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Responses to Comments  
from the Public Hearing on the Title V Permit and Public Meeting on the DEIR 

May 17, 2016 
 
Response G2-1 
 
The comment by SCAQMD staff initiates the public comment portion of a public hearing on the 
Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR and includes introductory remarks, identifies the 
number of speaker comment cards, and provides instructions for providing oral testimony.  The 
comment does not include any comments on the DEIR for the proposed project so no further 
response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-2 
 
The purpose of a public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR is to 
provide a mechanism for public participation, anyone interested in the proposed project may 
attend.    As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro 
acquired the Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have 
already merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery 
since the acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed 
to better integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations. 
 
Although the comment does not identify any specific dangers, it should be noted that the DEIR 
fully analyzed the potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts from the proposed project 
(see Section 4.3 of the DEIR).  As indicated in Section 4.3.2.1 of the DEIR, the major types of 
public safety risks at the Refinery consist of risks from accidental releases of regulated 
substances and from fires and explosions.  The discussion of the hazards associated with the 
existing Refinery (i.e., existing units affected by the proposed projected) and proposed project 
relies on data in the Worst Case Consequence Analysis for the Tesoro Los Angeles Refinery (see 
Appendix C of the DEIR).  The hazards that are likely to exist are identified by the physical and 
chemical properties of the materials being handled and the process conditions.  For hydrocarbon 
fuel and petrochemical facilities, the common hazards are: toxic gas clouds (e.g., gas with 
hydrogen sulfide, sulfur dioxide, or sulfur trioxide); flash fires; torch fires; pool fires; boiling 
liquid expanding vapor explosions (BLEVEs); and, vapor cloud explosions.  Risks associated 
with transportation, including truck transport, rail transport, and pipeline transport were also 
analyzed in the DEIR. 
 
The analysis of hazards and hazardous materials impacts in the DEIR noted that the proposed 
project would be subject to numerous, local, state, and federal safety requirements and 
regulations (Process Safety Management, Risk Management Program, and CalARP regulations) 
that would minimize the potential impacts associated with an accidental release of hazardous 
materials.  Further, mitigation as required by CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 was imposed.  
However, no additional feasible mitigation measures were identified to further reduce significant 
adverse hazard impacts.  Therefore, the DEIR concluded that hazards and hazardous material 
impacts generated by the proposed project were expected to remain significant.  For additional 
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information on hazards and hazardous materials impacts, see Worst Case Consequence Analysis 
for the Tesoro Los Angeles Refinery (see Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9). 
 
The DEIR for the proposed project includes a comprehensive analysis of construction and 
operational emission impacts.  Construction emissions were thoroughly evaluated in Section 
4.2.2.1 (see Table 4.2-16 of the DEIR).  The analysis of operational emissions from the proposed 
project can be found in Section 4.2.2.2.  The proposed project is not expected to generate 
significant adverse CO, NOx, SOx, VOC, PM10, or PM2.5 air quality impacts during operation 
(see Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR) and during interim project operations (see Table 4.2-5 of the 
DEIR).  The results of the operational analysis indicated that the proposed project is expected to 
result in local emission reductions.  See Master Response 2. 
 
CEQA does not require that a proposed project have no impacts.  It requires that impacts, in 
particular significant impacts, both direct and indirect, be disclosed to the public (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.2).  Further, CEQA contemplates that even projects with significant adverse 
environmental impacts may on balance be approved if the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a 
proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse 
environmental effects may be considered “acceptable”  (CEQA Guidelines § 15093).  If, based 
on the environmental analysis in the DEIR, public comments, and responses to public comments, 
an agency’s decision maker determines that a proposed project’s benefits outweigh the 
significant environmental impacts, then the agency must make specific findings pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15091 and prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15093.   
 
Response G2-3 
 
The comment asserts that the proposed project would create the largest refinery on the west 
coast.  As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro 
acquired the Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have 
already merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery 
since the acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed 
to better integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations. 
 
The comment claims that the proposed project would add over 3,000,000 barrels of new crude 
oil storage and, rather than being constructed to provide faster crude oil offloading from marine 
vessels, the new storage is being proposed to allow the Refineries to import “more dangerous 
crude oils” from the Bakken region.   
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and 
will continue to do so with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project will not result 
in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery. 
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Although the proposed project includes adding new storage tanks, this component of the 
proposed project would not increase the crude oil throughput capacity at the Refinery.  In order 
to increase throughput through the Refinery, various crude oil processing equipment capacities 
would need to be increased through physical modifications and other equipment would require 
permit modifications to increase allowable emissions and other operational limitations, as 
described in Master Response 6.  Instead, the new crude oil storage tanks would allow the 
Refinery to reduce transportation emissions associated with marine vessels that deliver crude oil.   
 
As explained in the DEIR (see pages 4-26 through 4-29) and Master Response 6, the proposed 
project will increase the crude oil storage capacity at the Refinery, which will reduce the amount 
of time that marine vessels spend at the Port and the associated emissions.  The Carson Crude 
Terminal receives crude oil delivered at Marine Terminal T-1, which can accommodate larger 
marine vessels (i.e., Very Large Crude Carrier (VLCC, which holds 1.5 to 2.0 million 
bbl/vessel)).  Therefore, the new storage tanks provide for the entire contents of a VLCC to be 
unloaded at one time.  Additionally, since the crude oil sources identified in the comment are 
delivered via marine vessels, the proposed project will improve efficiency and provide a benefit 
regardless of the type of crude oil delivered by marine vessel, including Bakken and heavy 
Canadian crude oils. 
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the proposed permit revision of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
 
Response G2-4 
 
As explained in Section 4.1.2.5 of the DEIR and Master Response 8, the Vancouver Energy 
Project is wholly independent from the proposed project and is undergoing separate 
environmental review by the Washington State EFSEC, which includes the evaluation of 
transportation hazards.  Additionally, as described in Master Response 8, the Final EIS has not 
yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy Project, and the project has not been approved.   
 
Statements made by Tesoro regarding sourcing advantaged crude oils, including Bakken crude 
oil, are typically made with regard to its West Coast system, which includes the Kenai Refinery 
in Alaska, the Anacortes Refinery in Washington, and the two California refineries in Martinez 
and Los Angeles368, not specifically the Los Angeles Refinery.  As explained in Response G1-

                                                 
368 The reference to the “West Coast system” that appears in Tesoro’s corporate presentations and statements is a 

term that is used with varying meanings based on the context of the presentation or statement.  Analyst day and 
earning statements presentations are given to an audience that routinely participates in the presentations and is 
familiar with Tesoro’s corporate structure and financial performance.  Therefore, some of the references are not 
intended to be as explicit as they would be to an uninformed audience.  At times, the term refers to Tesoro’s four 
west coast refineries, but it can also refer to those four refineries as well as Tesoro Logistics or a distribution 
system to third-party clients on the west coast.  Thus, the context surrounding the use of this phrase is always 
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78.94, it is correct to say that Tesoro makes ongoing efforts to provide “advantaged crude oil”, as 
that term is used by Tesoro (i.e., any economically advantaged crude oil capable of being 
processed at each of Tesoro’s refineries).  Providing “advantaged crude oil” to Tesoro refineries, 
including the Los Angeles Refinery, is occurring, and will continue, with or without the 
proposed project.  Additionally, Responses G1-81.22 through G1-81.24 explain numerous 
corporate statements made by Tesoro that, when put in proper context, do not support claims that 
the proposed project is dependent on processing any particular type of crude oil.  There are no 
corporate statements that state or even imply that the proposed project is designed to facilitate a 
change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.   
 
With respect to the quote, Response G1-81.22 further clarifies the Investor presentation 
materials.  The quote identifies individual bulleted items in a slide presentation that are separate 
projects, for which the status on each project was presented. 
 
Response G2-5 
 
See Response G2-4. 
 
Response G2-6 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines           
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-
day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and 
distributed for the original public comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing 
and meeting. 
 
Master Response 17 explains the necessity for trade secret information to remain confidential. 
 
Response G2-7 
 
This comment summarizes the concerns raised previously (see Response G2-2 through G2-6). 
 
The DEIR provided a comprehensive analysis of all environmental impact areas that may be 
adversely affected by the proposed project based on a preliminary analysis conducted for and 
included in the Initial Study for the proposed project, which was circulated for a 30-day public 
review period on September 9, 2015 through October 10, 2015.  The DEIR includes analyses of 
both direct and indirect environmental impacts in Chapter 4, consistent with CEQA Guidelines      
§ 15126.2(a).  Cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project were also analyzed in 

                                                                                                                                                             
necessary to understand the speaker’s intended meaning, but the phrase is not used to refer only to the Los 
Angeles Refinery in isolation. 



APPENDIX G2: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE TITLE V PERMIT AND PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 
DEIR  

 
 
 

G2-148 

Chapter 5, consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15130.  As a result of comments received on the 
DEIR, minor clarifications or modifications were made to the DEIR to produce the Final EIR.  It 
should be noted that CEQA anticipates that changes may be made to a DEIR to produce a Final 
EIR (CEQA Guidelines § 15132 (a) and (e)), but the comment did not provide any additional 
data or information regarding what types of environmental impacts that were not analyzed, so no 
further analysis is warranted.   
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that were not analyzed or that change the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA.   
 
Response G2-8 
 
The comment is not a comment from the public, but is instead information provided by the 
SCAQMD’s public meeting moderator.  The moderator provides further instructions for 
conducting the meeting.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-9 
 
The comment does not refer to the environmental analysis of the proposed project in the DEIR; 
instead it refers to economic and social effects.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects 
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause 
and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter asserts that Tesoro is a major employer in the area and the proposed project will 
create 4,000 local jobs during construction.   
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will reduce greenhouse gases (GHGs).  These 
assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission 
reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also 
Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-10 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project. 
 
With regard to safety at the Refinery, Sections 3.3.1 through 3.3.6 of the DEIR describe the types 
of hazards that currently exist at the Refinery.  Section 4.3 of the DEIR includes an analysis of 
potential hazards associated with the proposed project.  See also Appendix C of the DEIR and 
Master Response 9. 
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With regard to regulations and standards that the Refinery is subject to, see Table 2.10-1; 
Sections 3.3.7, 4.3.2.2, 4.3.2.3, 4.3.2.5, and 4.3.2.6 of the DEIR.   
 
With regard to economic and social impacts of a project, these are topics that are not generally 
required to be analyzed under CEQA.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and 
effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical 
changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the 
proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-11 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that there 
are economic and/or social benefits of the proposed project.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a 
chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that 
result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or 
social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The comment concludes by describing air quality benefits of the proposed project, including 
emission reductions primarily from retiring the FCCU and from marine vessels at the Port of 
Long Beach.  These assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and 
GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, 
respectively.  See also Master Response 2.  With regard to marine vessel emission reductions, 
refer to Section 4.2.2.2.2 of the DEIR. 
 
Response G2-12 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The proposed project will not alter 
the types of products produced at the Refinery.  Relative to local businesses and jobs, these 
issues do not pertain to the environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead they refer to economic 
and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through 
economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project 
were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary.  
 
Response G2-13 
 
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, 
instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
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cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.   
 
Response G2-14 
 
The commenter’s organization supports the proposed project because it will improve air quality.  
This assertion is consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission 
reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also 
Master Response 2.  
 
Response G2-15 
 
The commenter supports the proposed project because it will improve air quality.  This assertion 
is consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission reductions in 
Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master 
Response 2. 
 
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, 
instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-16 
 
The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to 
economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall 
not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through 
economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project 
were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary.  
 
The commenter also asserts that the DEIR for the proposed project is a comprehensive review of 
the proposed project.  Further, the commenter asserts that the proposed project is an emission 
reductions project at the Refinery primarily because of retiring the FCCU and because of the 
emission reductions at the Port of Long Beach from marine vessels offloading crude oil more 
quickly.  These assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG 
emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  
See also Master Response 2.  With regard to marine vessel emission reductions, refer to Section 
4.2.2.2.2 of the DEIR. 
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Finally, the commenter asserts that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery.  The 
primary intent of the proposed project is to further integrate the Carson and Wilmington 
Operations, not increase crude oil capacity.  This comment is consistent with the objectives of 
the proposed project (see Section 2.2 of the DEIR).  See also Master Responses 5, 6, and 7.   
 
Response G2-17 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will produce local air quality benefits primarily 
through retiring the FCCU.  These assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air quality 
impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the 
DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that Tesoro is a major employer in the area and the 
proposed project will create 4,000 local jobs during construction.  It should be noted that traffic 
impacts from the proposed project were analyzed in the DEIR.  The comment does not pertain to 
the environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  
Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects 
of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that 
resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-18 
 
The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to 
economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall 
not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through 
economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project 
were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
The commenter also asserts that the proposed project will benefit people who live and work in 
the area by improving air quality.  This assertion is consistent with the analysis of local air 
quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of 
the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2.  With regard to marine vessel emission 
reductions, refer to Section 4.2.2.2.2 of the DEIR. 
 
Response G2-19 
 
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, 
instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
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effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by stating that he supports the proposed project because it will 
improve quality of life by reducing pollution.  These assertions are consistent with the analysis of 
local air quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and 
Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-20 
 
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, 
instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-21 
 
The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to 
economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall 
not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through 
economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project 
were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-22 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA.  The City of Carson has provided other comments 
(Comment Letters G1-A4, G1-A9 and G1-A10) on the proposed project and the DEIR.  
Responses to the comments are provided in Responses G1-A4.1 through G1-A4.38, G1-A9.1 and 
G1-9.2, and G1-A10.1 through G1-A10.4  
 
Response G2-23 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that there 
are economic and/or social benefits of the proposed project.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a 
chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that 
result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or 
social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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The comment also asserts that the proposed project will allow the Refinery to reduce emissions.  
This assertion is consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission 
reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also 
Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-24 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that there 
are economic and/or social benefits of the proposed project.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a 
chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that 
result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or 
social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.  
 
The commenter also asserts that the proposed project will result in emission reductions through 
retiring the FCCU.  These assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact 
and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, 
respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter asserts that Tesoro is a major employer in the area and the proposed project will 
create 4,000 local jobs during construction.   
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that Tesoro undertook the proposed project to reduce the 
Refinery’s carbon footprint.  With regard to reducing GHG emissions (reducing the Refinery’s 
carbon footprint), see Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-25 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The 
commenter asserts that there are economic and/or social benefits of the proposed project.  
Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects 
of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that 
resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary 
under CEQA. 
 
Response G2-26 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that there 
are economic and/or social benefits of the proposed project.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a 
chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that 
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result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or 
social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-27 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that there 
are economic and/or social benefits of the proposed project.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a 
chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that 
result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or 
social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by stating that his organization supports the proposed project because 
it modernizes Refinery operations allowing Tesoro to comply with U.S. EPA clean fuel 
standards and reduce emissions.  The proposed project includes modernizing operations by 
modifying and installing new equipment, which is expected to improve operation efficiencies at 
both the Carson and Wilmington Operations.  In addition, one of the objectives of the proposed 
project is to comply with federal, state, and local rules and regulations.  See Section 2.2 of the 
DEIR for the project objectives of the proposed project.  With regard to reducing emissions, this 
assertion is consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission reductions 
in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master 
Response 2. 
 
