through residential areas. This alternative passes
through double the residential areas than the proposed Project (24 percent for the
Avalon/Century alternative compared to 12 percent under the proposed Project). In
addition, there are eight schools along the route of the Avalon/Century alternative and an
additional five schools within a quarter-mile of the route. These totals compare somewhat
poorly to the proposed Project wherein only two schools are located on the route and 15
schools within a quarter-mile of the route.
In terms of comparative environmental impacts, the additional length of the
Avalon/Century alternative would result in greater construction impacts (e.g., traffic, air
quality, and noise) and risk impacts during operations than the Project and would have four
times as many schools on the route itself. As is the case with the Wilmington/Century
alternative, in addition, to these very substantive differences, the Avalon/Century
alternative may experience issues and/or conflicts with the proposed Metro Green Line
Extension (currently referred to as Crenshaw Transit Corridor) Project that may influence
the feasibility of this alternative, all of which do not occur under the proposed Project. In
conclusion, the Avalon/Century Alternative is clearly inferior to the proposed Project route
and the other alternatives analyzed in the RS-DEIR.
It also should be noted that neither the Wilmington/Century route or the
Avalon/Century route would avoid the potentially significant impact on the 1-hour ambient
air quality standard for NO2 that may occur during construction of Phase 2 of the proposed
Project in the event that full implementation of the lean-NOx and oxidation catalyst portions
of Mitigation Measure A-1 is not feasible. That potential impact would occur in Segment 5
of the route near the point where boring would be used to install the pipeline underneath
the 91 freeway. See Original DEIR pages 258 and 273. This same bore point would be
utilized for a Wilmington/Century route or an Avalon/Century route because it is the only
feasible means of crossing the 91 freeway in that vicinity.
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Response to Comment No. 5-4:
The Original EIR and the RS-DEIR analyzed the Project’s potential construction air
quality impacts at two different geographic levels pursuant to the requirements of the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). In addition, all of the air quality
modeling presented in the Original EIR was conducted in accordance with all of the
protocols and requirements of the SCAQMD. The air quality analysis that proved to be
sensitive to turns in the pipeline was the localized analysis of criteria pollutants. In terms of
regional emissions of criteria pollutants, the other geographic level of analysis, emissions
are a function of the length of the pipeline and are independent of the number of turns the
pipeline does or does not make. Further, the statement correlating the length of the
pipeline to its impacts is true when the site conditions for the routes are the same (i.e.,
traveling in public streets). The basis for the conclusion on page 68 of the RS-DEIR is that
under this alternative, the route would cross many homes which would require levels of
disturbance that simply do not occur when working in public streets. Based on this
discussion the analyses presented in the RS-DEIR are consistent and accurate and the
claims asserted in the comment are not supported by the evidence in the record.
Response to Comment No. 5-5:
The comment makes reference to a potential route which lies to the east of the
proposed route . As noted in Response to Comment 5-3, the RS-DEIR satisfies CEQA by
analyzing a reasonable range of alternatives; therefore, it is not necessary to now evaluate
an eastern route. In addition, the comment provides no specifics regarding an eastern
alternative route, and the lack of clarity and specificity make it difficult to respond to the
comment. Even so, below are a few observations regarding a potential eastern route.
First, as noted above, to stay within the city streets, the pipeline route must make a
series of jogs north and west. A review of the land uses along the major north-south
streets in the area to the east of the Phase 2 starting point at the Kinder Morgan Watson
Station indicates that the pipeline would run through numerous residential areas along
Alameda Street, Santa Fe Avenue, and Long Beach Boulevard before turning west.
Second, with regard to any eastern route, the basic question is how far north would the
pipeline travel before it turns west in order to ultimately reach LAX. If the pipeline travelled
up to Century Boulevard, then the constraints identified in Response to Comment No. 5-3
would also be experienced by any eastern route. The next major east-west street south of
Century Boulevard is Imperial Highway. Running the pipeline along this street was
analyzed in the RS-DEIR as the Vermont Alternative (see pages 71-72 of the RS-DEIR).
As stated therein, it is not feasible to cross the I-105 Freeway and as such using Imperial
Highway as a route for the pipeline was concluded to be infeasible. If the pipeline route