Response G2-28 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will improve air quality.  This assertion is 
consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 
4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter asserts that there are economic and/or social benefits of the proposed project.  
Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects 
of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that 
resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-29 
 
The commenter states support for the project because it will help improve local air quality.  This 
assertion is consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission reductions 
in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master 
Response 2. 
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Response G2-30 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  In addition, the comment asserts 
that the proposed project will provide jobs and support the local economy.  Pursuant to CEQA, 
economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project 
can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  
No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical 
changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that the proposed project will reduce emissions and 
improve local air quality.  The assertion is consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact 
and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, 
respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-31 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that there 
are economic and/or social benefits of the proposed project.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a 
chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that 
result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or 
social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by referencing other testimony that infers that impacts from the 
proposed project may be greater than those identified in the DEIR.  The commenter does not 
mention which impacts may be greater.  The DEIR for the proposed project complies with all 
relevant requirements of CEQA including the requirement that an EIR be an informational 
document which will inform public agency decision makers and the public generally of the 
significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant 
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines § 15121(a)).  
Further, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2, an EIR shall identify and focus on the 
significant environmental effects of the proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed 
project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in 
the existing physical conditions in the affected area from those that exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced.  Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on 
the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the 
short-term and long-term effects.   
 
Response G2-32 
 
The commenter supports the proposed project because retiring and upgrading equipment will 
result in local emission reductions.  The comment about air quality is consistent with the analysis 
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of local air quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and 
Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter concludes with remarks on safety at the Refinery.  With regard to safety, this 
topic is typically evaluated in the hazards and hazardous materials sections of the DEIR.  A 
discussion of existing refinery safety systems can be found in Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR.  Safety 
systems at the Refinery are expected to be unaffected or enhanced by the proposed project 
through modification and installation of new equipment.  Potential safety hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts for the proposed project were evaluated in Section 4.3.2 and Appendix C of 
the DEIR.  See also Master Response 9.   
 
Response G2-33 
 
The commenter states that she supports the proposed project because it will provide local jobs 
and will be an economic engine for the local area now and in the future.  The NOP/IS (Appendix 
A of the DEIR) concluded that most of the construction workers are expected to come from the 
large labor pool in southern California and no increase in the permanent number of workers at 
the Refinery is expected following the construction phase.  As a result, the proposed project is 
not anticipated to generate any significant adverse effects, either direct or indirect, on population 
growth or distribution within the Basin.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and 
effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical 
changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the 
proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary.   
 
Response G2-34 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that he is 
familiar with refinery operations and that installing best available control technology (BACT) 
will increase safety and reduce emissions, thus, improving air quality.  As required by SCAQMD 
Rule 1303, BACT is required for all new, modified, or relocated equipment and so is required for 
the proposed project.  With regard to safety, a discussion of existing refinery safety systems can 
be found in Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR.  Potential safety hazards and hazardous materials impacts 
for the proposed project were evaluated in Section 4.3.2 and Appendix C of the DEIR.  See also 
Master Response 9.  With regard to the comment about air quality, the comment is consistent 
with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, 
Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-35 
 
The commenter states that she opposes the proposed project.  The comment makes a comparison 
between California Proposition 23 and the proposed project.  Proposition 23 would have 
suspended the provisions of AB 32 (Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) until California's 
unemployment rate dropped to 5.5% or below for four consecutive quarters.  While Tesoro 
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supported this proposition, the proposition was defeated and is not related to the proposed 
project.  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis for the proposed project, so 
no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-36 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A   
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and 
distributed for the original public comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing 
and meeting.  
 
Response G2-37 
 
The commenter states that she is concerned about the portion of the proposed project that adds 
3,000,000 barrels of new storage and it makes no sense to bring more crude oil to the Harbor, 
which has some of the worst air quality in the nation.  The proposed project includes 
constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this component of the proposed project does 
not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new and replacement storage tanks are 
proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to allow crude oil tankers to offload 
more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach Marine Terminal and in one visit to the 
dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil storage capacity means that marine vessels 
will spend less time maneuvering or at dock or anchor in the Port because of improved 
offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the elimination of or reduction of, demurrage 
costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for available storage tank space to finish 
offloading).  This should result in emission reductions.  The DEIR did not take credit for 
emission reductions from marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission reductions from 
improved marine vessel offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master 
Response 6.  Based on this analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase and 
annual emissions would be substantially reduced. 
  
The commenter concludes by asserting that 25 percent of students at local schools have asthma 
and that her son has asthma.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the proposed project is 
expected to reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional information on anticipated 
emission reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see Master Response 2.  With 
regard to health effects from existing air quality in the area, see Master Response 3. 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer 
and non-cancer human health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than 
significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was found to 
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be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 
4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below 
the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact. 
 
Response G2-38 
 
The commenter supports retiring the Wilmington Operations FCCU, but asserts that its 
retirement was a condition of purchasing the BP Carson Refinery, so emission reductions from 
this piece of equipment should not serve as a credit that will increase emissions elsewhere.  The 
assertion that retiring the Wilmington Operations FCCU was a condition that allowed Tesoro to 
purchase the BP Carson Refinery is not correct (see Master Response 13). 
 
The comment also states that the proposed project will increase VOC emissions.  The analysis of 
operational air quality impacts in the DEIR concluded in the air quality analysis that, although 
operational VOC emission would increase as a result of implementing the proposed project, 
operational VOC emissions would not exceed the applicable VOC significance threshold during 
operation of the proposed project.  Pollutant emissions that do not exceed the SCAQMD’s 
applicable regional significance thresholds are not expected to cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  For additional 
information on other operational air quality impacts, see Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-39 
 
The commenter states that she is concerned about the increase in LPG railcar deliveries.  The 
potential hazard impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed, including hazards 
related to explosive materials (see Section 4.3 pages 4-45 through 4-68 of the DEIR and Master 
Response 9).  The Refinery currently receives LPG railcar deliveries.  The proposed project will 
not increase the number of deliveries.  The additional ten railcars associated with the proposed 
project will be added to existing trains.  The potential risks associated with rail transport were 
analyzed in Section 4.3.2.5.2 of the DEIR.  The Worst-Case Consequences Analysis for the 
proposed project carefully evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and 
proposed new units (see Appendix C of the DEIR).   
 
The commenter also raises a concern about an existing butane storage facility in San Pedro.  It is 
assumed that the comment refers to the Rancho LPG Holdings, LLC.  This facility is unrelated to 
the proposed project.  For additional information on Rancho LPG Holdings, LLC, see Master 
Response 10. 
 
Response G2-40 
 
The commenter asserts that Tesoro is active and involved in improving local communities on a 
range of critical issues.  In addition, Tesoro provides $200,000 worth of program service support.  
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, 
instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
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effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by requesting that the Tesoro be given every possible consideration 
relative to the EIR.  Prior to a decision on whether to approve an EIR, CEQA requires that the 
final EIR be presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the decision-
making body review and consider the information contained in the final EIR prior to approving 
the project (CEQA Guidelines § 15090(a)(2)).  The Final EIR for the proposed project will be 
given such consideration, consistent with the above CEQA requirement. 
 
Response G2-41 
 
The commenter states that she supports the proposed project because it will help Tesoro to 
continue to meet stringent air quality requirements.  One of the objectives of the proposed project 
is to comply with federal, state, and local rules and regulations.  See Section 2.2 of the DEIR for 
all project objectives of the proposed project.   
 
The commenter then notes the proposed project will further integrate the Carson and Wilmington 
Operations, which would allow Tesoro to retire its Wilmington Operations FCCU, resulting in 
GHG emission reductions.  This statement is consistent with one of the objectives of the 
proposed project described in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, which includes the following: improving 
process efficiency through integration while maintaining the overall production capability of 
transportation fuels. Making process modifications that improve efficiency and enable shutdown 
of the Wilmington Operations FCCU prior to the next scheduled FCCU turnaround, currently 
anticipated to occur in 2017, is expected to provide substantial emission reductions onsite and 
reduce carbon intensity.  For additional information on air quality impacts of the proposed 
project, see Section 4.2 of the DEIR and Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter then asserts that new and updated equipment that are part of the proposed project 
will be subject to BACT, equivalent to lowest achievable emission rate, is required for all new, 
modified, or relocated equipment.  As required by SCAQMD Rule 1303 (a), BACT is required 
for all new, modified, or relocated equipment and so is required for the proposed project.   
 
The commenter concludes by citing the Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation that 
estimates that the proposed project will support the local economy, create jobs, and increase local 
business revenues.  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis in the DEIR, 
instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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Response G2-42 
 
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, 
instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-43 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project because of the positive effect it will 
have on the local economy, including providing jobs, wages, and tax revenues.  The NOP/IS 
(Appendix A of the DEIR) concluded that most of the construction workers are expected to come 
from the large labor pool in southern California and no increase in the permanent number of 
workers at the Refinery is expected following the construction phase.  As a result, the proposed 
project is not anticipated to generate any significant adverse effects, either direct or indirect, on 
population growth or distribution within the Basin.  The comment does not pertain to the 
environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant 
to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the 
project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 
15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in 
physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter notes that the proposed project will have positive effects on the environment 
through retiring the FCCU, which will provide overall emission reductions.  The comment about 
air quality is generally consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission 
reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also 
Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that Tesoro is committed to the safety of its employees.  
Relative to safety issues, a discussion of existing Refinery safety systems can be found in Section 
3.3.6 of the DEIR.  It is expected that in some cases the proposed project will have no effect on 
safety systems, while modification to existing, and installation of new equipment will enhance 
safety systems. 
 
Response G2-44 
 
The commenter states that that the Refinery complies with all environmental regulations and 
limits.  The commenter asserts that the Refinery currently uses the latest control technology and 
is reducing its overall environmental footprint.  As required by SCAQMD Rule 1303 (a), BACT 
is required for all new, modified, or relocated equipment and so is required for the proposed 
project.  It is assumed that reducing the overall environmental footprint refers to emission 
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reductions from the proposed project.  This assertion is consistent with the analysis of local air 
quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of 
the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter concludes by describing some local community events sponsored by Tesoro.  
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  
Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects 
of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that 
resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-45 
 
The commenter states that she supports the proposed project.  The comment does not pertain to 
the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-46 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project because it would lower emissions.  
The comment is consistent with air quality information in the DEIR.  For additional information 
on anticipated emission reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see Section 
4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter asserts that integrating the Carson and Wilmington Operations will provide jobs 
and local tax revenues.  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis in the 
DEIR, instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a 
chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that 
result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or 
social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that the Refinery operators have made efforts to maintain 
safety and the environment.  A discussion of existing Refinery safety systems can be found in 
Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR.  It is expected that in some cases the proposed project will have no 
effect on safety systems, while modification to existing, and installation of new equipment will 
enhance safety systems. 
 
Response G2-47 
 
The commenter states that she supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that the 
Refinery provides economic and/or social benefits.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
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physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter also asserts that she is affected environmentally by the Refinery because of the 
emission reductions associated with the proposed project.  The proposed project is expected to 
produce local emission reductions.  These assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air 
quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of 
the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-48 
 
The commenter asserts that he is opposed to the proposed project.  The comment discusses the 
lack of air conditioning at local recreation centers and does not pertain to the environmental 
analysis of the proposed project.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.  However, it is 
assumed that the situation described indicates the commenter has concerns regarding air quality.  
See Response G2-49 that responds to air quality concerns. 
 
Response G2-49 
 
The commenter asserts that Wilmington is already one of the most negatively affected areas on 
the West Coast due to refineries, trucks, recycling centers, and boats.  However, the comment 
does not identify what effect these sources produce.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the 
proposed project is expected to reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional 
information on anticipated emission reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see 
Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master 
Response 2. 
 
The commenter also questions why there is a need for new crude oil storage tanks.  The proposed 
project includes constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this component of the 
proposed project does not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new and replacement 
storage tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to allow crude oil 
tankers to offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach Marine Terminal and 
in one visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil storage capacity means 
that marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering or at dock or anchor in the Port because of 
improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the elimination of or reduction of, 
demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for available storage tank space to 
finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission reductions from marine vessel 
operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved marine vessel offloading 
efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  Based on this analysis, daily 
marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions would be substantially 
reduced. 
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Response G2-50 
 
The commenter infers that people were coerced into signing letters of support for the proposed 
project.  Independent of the SCAQMD, Tesoro offered and provided community outreach to 
over 100 entities including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood 
organizations, business associations, and other interested parties to describe the scope of the 
proposed project and environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings 
were held on April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  
Tesoro has informed the SCAQMD that printed information was distributed at each event in 
multiple languages and independent Spanish-speaking translators were on-hand to assist 
residents as needed.  To thank attendees for their time, Tesoro offered a small meal at no cost.  
Tesoro reports that at each event, roughly 200 meals were served, while approximately 30 
support statements were collected.  In any event, the DEIR reflects the independent judgement of 
the SCAQMD, as required by CEQA Guidelines § 15084.  As such, the comment does not 
pertain to the environmental analysis.  No further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter questions the assertion that the proposed project will create additional jobs.    
The new jobs created are expected to be approximately 1,800 construction jobs that are not 
expected to be long-term.  The Refinery has stated its intention to hire Union labor and may 
require increasing the geographic scope of the labor pool to meet Union requirements.  While 
construction jobs are temporary, the proposed project is expected to take approximately five 
years to complete.  During the construction period, local businesses are expected to benefit from 
the increased workforce at the Refinery.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and 
effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical 
changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the 
proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-51 
 
The commenter again questions the need for new storage tank capacity.  Refer to Response     
G2-49. 
 
The commenter references an accident at Texaco and tanks at dock city in San Pedro and then 
questions why Tesoro is expanding the Refinery.  No details regarding the Texaco incident or 
how it relates to the proposed project were provided.  If the incident in reference is the incident 
that occurred in 1996 at the Texaco Wilmington Refinery (now the Wilmington Operations), it is 
not relevant to the proposed project because the proposed project does not result in the 
circumstances that caused the incident.  The cause of the 1996 Texaco Wilmington Refinery 
incident was a pipe elbow failure.  The pipe elbow had unusual thinning (corrosion) caused by 
unbalanced flow and an inefficient water wash system.  It was determined that the piping 
configuration was not well balanced and that flow of wash water that is needed for corrosion 
prevention was inadequate or did not reach all the piping components in the system.  The 
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investigation recommendations from this incident on balanced flow and effective water wash 
system design were adopted and implemented by the Refinery immediately after the incident. 
 
The former tanks in San Pedro were not Tesoro facilities and are not related to the proposed 
project.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.  The potential hazards associated with the 
proposed project, including the proposed storage tanks, were fully analyzed in the DEIR (see 
Section 4.3) and Master Response 9. 
Although the proposed project includes adding new storage tanks, this component of the 
proposed project would not increase the crude oil throughput capacity at the Refinery.  Instead, 
the new crude oil storage tanks would allow the Refinery to reduce transportation emissions 
associated with marine vessels that deliver crude oil.  As explained in the DEIR (see pages 4-26 
through 4-29) and Master Response 6, the proposed project will increase the crude oil storage 
capacity at the Refinery, which will reduce the amount of time that marine vessels spend at the 
Port and the associated emissions. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no 
bearing on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new 
or larger refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would 
further integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the proposed permit revision of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
 
Response G2-52 

In the comment several unsupported assertions are made regarding why more people have not 
testified opposing the proposed project.  The commenter concludes by questioning whether or 
not supporters of the project live in the local area.  The public hearing on the Title V permit and 
public meeting on the DEIR was open to all members of the public.  The comment does not 
pertain to the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-53 
 
The commenter states that the organization he represents supports the proposed project.  The 
commenter asserts that the Refinery and the proposed project provide economic and/or social 
benefits.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or 
social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were 
identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
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The commenter concludes by asserting that the proposed project will produce GHG and other 
pollutant emission reductions.  These assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air 
quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of 
the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-54 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project, and recommends that it be 
approved.  The comment does not specific comments on the environmental analysis for the 
proposed project in the DEIR, so no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-55 
 
The commenter states that the organization she represents supports the proposed project.  The 
commenter asserts that the proposed project provides economic and/or social benefits.  Pursuant 
to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the 
project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines     
§ 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in 
physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project is not expected to: generate significant adverse 
impacts to the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP); conflict with or diminish and air 
quality rule, compliance requirement policy, or regulation, adopted for the purpose of reducing 
emissions; or create objectionable odors.  For clarification, all of the topics mentioned here were 
concluded to be less significant in the Initial Study for the proposed project, which is included in 
Appendix A of the DEIR, and did not require further analysis in the DEIR.  Additional 
information on why the proposed project is not expected to create odor impacts can be found in 
Master Response 11. 
 
The commenter concludes by saying she supports the proposed project because of the efficiency 
gains and because it improves air quality.  The proposed project includes modernizing operations 
by modifying and installing new equipment, which is expected to improve operation efficiencies 
at both the Carson and Wilmington Operations.  Further, the assertion that the proposed project 
will generate local air quality benefits is consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact 
and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, 
respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-56 
 
The commenter states that the organization she represents supports the proposed project because 
it will improve local air quality.  The comment is consistent with the analysis of local air quality 
impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the 
DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
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The commenter concludes by stating that the organization supports the proposed project because 
it would modernize and upgrade Refinery equipment to comply with stringent air quality 
regulations.  As noted in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, Tesoro is initiating the proposed project for a 
number of reasons, including, but not limited to the following objectives: improve process 
efficiency through integration, while maintaining the overall production capability of 
transportation fuels; comply with federal, state, and local rules.  Further, as required by 
SCAQMD Rule 1303, BACT is required for all new, modified, or relocated equipment and so is 
required for the proposed project.  Installing BACT would reduce emissions from affected 
equipment to the lowest achievable emission rate. 
 
Response G2-57 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The comment does not pertain to 
the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response 
is necessary. 
 
Response G2-58 
 
The commenter states that the organization she represents is opposed to the proposed project.  
The commenter asserts that there is methane gas coming out of the neighborhood.  The proposed 
project does not involve installing natural gas (i.e., methane) transmission pipelines.  Therefore, 
the proposed project does not have the potential for methane gas pipeline releases and would not 
increase the existing methane release conditions. 
 
The commenter notes that the proposed project includes installing new storage tanks.    Relative 
hazards, potential impacts from installing the new storage tanks were fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  For additional information on the new storage tanks, see Appendix C of the DEIR 
and Master Response 9. 
 
Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As 
explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed 
project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  
This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process 
units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, 
natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha 
Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are 
potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses including the potential impact of 
earthquakes on pipelines. 
 
The commentator then asks how pipeline risks will be mitigated.  As indicated in Section 4.3.2.3 
of the DEIR, the proposed Interconnecting Pipelines associated with the proposed project would 
be underground offsite (i.e., approximately 80 feet under Alameda Street and Sepulveda 
Boulevard).  Therefore, the potential for a fire in the offsite pipelines would be unlikely due to 
the depth of the pipeline and the lack of air needed to initiate combustion.  In addition, the 
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proposed Interconnecting Pipelines will include heavy-wall pipe with extra corrosion allowance, 
cathodic protection installed on all lines, and all lines will have a fusion bond epoxy coating with 
abrasion resistant coating.  Isolation valves will be installed on both ends of the lines with flow 
meters to monitor for flow discrepancies and activate isolation valves if necessary.  Equipment 
that would allow early detection of anomalies in the lines would also be included as part of the 
interconnecting pipeline.  However, the analysis concluded that the Interconnecting Pipelines 
have the potential to generate significant adverse impacts.  As noted in Section 4.3.2.3 of the 
DEIR, the pipelines are subject to stringent safety regulations, which are expected to reduce 
potential pipeline hazard impacts.  In addition, a mitigation measure was identified, which would 
further reduce the potential for significant hazard impacts.  Therefore, all feasible mitigation has 
been imposed and no additional suggested mitigation was provided by the commenter.  In spite 
of these measures, it was concluded in the DEIR that pipeline hazards would remain significant.  
For additional information on hazards associated with the Interconnecting Pipelines, see 
Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9.   
 
The commenter requests that the public comment period be extended to provide more time for 
the public to submit comments.  The proposed project has complied with the public process 
required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR 
was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 
2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 
through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on 
the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the 
DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  
Notices were published and distributed for the original public comment period, the two 
extensions, and the public hearing and meeting.   
 
The commenter concludes by noting that people in the Carson area, senior citizens and children 
in particular, have asthma and cancer.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the proposed project 
is expected to reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional information on the 
impacts of the proposed project on air quality, see Master Response 2.  With regard to health 
effects, see Master Response 3. 
 
Response G2-59 
 
The commenter asserts that many people in her neighborhood have asthma and cancer.  As noted 
in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the proposed project is expected to reduce local emissions from the 
Refinery.  For additional information on the impacts of the proposed project on air quality, see 
Master Response 2.  With regard to health effects, see Master Response 3.   
 
The commenter notes that she doesn’t know most of the people at the meeting.  The comment 
does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis.  No further response is 
necessary. 
 
The commenter states further that she smells odors from the local refineries.  With regard to 
odors from the proposed project, this topic was concluded to be less significant in the Notice of 
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Preparation and Initial Study for the proposed project, which is included in Appendix A of the 
DEIR.  Currently, the Refinery daytime and nighttime supervisors monitor odors by performing 
perimeter checks every two hours.  The Refinery also has gas monitors that will sound alarms if 
gases are detected.  These odor precautions would remain in effect if the proposed project is 
implemented.  Additional information on why the proposed project is not expected to create odor 
impacts can be found in Master Response 11. 
 
Response G2-60 
 
The commenter states that she is concerned about VOC emissions and pollution in the air.  The 
analysis of operational air quality impacts in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR concluded in the air 
quality analysis that, although operational VOC emission would increase as a result of 
implementing the proposed project, operational VOC emissions would not exceed the applicable 
VOC significance threshold during operation of the proposed project.  Pollutant emissions that 
do not exceed the SCAQMD’s applicable regional significance thresholds are not expected to 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of any California or National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards.   
 
With regard to other pollutants, as explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 of the 
DEIR, the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local 
reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The proposed project 
emissions are discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 
(see pages 4-16 through     4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in 
GHG emissions, as discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see 
page 5-26). 
 
The commenter questions the assertion that the proposed project will create additional jobs.    
The new jobs created are expected to be approximately 1,800 construction jobs that are not 
expected to be long-term. 
 
Response G2-61 
 
The commenter concludes by requesting that the SCAQMD reevaluate existing health effects of 
the proposed project.  As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed 
the proposed project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s 
potential cancer and non-cancer human health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and 
determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the 
proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of 
ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard 
indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index 
threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse 
health impact.   
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Response G2-62 
 
The commenter states that he cannot support the proposed project unless it has zero public health 
and safety impact.  CEQA does not require that a proposed project have no impacts, it requires 
that all environmental impacts, in particular significant impacts, both direct and indirect, be 
disclosed to the public (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2).  Further, CEQA contemplates that even 
projects with significant adverse environmental impacts may on balance be approved if the 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or 
statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable”  
(CEQA Guidelines § 15093).  If, based on the environmental analysis in the DEIR, public 
comments, and responses to public comments an agency’s decision maker determines that a 
proposed project’s benefits outweigh the significant environmental impacts, then the lead agency 
must make specific findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15091 and prepare a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15093.  If the proposed project is 
approved, as part of the approval process, Findings and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations will be prepared as required by CEQA.  The DEIR for the proposed project 
complies with all relevant CEQA requirements, including those described above. 
 
Response G2-63 
 
The commenter identifies accidents that have occurred at refineries in the past.  These accidents 
are unrelated to the proposed project, which has not yet been built and corrective actions were 
taken to prevent these types of incidents from re-occurring.   
 
The petroleum coke tunnel fire occurred February 23, 2009, at the Carson Operations (then BP 
Carson Refinery).  BP investigated the incident and determined two potential causal mechanisms 
for the fire: (1) overheating of a dislocated roller bearing, and (2) spilling of hot coke from the 
conveyor that, when operations ceased and conditions changed, ignited.  In addition, to repairing 
the roller bearing, BP implemented recommendations for changes to operations and written 
procedures.  Tesoro has continued to implement the changes made to ensure there will not be a 
recurrence of the incident.  The proposed project does not alter the coke handling operations at 
the Carson Operations. 
 
The incident that occurred in 1996 at the Texaco Wilmington Refinery (now the Wilmington 
Operations) was addressed and is not relevant to the proposed project because the proposed 
project does not result in the circumstances that caused the incident.  The cause of the 1996 
Texaco Wilmington Refinery incident was a pipe elbow failure.  The pipe elbow had unusual 
thinning (corrosion) caused by unbalanced flow and an inefficient water wash system.  It was 
determined that the piping configuration was not well balanced and that flow of wash water that 
is needed for corrosion prevention was inadequate or did not reach all the piping components in 
the system.  The investigation recommendations from this incident on balanced flow and 
effective water wash system design were adopted and implemented by the Refinery immediately 
after the incident. 
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The incident that occurred in 2015 at the ExxonMobil Torrance Refinery (currently the Torrance 
Refining Company) is not relevant to the proposed project.  The incident was caused by 
hydrocarbons that leaked into an energized FCCU electrostatic precipitator.  The Refinery has a 
differently configured FCCU electrostatic precipitator compared to the ExxonMobil Torrance 
Refinery.  The Refinery’s electrostatic precipitator has instrumentation to detect hydrocarbon 
leakage that would immediately shut down the equipment and prevent an explosion such as the 
incident at the Exxon Mobil Torrance Refinery. 
 
The commenter asserts that a refinery is a dangerous operation and requests that all safety 
requirements be built in.  Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR includes a comprehensive description of 
existing safety systems at the Refinery that will continue to operate if the proposed project is 
approved, during both construction and operation.  For example, the Refinery operators perform 
foundation inspections after major earthquakes and make any necessary repairs.  Foundation 
inspections would continue to occur after major earthquakes once the proposed project becomes 
operational.  Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR provides a comprehensive list and descriptions of safety 
regulations applicable to the Refinery.  Finally, as noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the Refinery 
must obtain building permits prior to construction activities.  During the issuance of building 
permits, the Refinery must demonstrate to the local agency (either the City of Los Angeles or 
Carson) that construction of the vessels and foundations would be in accordance with the 
California Building Code requirements.  Compliance with the California Building Code helps 
structures to resist major earthquakes without collapse, but could result in some structural and 
non-structural damage following a major earthquake. 
 
Response G2-64 
 
The commenter requests that a health impact assessment with a public health survey be 
conducted in the area to determine if health effects are getting worse or improving.  The 
SCAQMD has conducted a series of analyses that have measured TAC emissions in the Basin 
over time (MATES I through IV).  TAC substances measured in the MATES studies contribute 
to existing local health effects such as those identified by the commenter.  According to the most 
recent study, MATES IV, from the year 2005, when MATES III was conducted, to 2012 when 
MATES IV was conducted the average population-weighted cancer risk has declined 57 percent 
in the Basin and 66 percent in the Ports Area, where the Refinery is located.  With regard to 
health effects, see Master Response 3.  The Health Impact Assessment required by the 
commenter is beyond the scope of this proposed project and the requirements of CEQA. 
 
Response G2-65 
 
The commenter asserts that the DEIR did not disclose VOC emissions of 75 tons.  It is assumed 
that the 75 tons figure refers to operational VOC emissions of 401.15 lb/day in Section 4.2.2.2 
Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR.  The SCAQMD reports mass emissions and determines significance on 
a daily basis because for most pollutants, an exceedance of the applicable ambient air quality 
standard is based on averaging times of 24 hours or less369.  Assuming the Refinery operates 
                                                 
369 See Chapter 2 Table 2.-1 of the DEIR for pollutants that have longer averaging times. 
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every day of the year, VOC emissions in the DEIR can easily be converted into tons per year 
(401.15 lb/day x 365 days/yr x 1 ton/2,000 lb = 73.2 tons/yr).  The table shows that applying the 
required emission reduction credits reduces calculated VOC emissions to approximately 49 
lb/day, which is less than the operational significance threshold for VOC emissions of 55 lb/day.  
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
The commenter asserts that every piece of equipment needs vapor recovery systems, including 
storage tanks and marine vessels.  Further, the commenter requests that the recovery and 
efficiency of vapor recovery systems be reported.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 
(a)(3), mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be significant.  
Operational VOC emissions from the proposed project were determined to be less than 
significant (see Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR).  Therefore, mitigation of VOC emissions is not 
required. 
 
Additionally, there are no proposed project elements that are reasonable candidates for vapor 
recovery.  The majority of operational VOC emissions are from storage tanks.  As explained in 
Responses G1-106.19 and G1-106.20, the proposed new and replacement crude oil storage tanks 
would comply with BACT and do not require vapor recovery.  Vapor recovery systems are used 
as BACT on fixed roof storage tanks, which are not part of the proposed project.  While 
mitigation is not required, pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1303 (a), BACT is required for all new, 
modified, or relocated equipment.  Existing equipment that is not part of the proposed project, 
which do not require changes in permit conditions or other permit modifications, are not subject 
to Rule 1303 (a) BACT requirements.  It should be noted that existing equipment, depending on 
when it was installed, was likely subject to BACT requirements in effect at the time.  So, until 
such time as existing equipment undergoes modifications requiring permit modifications, the 
permit conditions currently in effect will remain. 
 
BACT is periodically updated to reflect improvements in air pollution control efficiency.  For 
information on BACT control efficiencies, the commenter is referred to the SCAQMD’s Best 
Available Control Technology Guidelines (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/bact/guidelines).    
 
As described in Sections 2.7.2.11 and 4.2.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project will result in a 
decrease in transportation emissions with respect to marine vessels that deliver crude oil.  
Because the proposed project does not result in a significant increase of marine vessel emissions, 
mitigation, such as installation of vapor recovery systems is not necessary.   
 
The commenter concludes by stating that he will be submitting comments.  See Comment Letter 
G1-106 and Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30. 
 
Response G2-66 
 
The commenter identifies issues associated with global climate change, indicates he is in favor of 
transition and jobs to renewable energy, asserts that air quality in the area is unacceptably poor, 
and several other assertions about other refineries that do not pertain to the proposed project or 
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the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  Since none of these comments pertain to the proposed 
project or the environmental analysis, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that asthma rates in the area are unacceptably high.  It is 
assumed that this assertion refers to air quality and associated health effects.  As explained in 
Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s potential 
health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-cancer 
human health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  
The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than 
the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of 
the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the 
SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact.   
 
Response G2-67 
 
The commenter asserts that the environmental impacts in the DEIR are not being assessed 
accurately, according to the testimony of other interested parties.  It is assumed that the 
commenter is referring to environmental impacts identified in subsequent parts of his testimony.  
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that were not analyzed or that change the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter asserts that there is a reduction in CO emissions from retiring the Wilmington 
Operations FCCU, a significant increase in VOC emissions, and the proposed project has neutral 
effects on NOx, sulfur, SOx, and toxics.   
 
The generation and use of emission reduction credits in market-based programs (i.e., ERCs and 
RTCs) are controlled by SCAQMD Regulations XIII and XX, both of which have undergone 
CEQA review.  The proposed project complies with the SCAQMD’s Regulations XIII and XX.  
The DEIR presented the emission reductions from the proposed project as offsetting other 
aspects of the proposed project or as emission reduction credits being retained or generated.   
 
As explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project will 
result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, 
SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  As discussed in Section 5.2.2.3 of the DEIR, local GHG 
emission reductions.  Operational VOC emissions were found to be less than significant.  The 
proposed project emissions are explained in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are 
summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in 
local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and 
summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26).   
 