turned west south of Imperial Highway on a major east-west street, the pipeline would end
up in either El Segundo or Rosecrans Boulevards. This would lead to the use of the same
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streets as the proposed route and alternate routes already analyzed in the RS-DEIR, so no
benefits would accrue from using these routes. In addition, the further east the pipeline
travels from the Kinder Morgan Watson Station, the longer the distance needed to get back
west to LAX with the resultant greater impacts that result from increasing the length of the
pipeline (i.e., duration of construction impacts related to traffic, air quality, and noise, and
operational impacts with regard to a risk of upset). Thus, the use of an eastern route would
be clearly inferior to the proposed Project route or the other alternatives analyzed in the
RS-DEIR.
Response to Comment No. 5-6:
Footnote “d” has been added to Table 14. Please see Correction and Addition No.
III-1, Section III, of this Final EIR.
Response to Comment No. 5-7:
The comment is noted and will be incorporated into the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision-makers prior to any action on the Project. Further, the
purpose of an EIR is to identify the potential environmental impacts of the Project
regardless of jurisdictional boundaries.
Response to Comment No. 5-8:
The comment does not accurately reflect either the name of Gardena’s lawsuit
challenging the Original EIR, or the court’s order at the conclusion of that litigation (City of
Gardena v. City of Los Angeles). The court’s order confirms that Phase 2 is part of the
same “project” as Phase 1, and must be considered as a reasonably foreseeable
expansion of the initial phase. This is consistent with the view of the lead agency, and for
this reason both the Original EIR and the RS-DEIR evaluated both phases of the Project.
Comment 5-8 is incorrect, however, in stating that the City of Los Angeles’ approval of the
Project must include approval of the environmentally superior route for Phase 2. This is not
contained anywhere in the court’s order. Only the discretionary approvals for Phase 1 of
the Project are before the City of Los Angeles at this time.
Response to Comment No. 5-9:
All of the alternatives identified in Comment Letter 5 have been analyzed. The
alternatives presented in the RS-DEIR clearly meet the CEQA requirements for the
analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). With
the additional alternatives analyzed in the responses to this letter, what was already a
reasonable range of alternatives has simply been expanded.
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Response to Comment No. 5-10:
The comment does not accurately reflect CEQA and cases applying and interpreting
CEQA’s standards. The comment asserts that the Phase 2 portion of the Project cannot be
approved as originally proposed (i.e., along Rosecrans in the City of Gardena) because the
EIR identifies environmentally superior alternatives that achieve the Project’s objectives.
CEQA requires that an EIR identify feasible mitigation measures and evaluate a
reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project that would reduce or avoid
potentially significant adverse impacts. If an EIR concludes that a project may cause
significant impacts, the lead agency may not approve the project unless it makes certain
findings, including a finding that changes or alterations have been incorporated into the
project that mitigate or avoid the significant impacts, or that such mitigation measures or
alternatives are infeasible. Public Resource Code § 21081. CEQA does not require that
an environmentally superior alternative be approved in lieu of the proposed project in all
circumstances. For example, if the alternative is found to be infeasible, or if feasible
mitigation will address the significant impact, then an agency can make the findings
required by Section 21081 without approving the alternative.
In addition, it should be noted that the Project as proposed and all “build”
alternatives analyzed in the RS-DEIR have the potential to result in potentially significant
air quality impacts during construction, if full implementation of the lean-NOx and oxidation
catalyst requirements of Mitigation Measure A-1 is not feasible. The feasibility of
Mitigation Measure A-1 depends upon availability of equipment, and is not affected by
route selection. Therefore, while the environmentally superior alternative would result in
less impacts compared to the proposed Project, it would not reduce the one impact that
has been identified as potentially significant even after incorporation of mitigation.
Response to Comment No. 5-11:
The comment is noted and will be incorporated into the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision-makers prior to any action on the Project. The City of Los
Angeles will provide the City of Gardena with the requested documents as they become
available to the public.
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Comment Letter 6
William Jones <william.jones@lacity.org>