Additionally, the Federal Clean Air Act requires the use of emission reduction credits as a means 
of offsetting emission increases from new, modified, or relocated sources.  Emission reduction 
credits can only be granted if emission reductions are not otherwise required by rules, 
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regulations, and control measures in the Air Quality Management Plan.  SCAQMD Rule 1303 
specifically requires emission increases from affected facilities to be offset by either emission 
reduction credits approved pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1309 or by allocations from the Priority 
Reserve in accordance with the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 1309.1.  Offset ratios are 1.2-to-
1.0 for Emission Reduction Credits and 1.0-to-1.0 for allocations from the Priority Reserve and 
RECLAIM Trading Credits.  Offset ratio means, for example, that for every one pound of 
pollutant emitted, 1.2 pounds must be offset.  Further, when applying for emission reduction 
credits, SCAQMD Rule 1306 requires that credits for the actual emissions be reduced to an 
amount as if current BACT were applied.  As a result, the amount of emission reduction credits 
granted is much less than the actual emission reductions achieved.  This ensures an overall 
reduction in pollutants within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. 
With regard to air toxics, as explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and 
disclosed the proposed project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed 
project’s potential cancer and non-cancer human health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and 
determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the 
proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of 
ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard 
indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index 
threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse 
health impact.   
 
Response G2-68 
 
The commenter then asserts that the DEIR concludes that hazard impacts from the following 
pieces of equipment are significant: LPG unloading rack, CRE, CRU, PSTU, SARP.  Of the 
pieces of equipment identified by the commenter, only the SARP was identified as producing 
potentially significant hazard and hazardous materials impacts.  It is unclear what CRE refers to 
as no such equipment is identified as part of the proposed project.  The DEIR included a robust 
and comprehensive analysis of potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts from the 
proposed project in Chapter 4.  The discussion of the hazards associated with the existing 
Refinery and proposed project uses a worst-case approach and relies on data in the Worst Case 
Consequence Analysis for the Tesoro Los Angeles Refinery (see Appendix C).  The analysis of 
the hazards and hazardous materials impacts analysis in the DEIR concluded that significant 
offsite impacts could occur from the Naphtha Isomerization Unit and new crude oil storage tanks 
at the Carson Operations and the Sulfuric Acid Recovery Plant at the Wilmington Operations.  
The hazards associated with the Interconnecting Pipelines would also extend offsite as portions 
of the pipeline are located offsite.  The hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, 
new crude oil storage tanks, and Interconnecting Pipelines would only impact the roadways 
adjacent to the Refinery or other industrial areas (e.g., other refineries, rail yards).  Therefore, the 
hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with the proposed project were concluded to 
be potentially significant.  The analysis of hazards and hazardous materials impacts in the DEIR 
noted that the proposed project would be subject to numerous, local, state, and federal safety 
requirements and regulations (PSM, RMP, and CalARP regulations) that would minimize the 
potential impacts associated with an accidental release of hazardous materials.  Further, 
mitigation as required by CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 was imposed.  However, no additional 
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feasible mitigation measures were identified to further reduce significant adverse hazard impacts.  
Therefore, the DEIR concluded that hazards and hazardous material impacts generated by the 
proposed project were expected to remain significant.  For additional information, see Appendix 
C of the DEIR and Master Response 9. 
 
Response G2-69 
 
The commenter mentions earthquake hazards relative to storage tanks and underground facilities.  
Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As 
explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed 
project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  
This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process 
units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, 
natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha 
Isomerization Unit, new crude oil tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially 
significant based on worst-case release scenarios.  The hazards analyses regarding the potential 
impact of earthquakes and other natural disasters have been fully analyzed as explained in 
Master Response 9.  (See Master Response 9 for additional information regarding the hazards 
analyses of pipelines / Storage Tanks / Process Units.) 
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
The commenter questions why there are no flaring impacts. The proposed project will not 
increase flaring emissions.  Part of the piping associated with unit modifications includes 
installation of new pressure relief valves that will tie into the various existing Refinery flare gas 
recovery systems and flares.  Master Response 15 explains the operation of the flare gas recovery 
system and flares.  Under normal operating conditions, pressure relief valves would vent to the 
flare gas recovery systems.  The pressure relief valves allow gases to vent to the flares, which are 
safety equipment, during emergency conditions when the flare gas recovery system capacity is 
exceeded.  There will be no routine vents to the flare system or the flare gas recovery systems 
from any of the modifications.  As explained in Master Response 15 and Response G1-78.207, 
the number of pressure relief valves tied in to the flare systems is not indicative of flaring 
emissions.  The proposed project will not increase flaring with the installation of new or 
modified process units because flaring from normal operations is prohibited by SCAQMD Rule 
1118.   
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As explained in Master Response 15 and Response G1-78.207, the amount (hours) of flaring and 
emissions from flaring have decreased since the additional requirements in SCAQMD Rule 1118 
were implemented.  
 
The commenter asserts that the project description and the analyses of impacts and accumulative 
(cumulative impacts) are inaccurate, but does not specify which topics are inaccurate nor does he 
provide any evidence, data, or other information to support these assertions.  The DEIR provides 
a comprehensive description of the proposed project in sufficient detail necessary for evaluation 
and review of potential environmental impacts from the proposed project and complies with 
CEQA Guidelines § 15124.  Similarly, the DEIR includes detailed analyses of potential adverse 
project-specific impacts based on a preliminary analysis conducted for and included in the Initial 
Study for the proposed project, which was circulated for a 30-day public review period on 
September 9, 2015 through October 10, 2015, and that is supported by substantial evidence (e.g., 
see Appendices B1 through E of the DEIR), and complies with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2.  
Finally, the DEIR contained a detailed analysis of potential cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project, based on all relevant information available at the time of EIR preparation, in connection 
with past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, 
including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency and complies with CEQA 
Guidelines § 15130 (see Master Response 16). 
 
Response G2-70 
 
The comment asserts that the proposed project includes importing more hazardous crude oils 
from North Dakota and the cumulative impacts from importing those crude oils are 
immeasurable.  As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, 
Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of 
various crude oils and will continue to do so with or without the proposed project. The proposed 
project will not result in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, 
except to the extent that the permit revision to the DCU H-100 heater may allow a slightly 
heavier crude oil blend to be processed.  Because the proposed project does not include 
importing different mixes of crude oils than is currently imported, no cumulative impacts for 
such a scenario would occur, so a cumulative impacts analysis is not required.   
 
The DEIR has analyzed the potential increase in crude oil processing of up to 6,000 bbl/day 
associated with the modification of the DCU H-100 heater permit description.  The increase in 
crude oil processing rate is not related to any specific crude oil source.  Master Response 4 
explains that the Refinery’s sources of crude oils have and will continue to vary with or without 
the proposed project.  By using worst-case crude oil properties (see Response G1-78.157), the 
DEIR fully analyzed the potential impacts associated with storing various crude oils in the new 
and replacement storage tanks and with transferring various crude oils via the associated piping.  
There would be no additional impacts, beyond those analyzed in the DEIR, for the new and 
replacement storage tanks if different light or heavy crude oil is processed at the Refinery (see 
Section 4.2.2.2 of the FEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel equally. 
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Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
There have been previous volatility issues associated with the transport of Bakken crude oil.  
However, regulations have since been adopted that require a reduction in volatility of Bakken 
crude oil that is transported.  For example, in December 2014, the Industrial Commission of 
North Dakota issued an order regarding conditioning of Bakken crude oil and limiting the RVP 
of crude oil provided for transport to 13.7 RVP.  Thus, Bakken crude oil transported to the West 
Coast will be pipeline quality (i.e., qualified for safe transport) and will not have as high a vapor 
pressure as the Bakken crude oil produced at the wellhead.  As with other U. S. crude oil 
production operations, the order adopted by the State of North Dakota will require that crude oil 
production facilities remove a significant portion of the light ends (ethane, propane, butane and 
pentane) prior to offering the crude oil for shipment to refineries for processing. 
 
Because of Bakken crude oil’s purported volatility, concerns were raised in the media as to 
whether Bakken crude oil was properly classified as a Class 3 hazardous material under U.S. 
DOT regulations.  A Class 3 hazardous material is generally a flammable or combustible liquid 
that does not meet the regulatory classification requirements for other hazardous characteristics, 
such as toxicity, corrosivity, radioactivity or explosiveness.  However, those concerns have since 
been resolved by repeated analysis and testing that demonstrates Bakken crude oil to be a Class 3 
hazardous material, similar to other light sweet crude oils.  After considering the information, the 
Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Administration (PHMSA) Deputy Administrator 
testified to Congress that Bakken crude oil is accurately classified as a Hazard Class 3 
Flammable Liquid.  This is consistent with the sampling and testing Tesoro has completed on 
Bakken crude oil.  Therefore, Bakken crude oil has properties similar to other light crude oils, 
and is not classified as explosive. 
 
The commenter concludes by requesting additional time to review the DEIR.  The proposed 
project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As 
explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of 
time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day 
public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which 
exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the 
DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood 
public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the 
original public comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
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Response G2-71 
 
The commenter states that she supports the proposed project.  The commenter asserts that the 
proposed project will improve air quality.  This assertion is consistent with the analysis of local 
air quality impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 
5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter also asserts that the proposed project will generate significant local economic 
impacts and increase the number of jobs in the area.  The comment does not pertain to the 
environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant 
to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the 
project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 
15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in 
physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter further asserts that the proposed project is not an expansion of Refinery 
throughput or boundaries.  The comment is consistent with the description of the proposed 
project in Chapter 2 of the DEIR and the environmental analysis in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  For 
additional information, see Master Responses 5, 6, and 7. 
 
The commenter also asserts that the proposed project does not include import of crude oil by rail 
and does not include a crude oil by rail component.  Instead, existing methods of transporting 
crude oil to the Refinery will remain unchanged by the proposed project.  The comment is 
consistent with the description of the Refinery in Chapter 2 of the DEIR.  Neither the 
Wilmington Operations nor the Carson Operations currently have rail unloading facilities for 
crude oil (see Sections 2.6.1 and 2.62 of the DEIR, respectively).  Further, as indicated in the 
project description in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, no new crude oil by rail unloading facilities are 
included as part of the proposed project. 
 
The commenter asserts further that the proposed project is not a crude oil flexibility project and 
that the Refinery will continue to import crude oils with the same qualities as is currently 
imported.  The comment is consistent with the discussion in Section 2.5 and Appendix F of the 
DEIR, which state that existing equipment at the Refinery are constrained in the types of crude 
oils that can be processed by their acceptable ranges of several properties, in particular, sulfur 
content and American Petroleum Institute (API) gravity.  The proposed project does not include 
any new or modified equipment that would alter any of the acceptable ranges of properties of 
crude oils processed (see Master Response 4). 
 
The commenter asserts that additional air quality benefits of the proposed project include 
reductions in GHG emissions and marine vessel emissions at the Port of Long Beach.  These 
assertions are consistent with the analyses in the DEIR.  Master Response 2 explains that the 
proposed project will result in local reductions of GHG emissions.  The proposed project’s GHG 
emissions are summarized in Table 5.2-8 on page 5-26.  The cumulative impact of GHG 
emissions is explained in Section 5.2.2.  GHG emissions produced by combusting the fuels 
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produced by the Refinery are included in, and regulated by, the AB32 GHG Cap and Trade 
Program.  Relative to marine vessel emissions, the proposed project includes constructing new 
and replacement storage tanks, but this component of the proposed project does not increase 
crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new and replacement storage tanks are proposed to 
provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to allow crude oil tankers to offload more quickly at 
Wilmington Operations Long Beach Marine Terminal and in one visit to the dock at Marine 
Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil storage capacity means that marine vessels will spend less 
time maneuvering or at dock or anchor in the Port because of improved offloading efficiency 
(i.e., quicker offloading and the elimination of or reduction of, demurrage costs and the need for 
anchorage while waiting for available storage tank space to finish offloading).  The DEIR did not 
take credit for emission reductions from marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission 
reductions from improved marine vessel offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found 
in Master Response 6.  Based on this analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase 
and annual emissions would be substantially reduced. 
 
Finally, the commenter asserts that benefits of the proposed project include installing BACT.  
New and modified equipment that is part of the proposed project will be required to comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 1303 (a) BACT requirements. 
 
Response G2-72 
 
The commenter submitted the newspaper articles mentioned in his testimony with his written 
comments on June 10, 2016 (See Comment Letter G1-91).  The commenter mentions articles 
from the Martinez Gazette inferring that the Refinery has a poor safety culture and intimidates its 
employees.  The articles are specifically in reference to the Tesoro Martinez Refinery in 
Martinez, California.  The commenter also refers to a letter by the [U.S.] Chemical Safety Board 
concerning an explosion at the Refinery in Anacortes, Washington.  Information in the comment 
does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis.  However, relative to the 
proposed project, Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems at the 
Refinery.  Section 4.3 of the DEIR includes an analysis of potential hazards associated with the 
proposed project (see Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9).  Additionally, following 
an incident, investigations are conducted to identify the cause of the incident.  Agencies, such as 
the Chemical Safety Board and OSHA, make recommendations and industry organizations, such 
as API, modify standards or issue bulletins that refineries review to determine the applicability to 
their operations.  Tesoro, like other oil companies, implements the findings/lessons learned from 
incidents by modifying programs, equipment, or operations, as appropriate. 
 
The comment that Tesoro intimidates its employees is speculative and is not relevant to the 
proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-73 
 
The commenter infers that safety issues at the Tesoro Refineries in Martinez, California and 
Anacortes, Washington apply to the Refinery.  This inference constitutes speculation.  However, 
with regard to safety systems at the Refinery, refer to Response G2-72. 
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The commenter also raises concerns about the new storage tanks that are part of the proposed 
project and is unclear how adding these storage tanks will increase sulfur emissions by two 
percent, while reducing other emissions.  It is assumed that the concerns regarding the storage 
tanks refer to potential hazards.  As noted in Response G2-72, hazards associated with the 
proposed project, including hazards from installing the new storage tanks, were evaluated in 
Section 4.3 of the DEIR (see also Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9). 
 
With regard to the two percent increase described in Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR 
and results from the 6,000 bbl/day potential crude oil capacity increase, resulting from the 
proposed permit revision of DCU H-100 heater.  Because the new storage tanks will be storing 
crude oil or blending stocks, associated emissions will be VOC emissions, not sulfur emissions.   
 
The commenter asks about the storage capacity of the new storage tanks.  The propose project 
includes replacing two 80,000-barrel fixed roof storage tanks with two 300,000-barrel internal 
floating storage tanks in the same location at the Wilmington Operations and installing up to six 
new 500,000-barrel external floating roof storage tanks with domes at the Carson Operations, 
resulting in a net increase of storage capacity of 3,400,000 barrels. 
 
Response G2-74 
 
Tesoro reports that it does not comment on incidents while they are under investigation.  
Regarding the acid release at the Martinez Refinery’s Alkylation Unit in February 2014, Tesoro 
reports that it notified Cal/OSHA immediately after the event occurred and reports that it worked 
with Cal/OSHA on a daily basis to take recommended actions.  Cal/OSHA employs an 
investigation team of highly trained and highly regarded experts in the field.  Tesoro has 
expressed its view that the release was immediately and appropriately addressed by Cal/OSHA 
under its jurisdiction.  
 
According to Tesoro, it did not bar the CSB from entering the Martinez Refinery.  Tesoro says it 
provided information to facilitate and assist the CSB in assessing the incident and making a 
threshold jurisdictional determination.  For the next several days and despite Tesoro’s 
jurisdictional questions, and contrary to CSB’s assertion that it was barred from the Martinez 
Refinery, Tesoro says it allowed the CSB’s investigative team to enter the Martinez Refinery, 
inspect the incident scene and take photographs.  According to Tesoro, no restrictions were 
placed on the amount of time the teams spent at the scene.  Tesoro says it also provided 
documents and space to work at the Martinez Refinery and facilitated interviews of employees 
with knowledge of the incident, including the incident commander on the night of the incident, 
the shift supervisor, and an area operations manager.  Tesoro asked the CSB to explain its basis 
for conducting a full investigation into an event of this nature. 
 
The commenter requests an extension of the public comment period.  The proposed project has 
complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail 
in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public 
comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and 
comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA 
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requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held 
on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and 
on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-75 
 
The commenter makes one last request to extend the public comment period.  See Response   
G2-74. 
 
Response G2-76 
 
The commenter states that he is in favor of jobs.  It is assumed this is a reference to jobs 
associated with the proposed project.  The comment does not pertain to the environmental 
analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, 
economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project 
can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  
No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical 
changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.   
 
The commenter infers that the proposed project causes illness.  It is assumed that this assertion 
refers to air quality and associated health effects.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the 
proposed project is expected to reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional 
information on anticipated emission reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see 
Master Response 2.  With regard to health effects, see Master Response 3. 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project consists of an expansion of the Refinery.  
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no 
bearing on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new 
or larger refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would 
further integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the proposed permit revision of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
 
The commenter suggests that the EIR is difficult to understand.  The proposed project is a 
complicated project, so a substantial amount of time and effort was exerted to create a document 
written in plain language and using appropriate graphics and tables so the general public could 
quickly understand the information.  Detailed calculations and analyses were prepared and 
included in the appendices and the detailed information was summarized and then included in the 
DEIR, which is consistent CEQA Guidelines § 15147.  Generally, incorporating information in 
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tables provides a quick way to review.  The text can then focus on explaining the information in 
the tables to assist the public with understanding the information.  This is the approach taken in 
the DEIR for the proposed project. 
 
The commenter suggests that review of the DEIR is happening quickly.  The proposed project 
has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in 
detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public 
comment period closed on, June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and 
comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA 
requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held 
on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and 
on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-77 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will provide jobs and he expresses hope that 
Tesoro employees get a raise in wages as a result of the proposed project.  The comment does 
not pertain to the environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to economic and/or social 
issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or 
social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were 
identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
 
The commenter asserts that Tesoro is headquartered in San Antonio, Texas and, therefore, 
doesn’t know what the smog in Wilmington is like.  The comment does not pertain to the 
proposed project or the environmental analysis.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-78 
 
The commenter states that an aunt, who did not smoke and who lived near a refinery, died of 
lung cancer in her early 50s.  It is assumed that this assertion refers to existing air quality and 
associated health effects.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the proposed project is expected to 
reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional information on the impacts of the 
proposed project on air quality, see Master Response 2.  With regard to health effects, see Master 
Response 3. 
 
The commenter states that she has serious concerns about potential health risk impacts from the 
proposed project.  As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the 
proposed project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential 
cancer and non-cancer human health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be 
less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was 
found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see 
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Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be 
below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, 
the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact.   
 
The commenter states that she will be submitting a comment letter on the DEIR for the proposed 
project, she wants to identify a few items she is concerned about.  She states that she is 
concerned about VOC emission increases resulting from the proposed project.  Emission 
reduction credits as required by SCAQMD Rule 1303 reduce VOC emission impacts to 
approximately 49 lb/day, which is less than the applicable operational VOC emissions 
significance threshold. 
 
The commenter submitted comment letters on June 10 and December 8, 2016.  The comment 
letters are fully responded to in the Final EIR (see Responses G1-85.1 through G1-85.4 and G1-
114.1 through G1-114.5). 
 
Response G2-79 
 
The commenter suggests that although the proposed project does not increase emissions, it may 
not reduce emissions.  As shown in Section 4.2.2.2 and Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR, there are 
substantial local and regional emission reductions in CO from the proposed project.  Operational 
NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 will have local emission reduction benefits, but will be regionally 
neutral as RTCs and Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) will be retained or generated (see 
Master Response 2 for an explanation of local and regional emission reductions).   
 
The commenter then refers to “baseline of emissions” and the associated health risks to residents 
living in the vicinity of the refineries.  It is assumed here that baseline refers to existing air 
quality in the region and health risks from exposure to existing air quality.  Existing air quality in 
the vicinity of the proposed project is described in Section 3.2.4 of the DEIR.  If the commenter 
is referring to baseline (existing) emissions from Refinery operations, this is described in Section 
3.2.4.4 of the DEIR.  With regard to health effects from existing air quality in the vicinity of the 
Refinery, see Master Response 3.  If the comment refers to baseline emissions from the Refinery, 
see Section 3.2.4.4 of the DEIR and Master Response 12. 
 
Response G2-80 
 
The commenter states that she is concerned about the potential for explosions at the Refinery, 
and specifically mentions LPG railcars, and exposure to toxic emissions.  Sections 3.3.1 through 
3.3.6 of the DEIR describe the types of hazards that currently exist at the Refinery.  A discussion 
of existing Refinery safety systems can be found in Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR.  Section 4.3 of the 
DEIR includes an analysis of potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with 
the proposed project, including potential impacts from the LPG railcar unloading equipment.  
See also Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9.  With regard cancer and non-cancer 
health risks from the proposed project, see Response G2-78.   
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The commenter then states that local residents do not benefit from “energy reduction credits” 
because the local community still breathes toxic emissions every day.  It is assumed that the term 
“energy reduction credits” refers to emission reduction credits.  See Response G2-79 for a 
discussion of emission reduction credits.  Rule 1303 specifically prohibits producing emission 
reduction credits from TACs.   
 
Response G2-81 
 
The commenter states that a Title V public hearing should not have to be requested by the public, 
instead it should be an automatic part of the process.  SCAQMD Rule 3006 provides 
requirements for public participation for all permit actions for initial permit issuance, significant 
permit revisions, establishment of general permits and permit renewals for Title V facilities, as 
defined in SCAQMD Rule 3000, and that includes the Refinery.  Although SCAQMD Rule 3006 
does not require the SCAQMD to hold a Title V public meeting, it does require the SCAQMD to 
provide notice to interested stakeholders for actions requiring a new, or modification of an 
existing Title V permit.  Further, SCAQMD Rule 3006 requires the SCAQMD to allow a 
minimum of 30 days for the public to submit written comments on Title V projects.  Therefore, a 
public participation process for commenting on Title V projects is currently required by 
SCAQMD Rule 3006.  So, even without the public hearing, the commenter had the opportunity 
to submit written comments on the Title V permit project being proposed by the Refinery.  In 
addition to providing provisions for submitting written comments, SCAQMD Rule 3006 includes 
provisions for holding a public hearing if requested by the public, although as noted by the 
commenter, a public hearing has to be requested as it is not specifically required.  Providing a 
process for submitting written comments is favored over a public hearing because written 
comments can be as extensive and detailed as necessary, whereas, public hearing comments are 
typically constrained by short time periods necessary to allow all individuals a chance to speak. 
 
The commenter notes that she agrees with the request to extend the public comment period for 
the DEIR.  The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA 
Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for 
an extended length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two 
extensions.  A 94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) 
was provided, which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and 
public meeting on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made 
available in neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were 
published and distributed for the original public comment period, the two extensions, and the 
public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-82 
 
The commenter concludes by suggesting that health risk information be presented in a manner 
that is easier to understand than providing it in tables.  The proposed project is a complicated 
project, so a substantial amount of time and effort was exerted to create a document written in 
plain language and using appropriate graphics and tables so the general public could quickly 
understand the information.  Detailed calculations and analyses were prepared and included in 
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the appendices (see Appendices B3 and B-4) and the detailed information was summarized and 
then included in Section 4.2.2.2 and 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR, which is consistent CEQA Guidelines § 
15147.  Generally, incorporating information in tables provides a quick way to review.  The text 
can then focus on explaining the information in the tables to assist the public with understanding 
the information.  This is the approach taken in the DEIR for the proposed project. 
 
Response G2-83 
 
The commenter states that some of the objectives of the proposed project are to modernize and 
integrate the Wilmington and Carson Operations, while continuing to provide transportation 
fuels.  These objectives are consistent with the project objectives identified in Section 2.2 of the 
DEIR.   
 
The commenter states that air quality impacts from the proposed project are not neutral, instead 
the proposed project reduces GHG, NOx, SOx, PM, and CO emissions, as well as reducing 
emissions from marine vessels.  As shown in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR, there are 
substantial emission reductions in CO from the proposed project.  Operational NOx, SOx, PM10, 
and PM2.5 will have local emission reduction benefits, but will be regionally neutral as RTCs 
and Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) will be retained or generated.  For additional 
information, see Master Response 2. 
 
The commenter notes that the proposed project will create jobs and retain jobs for Refinery 
employees and local contractors.  The comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis in 
the DEIR, instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a 
chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that 
result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or 
social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
The commenter states further that some components of the proposed project will be required to 
include BACT.  Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1303, BACT is required for all new, modified, or 
relocated equipment and so is required for the proposed project.   
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery and does not 
increase crude oil capacity, with the exception of the two percent increase (6,000 bbl/day).  This 
information is consistent with the project description in Chapter 2 of the DEIR.  See also Master 
Responses 5, 6, and 7. 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project is not a crude oil flexibility project.  The 
comment is consistent with Section 2.5.4.3 of the DEIR.  See also Appendix F of the DEIR and 
Master Response 4. 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project is not a crude oil by rail project and does not 
include installing a rail facility to import crude oil.  As indicated in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, 
neither the Wilmington Operations nor the Carson Operations currently have rail unloading 
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facilities for crude oil, see discussions in Sections 2.6.1 and 2.62, respectively.  Further, as 
indicated in the project description in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, no new crude oil by rail unloading 
facilities are included as part of the proposed project.   
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that there will be an increase in VOC emissions, caused 
primarily by the SCAQMD’s adherence to worst-case calculation methodologies, but after 
offsetting, VOC emissions were concluded to be less than significant.  The SCAQMD does 
adhere to using worst-case assumptions and calculation methodologies to avoid underestimating 
potential impacts from a project and misleading the public about environmental impacts 
generated by a proposed project.  The conclusion that operational VOC emission impacts are less 
than significant after offsetting is consistent with the analysis of operational air quality impacts 
in Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR. 
 
Response G2-84 
 
The commenter states that she does not support the proposed project.  The commenter asserts 
that the proposed project’s operational air quality impacts will be neutral and will not provide 
local air quality benefits, with the exception of CO emission reductions.   As shown in Section 
4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR, there are substantial emission reductions in CO from the 
proposed project.  Operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 will have local emission reduction 
benefits, but will be regionally neutral as RTCs and Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) will be 
retained. For additional information on this policy, see Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-85 
 
The commenter requests that the public comment period be extended.  The proposed project has 
complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail 
in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public 
comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and 
comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA 
requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held 
on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and 
on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-86 
 
The commenter notes that there are a lot of Tesoro employees at the public hearing on the Title 
V permit and public meeting on the DEIR speaking about their jobs at the Refinery.  The 
comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis.  No further 
response is necessary. 
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The commenter concludes by asserting that lack of rain is due to pollution.  Studies show that 
natural and manmade aerosols can affect rainfall370.  However, aerosol effects on rainfall are 
very dependent on local conditions such as normal weather conditions, the amount of sunlight 
received, temperature differences between the ground and air, urban heat island effects, city 
structures, etc.  Depending on the actual local conditions aerosols may increase rainfall or reduce 
it.  Thus, there is no evidence that the proposed project has any effect on local rainfall and the 
commenter does not present any evidence.  Further, the Carson and Wilmington Operations both 
began refining oil in 1923 and have operated ever since that time, during periods of normal 
rainfall, above-normal rainfall, and below normal rainfall, so little if any connection from 
pollution at the two operations can be made to rainfall.  Finally, aerosols contribute to PM 
concentrations and, as indicated in Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from 
the proposed project are expected to increase by 1.16 lb/day and 0.89 lb/day, respectively.  It is 
unlikely that such small increases in PM emissions would have any influence on local rainfall.  
As shown in Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR, there are substantial emission reductions in CO from the 
proposed project.  Operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 will have local emissions benefits, 
but will be regionally neutral.  For additional information on emission impacts from the proposed 
project, see Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-87 
 
The commenter mentions a past explosion at a refinery and the public outreach that occurred, 
saying it was insufficient.  It is unclear what incident the commenter is referring to.  Regardless, 
the comment is not related to the proposed project.  However, with regard to safety at the 
Refinery, a discussion of existing Refinery safety systems can be found in DEIR Section 3.3.6.  
Potential safety hazards and hazardous materials impacts for the proposed project were evaluated 
in Section 4.3.2 of the DEIR.  See also Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9. 
 
The commenter states further that she does not want the Refinery to expand.  Master Response 6 
explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing on Refinery crude 
oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger refinery or result 
in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further integrate the 
Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the proposed permit revision of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery.  See also Master Responses 5, 6, and 7. 
 
The commenter then mentions that she had a relative who died of cancer.  As explained in 
Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s potential 
health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-cancer 

                                                 
370 Science, 5 September 2008, 321 Does Air Pollution Increase Or Decrease Rainfall?  Science.  2008.  September.  
V. 321.  at http://www.science20.com/news_releases/does_air_pollution_increase_or_decrease_rainfall. 
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human health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  
The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than 
the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of 
the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the 
SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact.    
 
Response G2-88 
 
The commenter concludes by requesting that the comment period for the DEIR be extended.  
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A   
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries (see Master Response 1 for the list of libraries) and on the 
SCAQMD website.  Master    Response 1 also explains in detail the noticing performed for the 
proposed project.  Notices were published in newspapers and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-89 
 
The commenter states that that a local family member has asthma and she is concerned that 
people she knows who work at refineries will die of illness.  As explained in Master Response 3, 
the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s potential health impacts from all 
pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-cancer human health impacts were 
analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due 
to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic 
and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause 
a significant adverse health impact.   
 
Aesthetic impacts are determined by changes generally to the aesthetic environment, not to a 
particular view.  The NOP/IS of the proposed project found that the proposed project would not 
result in potentially significant impacts to aesthetics.  The Refinery is the existing aesthetic 
condition, and none of the changes will alter its general aesthetic appearance.  As a result, 
aesthetic impacts were not addressed in the DEIR, see Appendix A pages A-40 through A-45 for 
the analysis of Aesthetics impacts. 
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Response G2-90 
 
The commenter asks if the SCAQMD employees conducting the meeting live in Wilmington.  
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the analysis of environmental impacts 
in the DEIR, therefore no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-91 
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that oil fracking will cause an earthquake.  The Refinery 
does not drill for oil, but purchases all of its crude oil.  As described in Section 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of 
the DEIR, crude oil is delivered to the Refinery by marine vessels and pipelines. The proposed 
project does not include any new or modified equipment that would allow it to drill for its own 
crude oil or obtain crude oil through the hydraulic fracturing process.  The comment does not 
pertain to the proposed project or the analysis of environmental impacts in the DEIR; therefore, 
no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-92 
 
The commenter states that effects of bad air include asthma, leukemia, and other cancers.  
Further, she indicates that she has seen children in her classroom with nosebleeds, stomach 
aches, and headaches.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the proposed project is expected to 
reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional information on anticipated emission 
reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see Master Response 2.  With regard to 
health effects due to existing air quality in the local area, see Master Response 3. 
 
The commenter notes that existing air quality in the vicinity of her school “stinks.”  With regard 
to odors from the proposed project, this topic was concluded to be less significant in the Notice 
of Preparation and Initial Study for the proposed project, which is included in Appendix A of the 
DEIR.  Additional information on why the proposed project is not expected to create odor 
impacts can be found in Master Response 11. 
 
The commenter then asserts that the proposed project would increase sulfur rates.  As explained 
in Master Response 4, sulfur recovery facilities are operating at or near their rated capacity and 
no changes to those facilities are proposed.  As explained in Master Response 2, the proposed 
project will reduce SOx emissions. 
 
Response G2-93 
 
The commenter expresses concern about “3,000,000-barrel tanks” in an earthquake fault zone.  
For clarification the proposed project includes constructing six new 500,000-barrel storage tanks 
at the Carson Crude Terminal and replacing two existing 80,000-barrel crude oil storage tanks at 
the Wilmington Operations with two 300,000-barrel storage tanks.  A discussion of existing 
Refinery safety systems can be found in DEIR Section 3.3.6.  Potential safety hazards and 
hazardous materials impacts for the proposed project, including failure of the new storage tanks, 
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were evaluated in Section 4.3.2 of the DEIR.  See also Appendix C of the DEIR and Master 
Response 9. 
 