1 message
Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com>
Mon, Jun 27, 2011 at 4:13 PM
To: William Jones <william.jones@lacity.org>, The Honorable Carmen Trutanich <CTrutanich@lacity.org>

Comments to DEIR Smart Energy System Recirculation due 6.27.2011
What impacts would each alternative have on the MS4 Permit renewals for each city involved
and with what impacts on the Total Daily Maximum Loads for each watershed involved in each
alternative and the proposed project.

1

Since the County of Los Angeles may not be the principal permittee in the renewal process,
what liability and responsibility, for each alternative and the proposed project, will there be
each city involved.
How will groundwater be affected and any groundwater rights and/or extraction be effected for
each alternative and the proposed project. Who is responsible in non-adjudicated
groundwater basins for each alternative and the proposed project.
What gas migration is to be expected and with what monitoring for each alternative and the
proposed project.
Will there be a Methane Task Force under whose authority and jurisdiction.

2

3

Who will be responsible for reporting and monitoring for each alternative and the proposed
project.

4

What sea-level rise and flooding aspects have been considered including monitoring for each
alternative and the proposed project.

5

Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031

6/29/2011 8:05 AM
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Comment Letter No. 6
Joyce Dillard – June 27, 2011
Response to Comment No. 6-1:
As stated on page 212 of the Original EIR, “[T]he design and construction of the
proposed pipeline would proceed in compliance with all applicable elements of the MS4
Permit, SWPPP, and SUSMP requirements”. The analysis of each alternative in the
Original EIR and the RS-DEIR incorporates all of the applicable project design features and
mitigation measures set forth for the proposed Project. Through these procedures the
proposed Project as well as all of the alternatives would not result in a negative impact with
regard to any and all MS4 permits or TMDL limits. The proposed Project would be
reviewed and approved by each city/county as part of the franchise agreement and
permitting process. Through these approvals, all of the issues addressed in this comment
will be appropriately handled.
Response to Comment No. 6-2:
Potential Project impacts on groundwater are analyzed in Section IV.D. of the Draft
EIR. A stated therein, due to the depth of groundwater in the area and the depth of
excavation required to construct the Project, it is anticipated that the Project would have
limited impacts on groundwater resources in the area, except for two locations where there
is a greater chance of encountering groundwater. Impacts at these locations, or for that
matter any location along the pipeline route, would be reduced to less than significant
levels with compliance with all applicable state and local regulations. As stated in Section
III, Alternatives, of the RS-DEIR, these same conditions and conclusions would apply to all
of the alternatives analyzed.
Neither the proposed Project nor any of the alternatives involve the extraction of
groundwater during construction or operations. As a result, the Project would have no
impact with regard to adjudicated or non-adjudicated groundwater basins.
Response to Comment No. 6-3:
As analyzed in Section IV.A., Hazardous Materials and Jet Fuel Safety, of the Draft
EIR, gas migration may occur during construction via the exposure of previously
contaminated soils within the Project’s construction zone. This potential impact is reduced
to a less than significant level via the implementation of Mitigation Measures A-5, A-6, and
A-13. No adverse impacts with regard to gas migration are anticipated during operations of
the Project or any of the alternatives. As the aforementioned mitigation measures would
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apply to all of the alternatives, impacts attributable to any of the alternatives would be
similarly less than significant.
Response to Comment No. 6-4:
As stated in Response to Comment No. 6-1, the proposed Project, or for that matter
the implementation of any of the alternatives, would be reviewed and approved by each
City as part of the franchise agreement and permitting process. All mitigation measures
would be monitored in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Project’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (see Section II of this Final EIR).
Response to Comment No. 6-5:
Issues regarding flooding were concluded to be less than significant in the Initial
Study prepared for the Original Project (see Appendix A of the Original DEIR). For the
reasons stated therein, the potential for flooding under the alternatives is also anticipated to
result in a less than significant impact.
Sea level rise is an issue that has emerged in the last few years with respect to the
effects of global climate change. Nevertheless, even if there is a potential for sea level rise
to occur, the locations of the propose route and the alternatives, even the Western
Alternative, are sufficiently far enough away from the coast and/or at sufficiently high
topography as to not be affected by sea level rise. As potential impacts would be less than
significant, mitigation measures, and any subsequent monitoring, are not required.
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Comment Letter No. 7
City of Carson – June 27, 2011
Response to Comment No. 7-1:
The comment is noted and will be incorporated into the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision-makers prior to any action on the Project. Specific comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR are responded to below.
Response to Comment No. 7-2:
The City of Carson submitted an identical comment in response to the Original DEIR
in a letter dated February 7, 2008. This comment, as well as all other comments received
in response to the Original DEIR, were responded to in the Original Final EIR. The
response to this particular comment is presented as Response 8-26 on page IV-45 of the
Original FEIR.
In addition, the City notes that utilization of existing pipelines to deliver jet fuel to
LAX and other airport destinations is essentially the "No Project" alternative that is
reviewed in the Original EIR as well as the RS-DEIR. As clearly stated in both documents,
the No Project alternative would not meet several key Project objectives. The relevant
objectives of the Project which are not met by the No Project Alternative are as follows:


Allow WesPac’s customers to more efficiently supply jet fuel to major airports
in the Southwestern United States through a direct connection to Kinder
Morgan's Watson Station.



Provide a reliable, modern jet fuel pipeline supply system as an alternative to
existing jet fuel pipelines that currently supply LAX.



Improve the efficiency of jet fuel transportation by reducing the number of
pipeline and terminal operators involved in moving jet fuel from the existing
off-site storage facilities to existing airport storage facilities.



Provide WesPac’s customers long term stability and enhanced reliability in jet
fuel supply and pricing through long term transportation agreements.

As noted in the Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted along with
certification of the Original DEIR in May 2009, only about half of the jet fuel that moves
through Los Angeles is refined locally, and the rest is imported through the ports. With
current pipeline limitations, during periods of high demand there is not sufficient capacity to
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transport jet fuel from vessels to Los Angeles International Airport (“LAX”) or to the pipeline
supply node supplying the rest of the Southwestern United States. Thus, the new pipelines
proposed as part of the Project would serve as an alternative to existing jet fuel pipelines
and offer improved efficiency in supplying jet fuel to LAX and the Southwestern United
States. The new pipelines that would be constructed under the proposed Project would
also create a more stable supply of jet fuel in the Los Angeles region and the Southwestern
United States, including through a direct connection of LAX and other airports to the Kinder
Morgan Watson Station. Utilizing existing pipelines would not relieve the current bottleneck
in jet fuel supply pipelines in the Los Angeles region and the Southwestern United States,
and thus would not meet these fundamental Project objectives. Moreover, utilizing existing
pipelines would contravene the State of California’s stated objective of improving and
replacing California’s aging infrastructure.
Response to Comment No. 7-3:
The comment makes reference to the need for additional mitigation measures to
address the pipeline’s effects along Alameda Street, Dominguez Street, and Wilmington
Avenue. However, no specific mitigation measures are identified or discussed in the
comment. The only additional clarification provided by the City of Carson in the comment
is Carson’s preference that an alternative construction technique be used for the pipeline’s
installation along Alameda Street. As the comment does not provide any further
information regarding potential mitigation measures, there is nothing more for the City of
Los Angeles to respond to with regard to this portion of the comment. As such, the
comment is noted and will be incorporated into the RS-FEIR for review and consideration
by the decision-makers prior to any action on the Project.
With regard to Alameda Street, the only additional information the City of Carson
has provided in this comment pertains to alternative construction techniques for the portion
of the route in Alameda Street that is located in the City of Carson. Carson states that any
pipeline installation within Alameda Street, within the City of Carson, would need to occur
via directional boring. The City of Carson further states that the pipeline may be allowed
underneath the sidewalk or center median along Alameda Street, pursuant to an
acceptable plan to mitigate impacts and replace the infrastructure to City standards.
The City of Carson’s recommendation regarding the use of directional boring for
Alameda Street was also raised by Carson in its comment letter to the Original DEIR. As
explained in detail in Response 8-2 in the Original FEIR, the environmental impacts
resulting from directional boring are much greater than those that occur under the proposed
open cut method and, as a result, directional boring was concluded at that time to not be
environmentally desirable.
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As the comment has been raised a second time by the City of Carson, the following
information and analysis supplements the information presented in Response 8-2 of the
Original FEIR.
Directional boring is an alternative construction technique that uses a drill rig to drill
a pathway for the pipeline, and then to pull the pipe through the borehole. The drill rig has
a limited reach; therefore, the pipeline would be installed in a series of drills, and would be