The commenter requests that the comment period for the DEIR be extended.  The commenter 
also asserts that many people in the area do not know about the proposed project and that the 
SCAQMD needs to provide notice of the proposed project to the community.  The proposed 
project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As 
explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of 
time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day 
public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which 
exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the 
DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood 
public libraries (see Master Response 1 for the list of libraries) and on the SCAQMD website.  
Master Response 1 also explains in detail the noticing performed for the proposed project.  
Notices were published in newspapers and distributed for the original public comment period, 
the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-94 
 
The commenter asserts that the fossil fuel industry cares more for the bottom line than the 
environment.  The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental 
analysis.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or 
social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were 
identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
 
The commenter then asserts that there is no technology that can reduce air quality impacts from 
the proposed project to zero.  As noted in Response G2-62, CEQA does not require that a 
proposed project have no impacts, it requires impacts, in particular significant impacts, both 
direct and indirect impacts, be disclosed to the public (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2).  In 
addition, the proposed project is expected to generate substantial local emission reductions 
during operation of the proposed project.  For additional information, see Master Response 2. 
 
Response G2-95 
 
The commenter asserts that there is a lot of misinformation or lack of information.  The comment 
does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-96 
 
The commenter asserts that he did not receive notice of the meeting and, when asked, other 
people asserted that they did not receive notices or received notices late.  The proposed project 
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has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in 
detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public 
comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and 
comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA 
requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held 
on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and 
on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published in newspapers and distributed for the original 
public comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. As explained in 
Master Response 1, in compliance with SCAQMD Rules 212 and 3004, a notice was mailed to 
addresses within one-quarter mile of the Refinery (1,308 addresses) announcing the 30-day 
public comment period for the draft Title V permit revisions on March 11, 2016.  Two additional 
notices were distributed to the same recipients as the first notice to announce the second and 
third extensions. 
 
The commenter asks how expanding storage cleans up the air and how it impact communities.  
For clarification the proposed project includes constructing six new 500,000-barrel storage tanks 
at the Carson Crude Terminal and replacing two existing 80,000-barrel crude oil storage tanks at 
the Wilmington Operations with two 300,000-barrel storage tanks.  As discussed in the Chapter 4 
of the DEIR (see pages 4-26 through 4-29), the proposed project will increase the crude oil 
storage capacity at the Refinery, which will decrease the amount of time that marine vessels 
spend at the Port.  Reducing the time marine vessels spend at the Port reduces the amount of 
pollutants emitted per marine vessel visit, resulting in an annual reduction of marine vessel 
emissions.  Reducing emissions helps improve air quality with associated benefits to the health 
of people living in the local community.  It should be noted that annual marine vessel emission 
reductions were not included as part of the operational air quality impacts.   
 
Response G2-97 
 
The commenter asks what the consequences are of putting pipelines underground, especially 
because there are potential risks from earthquakes.  He is also concerned about potential 
explosions from the Refinery and asserts that the DEIR did not evaluate the risk of explosions.  
The DEIR Section 3.3.6 describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As 
explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed 
project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  
This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process 
units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, 
natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha 
Isomerization Unit, new crude oil tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially 
significant based on worst-case release scenarios.   
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
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impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
The commenter mentions two refinery explosions in the last year, one in Torrance and one in 
Texas, and then again asserts the DEIR did not address potential explosion impacts from the 
proposed project.  Following an incident, investigations are conducted to identify the cause of the 
incident.  Agencies, such as the Chemical Safety Board and OSHA, make recommendations and 
industry organizations, such as API, modify standards or issue bulletins that refineries review to 
determine the applicability to their operations.  Tesoro, like other oil companies, implements the 
findings/lessons learned from incidents by modifying programs, equipment, or operations, as 
appropriate. 
 
The refinery incident that occurred in 2015 at the ExxonMobil Torrance Refinery (currently the 
Torrance Refining Company) is not relevant to the proposed project.  The incident was caused by 
hydrocarbons that leaked into an energized FCCU electrostatic precipitator.  The Refinery has a 
differently configured FCCU electrostatic precipitator compared to the ExxonMobil Torrance 
Refinery.  The Refinery’s electrostatic precipitator has instrumentation to detect hydrocarbon 
leakage that would immediately shut down the equipment and prevent an explosion such as the 
incident at the ExxonMobil Torrance Refinery referred to are unrelated to the Refinery and the 
proposed project.  See the paragraphs above in this response for information on potential hazard 
and hazardous materials impacts from the proposed project. 
 
The incident that occurred in 2005 at the BP Texas City Refinery and potential risks associated 
with the incident has been addressed at the Refinery.  Key incident findings per the CSB report 
that have been addressed by the Refinery include facility siting/trailer siting, fatigue standard, 
and conducting a process safety culture survey.371  The Refinery addressed facility siting issues 
at its Carson and Wilmington Operations by locating office buildings outside potential process 
unit blast hazard zones and by installing blast-resistant modules (buildings) in process areas.  
The Refinery implemented a worker fatigue standard, and conducted and implemented action 
items resulting from process safety culture surveys at Carson and Wilmington Operations. 
 
Response G2-98 
 
The commenter states that the he is opposed to the proposed project because he believes it will 
not clean up the air and the DEIR should be revised because the community deserves clean air 
and to know the truth about what the proposed project is doing to the health of the members of 
the local community.  The commenter provides no data or other information explaining why the 
air quality analysis is deficient.  As explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 of the 
DEIR, the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local 
reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  Operational VOC emissions 

                                                 
371 BP America Refinery Explosion Final Investigation Report, March 20, 2007,http://www.csb.gov/bp-america-

refinery-explosion/ 
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were found to be less than significant as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed project 
emissions are discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 
(see pages 4-16 through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in 
GHG emissions, as discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see 
page 5-26). 
 
Finally, the DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does 
not provide any new information of environmental impacts that were not analyzed or that change 
the significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no recirculation of the DEIR is 
necessary under CEQA.   
 
Response G2-99 
 
The commenter notes some of the benefits provided by the Refinery mentioned by other 
commenters, including existing Refinery jobs, scholarships, internships, and funding.  The 
commenter then states that she is not opposed to the jobs provided by the Refinery.  Pursuant to 
CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project 
can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  
No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical 
changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter describes the local area as a high risk chemical facility.  It is assumed that the 
comment is a reference to the industrial nature of the local area, which is not related to the 
proposed project.  However, a discussion of existing Refinery safety systems can be found in 
DEIR Section 3.3.6.  Potential safety hazards and hazardous materials impacts for the proposed 
project were evaluated in Section 4.3.2 of the DEIR.  See also Master Response 9. 
 
The commenter then makes a reference to existing health issues in the community, especially to 
local students, that she believes are caused by the local refineries.  As explained in Master 
Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s potential health 
impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-cancer human 
health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The 
estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the 
SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the 
DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the 
SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact.   
 
Response G2-100 
 
The commenter provides a brief history asserting that the Refinery was built in a sparsely 
populated area, but population density subsequently increased in the area.  She asserts that 
hazard impacts of the refineries and chemical storage facilities were not disclosed by operators, 
agencies, and governments to prospective homeowners and that some people are still not aware 
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of these risks.  The area around the Refinery has historically been a mixed use area that included 
residential, commercial, and industrial uses.  The Los Angeles County Tax Assessor data shows 
houses have been present in the vicinity of the Refinery since at least the 1940s.372  The comment 
does not refer to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 
 
It should be noted that the potential hazard impacts of the proposed project have been fully 
analyzed, including risks related to explosive materials (see DEIR Section 4.3 pages 4-45 
through 4-68 and Master Response 9).  The Worst-Case Consequences Analysis for the proposed 
project carefully evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and proposed new 
units (see DEIR Appendix C.)   
 
Response G2-101 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will greatly increase the amount of propane and 
butane gases, which are highly explosive, at the Refinery.  LPG Rail Car Unloading facilities, 
which are permitted for LPG only, will be modified at Carson  Operations to allow increased 
deliveries of approximately 4,000 bbl/day of Alkylation Unit feedstocks (LPG including 
propane, propylene, butane, etc.).  Although there will be an increased demand for LPG due to 
the shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU, onsite storage is adequate to accommodate 
the increase in LPG.  LPG Rail Unloading facilities will be used to transfer LPG to the Refinery 
to replace a portion of the Alkylation Unit feed lost by the closure of the Wilmington Operations 
FCCU.   
 
The potential hazard impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed, including risks 
related to explosive materials (see Section 4.3 pages 4-45 through 4-68 of the DEIR and Master 
Response 9).  The Refinery currently receives LPG railcar deliveries.  The proposed project will 
not increase the number of deliveries.  The additional ten railcars associated with the proposed 
project will be added to existing trains.  The potential risks associated with rail transport were 
analyzed in Section 4.3.2.5.2 of the DEIR.  The Worst-Case Consequences Analysis for the 
proposed project carefully evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and 
proposed new units (see Appendix C of the DEIR).   
 
Further, as explained in Master Response 10, the Rancho LPG facility is an existing facility that 
is not owned or operated by Tesoro in any way.  Additionally, Tesoro does not lease tankage at 
Rancho LPG.  Tesoro regularly sells LPG on the open market and Rancho LPG is a customer.  
However, none of the LPG stored at the Rancho LPG facility in San Pedro is owned by Tesoro.  
It should be noted that the proposed project will enable the Refinery to maintain a more level 
LPG balance, reducing the excess LPG available for third-party sales (see Master Response 10). 
 
Further, the Rancho LPG facility operates independently of, and is not part of, the proposed 
project.  Thus, comments regarding risks related to the Rancho Facility do not raise issues 
relating to the DEIR or the proposed project and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
                                                 
372 http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov (Review data by clicking on a parcel). 
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The commenter asserts that in recent years there has been a cascade of disasters from antiquated 
facilities in populated areas from earthquakes and potential terrorist attacks.  It should be noted 
that the new and modified equipment associated with the proposed project must be designed to 
comply with the California Building Code requirements since the proposed project is located in a 
seismically active area. The California Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard 
against major structural failures and loss of life.  The code requires structures that will: 1) resist 
minor earthquakes without damage; 2) resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage, 
but with some non-structural damage; and, 3) resist major earthquakes without collapse, but with 
some structural and non-structural damage. The California Building Code bases seismic design 
on minimum lateral seismic forces ("ground shaking").  The California Building Code 
requirements operate on the principle that providing appropriate foundations, among other 
aspects, helps to protect buildings from failure during earthquakes.  The basic formulas used for 
the California Building Code seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site 
coefficient, which represent the foundation conditions at the site.  The proposed project will 
comply with all applicable California Building Code requirements. 
 
Relative to security, no facility can guarantee against terrorist attack, but the Refinery currently 
has robust security in place to minimize such an attack.  The Los Angeles City Police 
Department and the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department are the responding agencies for 
law enforcement needs in the vicinity of the Wilmington and Carson Operations.  Because the 
sheriff and police departments typically have units that are in the field, response times to the 
Refinery currently vary depending on the location of the nearest unit.  The existing Wilmington 
and Carson Operations have security departments that provide 24-hour protective services for 
people and property within the fenced boundaries of each facility.  As part of their regular duties, 
the security departments would monitor construction activities associated with the proposed 
project since construction would occur within the confines of the Wilmington and Carson 
Operations’ boundaries.  Along with the existing work force, entry and exit of the construction 
work force would be similarly monitored.  Once construction is completed, the proposed project 
would not expect to result in changes to integrated Refinery staffing within the security 
department compared to staffing at the existing Operations. 
 
The commenter then concludes by identifying a number of natural disasters, hurricanes, 
tsunamis, etc.  However, the comment is not directed at the proposed project or the 
environmental analysis in the DEIR, so no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-102 
 
The commenter mentioned litigation against China Shipping in the Port of Los Angeles.  The 
proposed project is not related to and is independent of China Shipping.  Therefore, no further 
response related to China Shipping is necessary.   
 
Response G2-103 
 
The commenter asserts that his group has filed a petition with the U.S. EPA requesting that it 
reexamine the risk assessment prepared for the Rancho LPG Holdings, LLC.  The commenter 
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then expresses the opinion that the analysis of worst-case health risks from the Rancho LPG 
Holdings, LLC facility is invalid.  As explained in Master Response 10, the Rancho LPG facility 
is an existing facility that is not owned or operated by Tesoro.  Additionally, Tesoro does not 
lease tankage at Rancho LPG.  Tesoro regularly sells LPG on the open market and Rancho LPG 
is a customer.  However, none of the LPG stored at the Rancho LPG facility in San Pedro is 
owned by Tesoro.  It should be noted that the proposed project will reduce the excess LPG 
available for third-party sales (see Master Response 10). 
 
Further, the Rancho LPG facility operates independently of, and is not part of, the proposed 
project.  Thus, comments regarding risks related to the Rancho Facility do not raise issues 
relating to the proposed project or the DEIR and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
The SCAQMD has consulted with the Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe with respect to the proposed 
project.  No issues were raised that would change the conclusion in the NOP/IS that impacts on 
cultural resources are considered less than significant. 
 
The commenter then asserts that expansion of the Refinery and its effects on the community 
needs to be realistic and scrutinized.  The proposed project does not consist of an expansion of 
the Refinery.  For additional information, see Master Response 6 and Master Response 7.  The 
commenter does not provide any information on why the analysis of the proposed project is 
unrealistic.  Chapter 4 of the DEIR includes a comprehensive analysis of potential impacts from 
the proposed project using a worst-case analysis approach.  For additional information on the 
environmental analysis of the proposed project (see Master Response 16).  Finally, the 
SCAQMD has provided a substantial amount of time for scrutiny of the DEIR by all 
stakeholders.  For additional information on the public comment period duration, see Master 
Response 1. 
 
Response G2-104 
 
The commenter concludes by requesting that the SCAQMD read his group’s petition request 
before approving the EIR for the proposed project.  The petition request is unrelated to the 
proposed project (see Response G2-103), so its review should have no bearing on certifying the 
EIR.  Comment Letter G1-119 was received from the San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners 
Association and the SCAQMD prepared Responses G1-119.1 through G1-119.16.  The 
information is included in the FEIR for consideration by the Executive Officer prior to making a 
decision on the EIR and permits, exercising his independent judgement. 
 
Response G2-105 
 
The commenter states that she supports the proposed project.  She notes that, since the 1970s, air 
quality has improved due to efforts by the SCAQMD.  Further, she notes that Tesoro is active in 
the community and is a good neighbor.  She notes that the proposed project will provide 
economic growth.  These comments do not relate to the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  
Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or social effects 
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of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were identified that 
resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that the proposed project will improve the environment 
and safety at the Refinery.  These assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air quality 
impact and GHG emission reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the 
DEIR, respectively.  See also Master Response 2.  With regard to safety at the Refinery, Sections 
3.3. through 3.3.6 of the DEIR describe the types of hazards that currently exist at the Refinery.  
Section 4.3 of the DEIR includes an analysis of potential hazards associated with the proposed 
project.  See also Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9. 
 
Response G2-106 
 
The commenter requests that the SCAQMD and Tesoro consider the lives of the local 
community.  He asserts that people in the community are dying of cancer and asthma.  As 
explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than 
significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was found to 
be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 
4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below 
the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact.   
 
The commenter indicates that he wants to know the results of the environmental analysis.  The 
DEIR includes detailed analyses of potential adverse project specific impacts supported by 
substantial evidence (e.g., see Appendices B1 through E of the DEIR), and complies with CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.2.  Finally, Chapter 5 of the DEIR contained a detailed analysis of potential 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project, based on all relevant information available at the 
time of the DEIR preparation, in connection with past, present, and probable future projects 
producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the 
control of the agency and complies with CEQA Guidelines § 15130.  For additional information, 
see Master Response 16. 
 