re-positioned between each drill. The pathway for the pipeline, due to the nature of the
operation, extends between 55 and 110 feet below the surface in the shape of a parabola
(see Figure 1 which is a fold-up map provided at the end of the RS-FEIR). Multiple passes
are required to create the necessary diameter to accommodate the pipeline. Once the
pathway is created, the pipeline is hooked up to the drill head, pulled back through the
borehole and connected to the previous parabola of pipeline. Once completed, a pipeline
installed via directional boring consists of a series of pipelines in the shape of parabolas
connected to one another (see Figure 1). The drill rig would occupy two travel lanes in the
street for a length of 250 feet. In addition, welding of the pipe string would occur on the
surface, extending out from the exit point for the drill head. Altogether, the drilling
operation would occupy the street for a distance of up to 4,250 feet.
While the construction area required for directional boring operations is comparable
in length to that required for the proposed open cut method, there are several
environmental disadvantages to this alternative method of construction. First, it is a much
slower construction technique. The open cut method would require 30 to 50 days to
complete versus 15 to 30 weeks utilizing a directional drill. This greatly extended
construction period would result in a substantial increase in the duration of construction
traffic, noise, as well as regional and local air quality impacts. Second, the drill rig and
associated equipment would operate in the street around the clock. The open cut method
uses lighter equipment that can feasibly be removed from the street at the conclusion of
each work day, allowing the trench to be covered with plates and re-opened to traffic during
the evening peak traffic hours, through the night and on weekends. With directional drilling,
in contrast, each drilling operation must be continuous in order to retain the integrity of the
drill hole, making this inherently a 24-hour/day continuous construction activity. As a result,
this alternative construction technique would create construction impacts that are not
anticipated under the proposed open-cut method for a 3 to 7 month period throughout the
late night and early morning hours (i.e., 10:00 P.M. through 7:00 A.M.).
Third, and perhaps most importantly in this situation, are issues relating to pipeline
maintenance. With conventional pipeline installation, the pipeline is installed only a few
feet below the road surface. In the event that monitoring or internal inspections indicate a
problem with pipeline integrity, the area in question can easily and quickly be excavated
and repaired or replaced. With directional drilling, in contrast, the pipeline would extend up
to 110 feet below the surface. It would be highly destructive of the surface (i.e., the road
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and surrounding land uses) and the subsurface infrastructure (i.e., other pipelines, sewer
lines, electrical and gas distribution, etc.) to excavate 110 feet deep to investigate a
potential problem with the pipeline. For this reason, directional drilling is typically reserved
for locations where it is the only feasible means to avoid a surface or subsurface
obstruction. And when an internal inspection suggests that there may be a problem with
pipeline integrity, the entire length of pipeline must be replaced. Replacement would be a
particularly great challenge within Alameda Street. Currently, approximately 10 different
pipelines and other linear infrastructure are currently located throughout the Alameda
Street cross section with individual pipelines ranging from 6 inches to 101 inches in
diameter (i.e., there is one location where two 101-inch storm drains are next to one
another). Not only are there an extremely large number of existing pipelines currently in
the street, the pipelines are not always in the same place in the street. As shown in Figure
2 (which is a fold-up map provided at the end of the RS-FEIR), there are places where
there is an open area on the east side of the street, other times it is near the median and
still other times the opening is on the west side of the street or underneath the sidewalks.
In other words, a consistent straight alignment along Alameda Street is simply not available
and when space is available it is very limited in its width and limited in its length. These
conditions collectively could represent a substantial, and perhaps an impossible, constraint
if a section of the pipeline needs to be replaced. Since the pipeline once installed via a
directional bore cannot be removed, a replacement pipeline in another location within
Alameda Street would also need to be installed via a directional bore. Should this
maintenance be required in an area where the street is at capacity with regard to existing
subsurface lines, another method such as the Project’s proposed open cut method would
be required. On the other hand, if there is the potential for a second directional bore, albeit
unlikely based on a detailed review of existing substructures along Alameda Street, the
extensive construction process described above would be required again as well as the
construction of lines connecting back to the original Project pipeline alignment, all with the
resulting adverse environmental impacts discussed above.
In conclusion, based on the analysis provided above, the conclusions reached in the
Original FEIR with regard to this alternative construction technique remain valid.
Specifically, installing the pipeline via a directional bore would lead to environmental
impacts that are highly undesirable and substantially greater than under the proposed open
cut method.
The City of Carson also suggested that the pipeline should be installed beneath the
median or the sidewalks. A comprehensive and detailed review of existing subsurface
structures was undertaken in response to Carson’s suggestion. With regard to placing the
pipeline underneath the sidewalks, the sidewalk on the west side of the Alameda Street is
only a few feet wide and as a result is not wide enough to accommodate the pipeline’s
construction zone, which in turn would extend the majority of the Project’s construction
zone into the street. On the east side of Alameda Street, the sidewalk is not continuous
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within the City of Carson. Where the sidewalk exists, there may be sufficient width on the
sidewalk on the east side of Alameda Street to accommodate the proposed pipeline and
much of the construction zone, but with few exceptions there are existing pipelines already
underneath the sidewalk. As a result there are only a few isolated short stretches where
the pipeline could be placed under the sidewalk. Even in these areas, the sidewalk and
immediate adjacent areas are full of storm drains and other lateral connections to
subsurface infrastructure, as well as overhead utility lines (i.e., light poles and electrical
lines). It is expected that the pipeline would need to avoid lateral connections to existing
subsurface infrastructure the entire length of the pipeline; however, these laterals typically
come to or near the surface at the edge of the roadway and in the sidewalk, and therefore
are impossible to avoid if construction occurs in the sidewalk itself. Thus, construction in
the sidewalk would result in a substantial increase in conflicts with (i.e., destruction and
rebuilding of) existing infrastructure.
It would not be feasible to restrict construction to the median for many of the same
reasons. There are not continuous medians along Alameda Street in the City of Carson.
Further, where there are medians, the areas underneath the medians, as shown in Figure 2
(which is a fold-up map provided at the end of the RS-FEIR) are for the most part already
occupied by subsurface structures such as City storm drains and other pipelines. As
shown in Figure 2, the location where the proposed pipeline can be placed is severely
constrained by the approximately 10 different subsurface structures already found beneath
Alameda Street.
In conclusion, locating the proposed Project beneath the sidewalks or within the
roadway median along Alameda Street in the City of Carson is not feasible and the only
truly feasible alignment within Alameda Street is the one proposed by the Project. Further,
through the use of the Project’s proposed open cut method (versus directional boring), the
Project’s environmental impacts would be reduced to the extent feasible.
Response to Comment No. 7-4:
The comment is noted and will be incorporated into the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision-makers prior to any action on the Project. This comment also
summarizes the City’s concerns which are addressed in detail above. As such, please
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 7-2 and 7-3 for additional information.
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