The commenter asked who prepared the DEIR and who hired the preparer, inferring that the 
analysis of potential environmental impacts did not provide a worst-case analysis.  As indicated 
on the title page, the DEIR, was prepared by the consulting firm Environmental Audit, Inc. 
(EAI), a consulting firm that has substantial experience preparing CEQA documents for 
industrial facilities, including refineries.  EAI was retained by the Refinery operators to prepare 
the CEQA document.  The CEQA Guidelines specifically allow the lead agency to allow a 
CEQA document to be prepared by a consultant retained by the project proponent (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15084(d)(3)).  CEQA states further that before using a draft prepared by another 
person, the Lead Agency shall subject the draft to the agency’s own review and analysis. The 
DEIR which is sent out for public review must reflect the independent judgment of the Lead 
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Agency. The Lead Agency is responsible for the adequacy and objectivity of the DEIR (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15084(e)).  Prior to release of the DEIR for public review it was thoroughly 
reviewed by SCAQMD CEQA staff to ensure that the document accurately reflected potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, by SCAQMD permit engineering staff for 
technical accuracy regarding the project description and analysis of air quality impacts, and 
SCAQMD’s District Counsels’ Office to ensure compliance with all relevant legal requirements.  
SCAQMD staff review of the DEIR for the proposed project also ensured that the document was 
prepared using worst-case assumptions and calculation methodologies to avoid underestimating 
potential impacts from a project and misleading the public about environmental impacts 
generated by a proposed project.  Therefore, the assertion that the analysis of environmental 
impacts uses something other than a worst-case approach is unfounded.   
 
Response G2-107 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  He asserts that the proposed project 
will reduce emissions, benefiting health in the local area, and will make the Refinery safer.  
These assertions are consistent with the analysis of local air quality impact and GHG emission 
reductions in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4, and Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, respectively.  See also 
Master Response 2.  With regard to safety at the Refinery, Sections 3.3.2 through 3.3.6 of the 
DEIR describe the types of hazards that currently exist at the Refinery.  Section 4.3 of the DEIR 
includes an analysis of potential hazards associated with the proposed project.  See also 
Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9. 
 
The commenter further asserts that the proposed project will provide jobs and reduce fuel costs.  
The comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, 
instead it refers to economic and/or social issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-108 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  He asserts that the proposed project 
will provide jobs and benefit the economy.  The comment does not pertain to the proposed 
project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to economic and/or social 
issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or 
social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were 
identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary.  
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The commenter urges caution when citing the causes of cancer and respiratory illness.  As 
explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than 
significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was found to 
be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 
4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below 
the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact.   
 
Response G2-109 
 
The commenter states that she is opposed to the proposed project.  The commenter mentions an 
“air incident” on April 4, 2016, and a flair-up at the Refinery.  This issue was raised in Comment 
Letter G1-1 (see Responses G1-1 through G1-5).  The commenter raises concerns regarding 
safety of the Refinery.  With regard to safety at the Refinery, Sections 3.3.2 through 3.3.6 of the 
DEIR describe the types of hazards that currently exist at the Refinery.  Section 4.3 of the DEIR 
includes an analysis of potential hazards associated with the proposed project.  See also 
Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9. 
 
The proposed project will not increase flaring emissions.  Part of the piping associated with unit 
modifications includes installation of new pressure relief valves that will tie into the various 
existing Refinery flare gas recovery systems and flares.  Master Response 15 explains the 
operation of the flare gas recovery system and flares.  Under normal operating conditions, 
pressure relief valves would vent to the flare gas recovery systems.  The pressure relief valves 
allow gases to vent to the flares, which are safety equipment, during emergency conditions when 
the flare gas recovery system capacity is exceeded.  There will be no routine vents to the flare 
system or the flare gas recovery systems from any of the modifications.  As explained in Master 
Response 15 and Response G1-78.207, the number of pressure relief valves tied in to the flare 
systems is not indicative of flaring emissions.  The proposed project will not increase flaring 
with the installation of new or modified process units because flaring from normal operations is 
prohibited by SCAQMD Rule 1118.   
 
The commenter then identifies a number of different types of illnesses afflicting the students at 
Del Amo Elementary School including: nausea, nose bleeds, asthma, upset stomachs, and joint 
aches.  She attributes these illnesses to poor air quality.  As explained in Master Response 3, the 
DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s potential health impacts from all 
pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-cancer human health impacts were 
analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due 
to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic 
and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause 
a significant adverse health impact.   
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The commenter also raises concerns about the increase in VOC emissions from the proposed 
project.  As explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed 
project will result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of 
operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  Operational VOC emissions were found to 
be less than significant as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed project emissions are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
Response G2-110 
 
The commenter states that she is opposed to the proposed expansion of the Refinery.  Master 
Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing on 
Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the proposed permit revision of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
 
Response G2-111 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will emit 75 tons of VOCs per year.  With 
regard to VOC emissions, the analysis in the DEIR shows that VOC emissions from the 
proposed project will increase, but VOC emission increases do not exceed the SCAQMD’s 
applicable operational VOC significance threshold.  For additional information, see Master 
Response 2.  With regard to the derivation of the 75 tons per year of VOC emission increases 
from the proposed project, see Response G2-65. 
 
The commenter asserts that exposure to VOC emissions causes leukemia and contributes to high 
cancer and asthma rates.  As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and 
disclosed the proposed project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed 
project’s potential cancer and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other 
respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The 
estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the 
SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the 
DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the 
SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact. 
 
The commenter implies that the proposed project will increase GHG emissions, which contribute 
global climate change.  The potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity increase associated with 
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the proposed project is explained in Master Response 6.  Section 2.2 of the DEIR lists the 
objectives of the proposed project.  One of the objectives is to make Refinery process 
modifications that improve efficiency through integration and enable the shutdown of the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU.  The planned process modifications are designed to maintain the 
overall production capability of transportation fuels while achieving substantial emission 
reductions on-site and reducing carbon intensity. 
 
Master Response 2 explains that the proposed project will result in local reductions of GHG 
emissions.  The proposed project’s GHG emissions are summarized in Table 5.2-8 on page 5-26.  
The cumulative impact of GHG emissions is explained in Section 5.2.2.  GHG emissions 
produced by combusting the fuels produced by the Refinery are included in, and regulated by, 
the AB32 GHG Cap and Trade Program.  It should be noted that the proposed project is not 
expected to increase production of transportation fuels, as described above. 
 
Finally, the commenter speculates on why Tesoro purchased the Carson Operations.  This 
speculation is not relevant to the proposed project and does not address any environmental 
concerns of the proposed project.  Therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Response G2-112 
 
The commenter requests an extension of the comment period for the DEIR.  The proposed 
project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As 
explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of 
time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day 
public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided was 
provided for the public to submit written comments, which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A 
public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  
Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD 
website.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public comment period, the two 
extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
The commenter states that the meeting should be broadcast over the internet because the people 
attending the public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR are not 
representative of the local community.  The SCAQMD performed extensive outreach activities 
to local community to inform as many interested stakeholders as possible of the hearing and 
meeting.   
 
The commenter concludes by asserting that the money Tesoro gives to the local community 
groups is pennies to lives that are being lost every day.  The comment is not specific to the 
proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR, so no further response is necessary.   
 
Response G2-113 
 
The commenter states that she didn’t know about the proposed project until she attended a 
meeting at Banning High School.  The SCAQMD performed extensive outreach activities to 
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local community to inform as many interested stakeholders as possible of the hearing and 
meeting.   
 
The commenter says she wants more opportunity to find out about the proposed project.  The 
proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  
As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of 
time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day 
public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which 
exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the 
DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood 
public libraries (see Master Response 1 for the list of libraries) and on the SCAQMD website.  
Notices were published in newspapers and distributed for the original public comment period, 
the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
The commenter raises health issues in the local area and mentions that she has a respiratory 
illness from living near the Refinery.  As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully 
analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The 
proposed project’s potential cancer and non-cancer human health impacts were analyzed in the 
DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation 
of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute 
hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
significant adverse health impact.   
 
The commenter concludes by stating she is opposed to the proposed project because things will 
be put underground.  It is assumed that this refers to the Interconnecting Pipelines.  The DEIR 
Section 3.3.6 describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As explained in 
Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed project has been 
fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  This includes 
proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process units regardless 
of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, 
or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, 
new crude oil tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant based on 
worst-case release scenarios.  The hazards analyses regarding the potential impact of earthquakes 
and other natural disasters have been fully analyzed as explained in Master Response 9.   
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
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the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
Response G2-114 
 
The commenter says that she is aware of the proposed project, saying that it includes warehouses 
and underground pipelines in areas where tremors and earthquakes occur.  The proposed project 
does not include construction of warehouses, but does include construction of the underground 
Interconnecting Pipelines.  Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems 
at the Tesoro Refinery.  As explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master 
Response 9, the proposed project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-
case consequence analysis.  This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and 
storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment 
failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards 
associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and 
interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios.   
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
Response G2-115 
 
The commenter concludes by requesting additional time to review the DEIR.  The proposed 
project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As 
explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of 
time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day 
public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which 
exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the 
DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood 
public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the 
original public comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-116 
 
The commenter states that she is not opposed to jobs provided by Tesoro, but is disturbed by 
illnesses, including vomiting, that the students exhibit at school and at their homes.  It is assumed 
that this assertion refers to air quality and associated health effects.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the 
DEIR, the proposed project is expected to reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For 
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additional information on anticipated emission reductions in the local area from the proposed 
project, see Master Response 2.  With regard to health effects, see Master Response 3. 
 
It is unclear what is meant by the comment regarding filtration that hasn't worked.  The comment 
does not raise issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no 
response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Response G2-117 
 
The commenter asserts that there are pipelines underneath the Del Amo Elementary School.  The 
proposed project does not include any modifications at the Del Amo Elementary School.  The 
comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  No 
further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter mentions an April incident.  This issue was raised in Comment Letter G1-1 (see 
Responses G1-1 through G1-5).  The commenter raises concerns regarding safety of the 
Refinery.  With regard to safety at the Refinery, Sections 3.3.1 through 3.3.6 of the DEIR 
describe the types of hazards that currently exist at the Refinery.  Section 4.3 of the DEIR 
includes an analysis of potential hazards associated with the proposed project.  See also 
Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9. 
 
The commenter concludes by requesting an extension of the public comment period so more 
people can get involved and submit comments.  The proposed project has complied with the 
public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail in Master 
Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public comment 
period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and comment 
period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA 
requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held 
on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and 
on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-118 
 
The commenter requests that new storage tanks and pipelines be removed from the proposed 
project because of safety concerns.  With regard to safety at the Refinery, Sections 3.3.1 through 
3.3.6 of the DEIR describe the types of hazards, including potential hazards from the storage 
tanks and pipelines that currently exist at the Refinery.  Finally, Section 4.3 of the DEIR includes 
an analysis of potential hazards associated with the pipelines and other components of the 
proposed project.  See also Master Response 9.  For additional information on the 
Interconnecting Pipelines, see Response G2-113. 
 
The commenter concludes that she is saddened by the illnesses, such as eczema and asthma, 
exhibited by her grandchildren and other children in the area.  She states that she has asthma 
herself.  Although not explicitly stated, it is assumed that this assertion refers to air quality and 
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associated health effects.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the proposed project is expected to 
reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional information on anticipated emission 
reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see Master Response 2.  With regard to 
health effects, see Master Response 3. 
 
Response G2-119 
 
The commenter states that he supports the proposed project.  The comment does not pertain to 
the environmental analysis in the DEIR, therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-120 
 
The commenter states that she is opposed to the proposed project because of the potential for 
heart problems in infants.  The proposed project was fully analyzed for cancer and non-cancer 
(which includes heart and developmental problems) human health impacts and was determined 
to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project 
is expected to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one 
million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The chronic and acute hazard indices are expected to 
be below the SCAQMD’s chronic and acute hazard indices threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to cause a potentially significant adverse impact associated with 
exposure to carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic TAC emissions. 
 
The proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery.  Master Response 6 explains that the 
volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing on Refinery crude oil processing 
capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger refinery or result in a substantial 
increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further integrate the Refinery's Carson and 
Wilmington Operations. 
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the proposed permit revision of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
 
The commenter mentions a crude oil leak that occurred two years ago in her neighborhood, 
releasing 1,200 gallons of crude oil.  It is inferred that the leak occurred at the Refinery and, as a 
result, the commenter indicates she is concerned about hazards at the Refinery.  It is assumed 
that the commenter is referring to the crude oil pipeline leak that occurred on March 17, 2014, 
owned by Phillips 66.  This particular incident is not related to the proposed project.  However, 
with regard to safety at the Refinery, Sections 3.3.2 through 3.3.6 of the DEIR describe the types 
of hazards that currently exist at the Refinery.  Hazards from the underground Interconnecting 
Pipelines were evaluated in the Section 4.3.2.3 of the DEIR and the potential impacts do not 
extend into residential areas.  For information on pipeline hazards, see Response G2-113.  For 
additional information on hazards associated with the Interconnecting Pipelines and other 
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components of the proposed project, see Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9,and 
Section 4.3 of the DEIR. 
 
Response G2-121 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed project will spread more pollution in the local 
community.  This assertion is inaccurate.  As explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 
of the DEIR, the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions 
and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in 
VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The 
proposed project emissions are discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are 
summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in 
local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and 
summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
The commenter asserts that Tesoro will spread 3.4 millions of crude oil.  It is assumed that the 
comment is related to the assertion that Tesoro provides lots of crude oil to cities in Los Angeles 
County, including the Cities of Wilmington and Carson.  The Refinery, both the Carson and 
Wilmington Operations, receives crude oil, intermediate feedstocks, and blending components 
via pipelines; and deliveries are brought into southern California via marine vessels.  The 
Refinery processes crude oil, intermediate feedstocks, and blending components to produce 
gasoline, jet fuel, and diesel.  The majority of the refined products are exported through existing 
pipelines.  The Refinery does not provide crude oil to any cities in the region, as inaccurately 
asserted by the commenter.  
 
The commenter concludes by saying that the energy industry should focus on electricity as a 
means of powering vehicles instead of oil.  The comment is outside the scope of the proposed 
project and, therefore, is unrelated to the proposed project or the analysis of environmental 
impacts in the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-122 
 
The commenter states that when she goes to work she smells odors.  The proposed project does 
not introduce any potentially odor-causing chemicals that are not already used in the Refinery.  
All new and modified equipment will comply with Best Available Control Technology (BACT) 
for air pollutant emissions control.  See Master Response 11 for an explanation explaining odors 
associated with proposed project. 
 
The commenter then asserts that the local area has a higher number of cancer and asthma cases 
than elsewhere. As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the 
proposed project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential 
cancer and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, 
were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk 
due to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer 
risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-
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cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected 
to cause a significant adverse health impact.   
 
Response G2-123 
 
The commenter mentions explosions and fires in the past and is concerned that in spite of safety 
precautions at the Refinery, an accident will occur.  The commenter did not provide any 
information regarding which incidents she is referring to.  However, other testifiers have 
mentioned explosions relative to refineries.  See, for example, Responses G2-51 and G2-72. 
 
With regard to existing Refinery safety systems, see Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR.  Potential safety 
hazards and hazardous materials impacts for the proposed project were evaluated in Section 4.3.2 
of the DEIR.  For additional information, see Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9. 
 
Response G2-124 
 
The commenter says that, although the proposed project will create jobs, there should be a 
transition to renewable energy jobs.  The comment is outside the scope of the proposed project 
and, therefore, does not pertain to the environmental analysis in the DEIR, instead it refers to 
economic issues.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated 
as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause and effect through economic or 
social effects of the project can be identified that result in physical changes to the environment 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects of the proposed project were 
identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by saying that the Refinery should not be expanded.  Master Response 
6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing on Refinery 
crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger refinery or 
result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further integrate the 
Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the proposed permit revision of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
 
Response G2-125 
 
The commenter states that she is not opposed to the jobs that will be generated by the proposed 
project, but she cannot open her windows because of the odors and she gets headaches.    
 
The proposed project does not introduce any potentially odor-causing chemicals that are not 
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already used in the Refinery.  All new and modified equipment will comply with Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) for air pollutant emissions control.  See Master Response 11 for an 
explanation explaining odors associated with proposed project. 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer 
and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were 
analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due 
to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic 
and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause 
a significant adverse health impact.   
 
Response G2-126 
 
The commenter asserts that it (it is assumed she means odors and headaches) are worse at night 
and that it is not healthy for people to be breathing in chemicals. With regard to odors from the 
proposed project, see Response G2-125.   
 
The commenter indicates that her son has asthma and that other residents of Wilmington have a 
condition called “Wilmington cough.”  The comment relates to health problems associated with 
existing air quality conditions in the local area.  See Response G2-125 which has already 
addressed health issues. 
 
Response G2-127 
 
The commenter notes that there is nothing wrong with making money, but not when people are 
sacrificed.  The comment does not raise issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
The commenter indicates that she would like another public meeting in Wilmington and requests 
that the comment period on the DEIR be extended.  Further, the commenter raises a concern that 
many people in the local community have not attended a public hearing on the Title V permit 
and public meeting on the DEIR for a number of reasons including the fact that they may not 
understand English. The proposed project has complied with the public process required by 
CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was 
circulated for an extended length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, 
after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 
10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V 
permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were 
made available in neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were 
published and distributed for the original public comment period, the two extensions, and the 
public hearing and meeting.  The notices of a public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR and availability of CEQA documents was translated into Spanish and 
published in La Opinion. 
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Response G2-128 
 
The commenter states that she is concerned about exposure to dust and toxics and associated 
health effects such as coughing and respiratory problems.  Dust is primarily composed of PM10, 
with a smaller percentage of PM2.5.  Most dust associated with the proposed project would be 
generated during construction.  As noted in Section 4.2.2.1 of the DEIR, PM10 and PM2.5 
emissions during construction would not exceed the SCAQMD’s construction significance 
thresholds for either pollutant.  However, VOC and NOx construction emissions exceeded their 
applicable construction significance thresholds, so mitigation measures were imposed on the 
proposed project to reduce these emissions.  The mitigation measures are expected to have a co-
benefit of further reducing PM10 and PM2.5 emissions during construction.  The proposed 
project must comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to control fugitive dust. 
 
As explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the 
proposed project will result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions 
of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC 
emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The 
proposed project emissions are described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are 
summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in 
local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and 
summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26).  For additional information on anticipated emission 
reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see Master Response 2.  With regard to 
health effects, see Master Response 3. 
 
The commenter indicates that she is in favor of jobs, but says she would prefer green jobs.  She 
states that she is in favor of building parks instead of having factories or refineries.  These 
comments are outside the scope of the proposed project and do not pertain to the proposed 
project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-129 
 
The commenter describes an agreement with the City of Carson regarding setbacks between 
refineries and schools.  She mentions that she attended an SCAQMD meeting and requested that 
restarting the ExxonMobil Refinery in Torrance (closed due to an explosion in 2015) should not 
occur during school hours.  The commenter states further that she has impaired hearing.  These 
comments do not pertain to the proposed project or the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  No 
further response is necessary. 
 
The commenter concludes by stating that she is concerned about the health of students because 
many of them have asthma.  She is also concerned about the health of the teachers because many 
have sinus problems or their sense of smell is impaired.  The commenter indicates that if she 
works late, she becomes ill and that she is on a number of medications to treat sinus problems 
and allergies.  Although not explicitly stated, it is assumed that the commenter is referring to 
existing air quality and associated health effects.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the 
proposed project is expected to reduce local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional 
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information on anticipated emission reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see 
Master Response 2.  With regard to health effects, see Master Response 3. 
 
Response G2-130 
 
The commenter indicates that he attended the Carson City Council meeting where Item 45, 
Ordinance Number 16-1590, an oil and gas ordinance, was passed.  The commenter suggests 
delaying action on the proposed project pending consideration of Ordinance Number 16-1590 
and how it might affect the proposed project.  The ordinance referred to here would prohibit well 
stimulation treatments including hydraulic fracturing (“fracking”) and acidizing, in conjunction 
with the production or extraction of oil, gas or other hydrocarbon substances in the City of 
Carson, as well as associated amendments to the Municipal Code necessary to effectuate this 
ordinance.  Tesoro does not extract oil, nor does it perform hydraulic fracturing or acidization.  
The Refinery imports all of its crude oil by marine vessel or pipeline to produce various 
petroleum products and does not drill for oil in the local area.  The proposed project does not 
include extracting oil in the local area and the Refinery would continue to import all of its crude 
oil.  Therefore, delaying consideration of the proposed project is not necessary because 
Ordinance Number 16-1590 is not relevant to the Refinery or the proposed project. 
 
Response G2-131 
 
The commenter indicates that he is opposed to granting emission reduction credits to mitigate 
impacts from the proposed project.  The Federal Clean Air Act authorizes the use of emission 
reduction credits as a means of offsetting emission increases from new, modified, or relocated 
sources.  Emission reduction credits can only be granted if emission reductions are not otherwise 
required by rules, regulations, and control measures in the Air Quality Management Plan.  
SCAQMD Rule 1303 specifically requires emission increases from affected facilities to be offset 
by either emission reduction credits approved pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1309 or by allocations 
from the Priority Reserve in accordance with the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 1309.1.  Offset 
ratios are 1.2-to-1.0 for Emission Reduction Credits and 1.0-to-1.0 for allocations from the 
Priority Reserve and RECLAIM Trading Credits.  Offset ratio means, for example, that for every 
one lb. of pollutant emitted, 1.2 lb. must be offset.  Further, when applying for emission 
reduction credits, SCAQMD Rule 1306 requires that the actual emissions be reduced to an 
amount if current BACT were applied.  As a result, the amount of emission reduction credits 
granted is much less than the actual emission reductions achieved.  One of the benefits of 
granting and using emission reduction credits is that it may encourage emission reductions that 
might not otherwise occur. 
 
Response G2-132 
 
The commenter refers to testimony provided by other members of the public, in particular, 
references to health problems due to existing pollution and concerns that many people in the 
local community have trouble understanding the jargon used to describe and analyze the 
proposed project.  With regard to health effects from existing air pollution, as explained in 
Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s potential 
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health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-cancer 
human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in the 
DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation 
of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute 
hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
significant adverse health impact.  Further, as explained in Master Response 2 and Section 
4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions in CO 
emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The 
increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be less 
than significant.  The proposed project emissions are discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the 
DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 through 4-18).  The proposed project 
will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR 
and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
The commenter concludes by recommending that, in response to community input, the 
SCAQMD perform a survey within a three-mile radius in Spanish, English, and Tagalog.  The 
survey would be a health survey and would include a survey of health in the affected area and 
ways to mitigate exposure to poor air quality like weather stripping, dual-paned windows, and a 
bonnet to collect exhaust over certain areas.  As noted in Response G2-64, the SCAQMD has 
conducted a series of analyses that have measured TAC emissions in the Basin over time 
(MATES I through IV).  TAC substances measured in the MATES studies contribute to existing 
local health problems.  For additional information, see Master Response 3. 
 
With regard to providing mitigation such as those described, i.e., weather stripping, dual-paned 
windows, and the bonnet control system, these are outside the scope of the proposed project 
because they refer to existing concerns unrelated to the proposed project.  Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.4, mitigation measures must be consistent with all applicable constitutional 
requirements, including the following: there must be an essential nexus (i.e., connection) 
between the mitigation measure and a legitimate governmental interest and the mitigation 
measure must be “roughly proportional” to the impacts of the project.  This means that the 
SCAQMD is prohibited from imposing mitigation measures on the project proponent for impacts 
that were not caused by the proposed project.  As explained in Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR, 
health risks associated with the proposed project were determined to be less than significant.  
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
Response G2-133 
 
The commenter states there are several sources of pollution in the community and she is 
concerned about moving forward with the proposed project because the community did not 
receive enough notice about the public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the 
DEIR.  With regard to existing sources of air pollution, see Master Response 3.  The proposed 
project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As 
explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of 
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time.  The public comment period closed on, June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day 
public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which 
exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the 
DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood 
public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the 
original public comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-134 
 
The commenter raises concerns regarding local residents who do not know about the public 
hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR.  The proposed project has 
complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail 
in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public 
comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and 
comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA 
requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held 
on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and 
on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
The commenter also expresses concern regarding health effects of 75 tons of VOC emissions.  
She believes there should be no emission increases of any kind.  With regard to the derivation of 
the assertion that the proposed project will emit 75 tons per year, see Response G2-65.  It should 
be noted that daily increases in operational VOC emission were approximately 49 lb/day, less 
than the operational significance threshold for VOC emissions of 55 lb/day.  With regard to the 
assertion that there should be no increase in emissions from the proposed project, CEQA does 
not require that a proposed project have no impacts, it requires impacts, in particular significant 
impacts, both direct and indirect impacts, be disclosed to the public (CEQA Guidelines                
§ 15126.2) and requires that mitigation measures or alternatives be adopted for significant 
impacts to the extent feasible.  For additional information on CEQA requirements regarding the 
analysis of environmental impacts from a proposed project, see Response G2-62.  It should be 
noted that the proposed project will generate emission reductions to the local community.  For 
additional information on the emission reductions from the proposed project, see Master 
Response 2.  With regard to health effects, see Master Response 3. 
 
Response G2-135 
 
The commenter raises concerns about potential earthquake risks and explosions from new 
piping.  Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro 
Refinery.  As explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the 
proposed project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence 
analysis.  This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and 
process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, 
terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the 
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Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting 
pipelines are potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios.  
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
The commenter concludes by urging the SCAQMD to extend the comment period on the DEIR 
for the proposed project.  The proposed project has complied with the public process required by 
CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was 
circulated for an extended length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, 
after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 
10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V 
permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were 
made available in neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were 
published and distributed for the original public comment period, the two extensions, and the 
public hearing and meeting. 
 
Response G2-136 
 
The commenter asserts that he and many members of the community were unaware of the public 
hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR.  The commenter also states that 
the DEIR should be made more accessible by publicizing it and putting a copy in the local public 
libraries.  He requested that the SCAQMD extend the public comment period for the DEIR.  The 
proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  
As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of 
time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day 
public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which 
exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the 
DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood 
public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the 
original public comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
The commenter urges the SCAQMD to listen to comments from the local community.  The 
SCAQMD takes all comments submitted on the proposed project very seriously.  The SCAQMD 
has evaluated all comments received and has provided responses to each comment.  For example, 
the SCAQMD provided responses to comments on the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study for 
the proposed project and included them in Appendix A of the DEIR, which is not required by 
CEQA.  The SCAQMD has prepared responses to all comments submitted on the DEIR, which 
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is required by CEQA, and prepared responses to comments made at this public hearing on the 
Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR.  Some comments have resulted in changes to the 
DEIR, but none of the conclusions have changed.   
 
Response G2-137 
 
The commenter states that he is opposed to the project.  He urges the SCAQMD to reject the 
Title V permit and rewrite the DEIR to reflect the ways and kinds of crude oil brought into Los 
Angeles area.  The proposed project will not affect in any way the types of crude oil imported to 
the Refinery.  Refer to Section 2.5.4.3 of the DEIR and Master Response 4.  The DEIR fully 
analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and no new information of environmental 
impacts that were not analyzed or that change the significance conclusions made in the DEIR has 
been presented.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary under CEQA.   
 
The commenter asserts that increasing the crude oil storage capacity will impact the local 
residents.  It is assumed that the concerns regarding the storage tanks refer to potential hazards.  
As noted in hazards associated with the proposed project, including hazards from installing the 
new storage tanks, were evaluated in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  See also Appendix C of the DEIR 
and Master Response 9. 
 
Response G2-138 
 
The commenter notes comments made by other people testifying concerning health impacts to 
students and teachers from existing quality in the local area.  He mentions headaches, nose 
bleeds, and trips to the emergency room and compares these health effects to those exhibited by 
residents in Porter Ranch who were exposed to a gas leak for four months.  The Porter Ranch gas 
leak is not related to the proposed project, so no further comment is required on that event.  As 
noted in Section 4.2.2.2, Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR, the proposed project is expected to reduce 
local emissions from the Refinery.  For additional information on anticipated emission 
reductions in the local area from the proposed project, see Master Response 2.  With regard to 
health effects from existing pollution, see Master Response 3. 
 
Response G2-139 
 
The commenter mentions the 1.5o C temperature limit reached in the Paris climate agreement 
relative to global climate change.  He expresses the opinion that continuing combustion of fossil 
fuels means that it is likely global temperature will exceed the 1.5o C limit in the next four years, 
although no information or data are provided to support this opinion.  The commenter then 
describes potential effects of global climate that would likely occur with increasing global 
temperatures.  The effect of the proposed project on existing GHG emissions from the Refinery 
were fully analyzed in Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, which concluded that the proposed project 
would reduce local GHG emissions.  See also Master Response 2.   
 
The commenter states further that he believes it is necessary to transition to a 100 percent 
renewable future and urges the SCAQMD to reject the proposed project.  Transitioning to 100 
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percent renewable energy sources is outside the scope of the proposed project and the analysis of 
environmental impacts from the proposed project.  Therefore, no further comment is required. 
 
Response G2-140 
 
The commenter states that she is opposed to the project and is concerned that the DEIR did not 
analyze potential impacts from earthquakes and tsunamis.  With regard to safety at the Refinery, 
Sections 3.3.1 through 3.3.6 of the DEIR describe the types of hazards that currently exist at the 
Refinery.  Section 4.3 of the DEIR includes an analysis of potential hazards associated with the 
proposed project.  See also Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9.   
 
With regard to tsunamis, as indicated in the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study for the 
proposed project, circulated for a 30-day public review period on September 10, 2014 (included 
as Appendix A of the DEIR), the proposed project is located near to, and north of the Ports of 
Long Beach and Los Angeles, but at a sufficient distance from the shore to avoid potential 
impacts from tsunamis or seiches.  The construction of breakwaters offshore, combined with the 
distance of the integrated Refinery from the water, is expected to further minimize the potential 
flooding impacts from a tsunami or seiche so that no significant flooding impacts from these 
phenomena are expected.  Based on the conclusion that neither tsunamis nor seiches would affect 
Refinery operations, this topic was not required to be further evaluated in the DEIR. 
 
The commenter requests more time to review the proposed project so she and other local 
residents know what the proposed project is about.  The proposed project has complied with the 
public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail in Master 
Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public comment 
period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and comment 
period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA 
requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held 
on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and 
on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
The commenter concludes by saying that people in the local area are sick because of the smell 
from the refineries and others have asthma and other illnesses.  Currently, the Refinery daytime 
and nighttime supervisors monitor odors by performing perimeter checks every two hours.  The 
Refinery also has gas monitors that will sound alarms if gases are detected.  These odor 
precautions would remain in effect if the proposed project is implemented.  The proposed project 
does not introduce any potentially odor-causing chemicals that are not already used in the 
Refinery.  All new and modified equipment will comply with Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) for air pollutant emissions control.  See Master Response 11 for an 
explanation explaining odors associated with proposed project. 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer 
and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were 
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analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due 
to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic 
and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause 
a significant adverse health impact.   
 
Response G2-141 
 
The commenter asserts that, although she lives near the Refinery, she and other members of the 
community did not hear anything about the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR and she believes that if other community members had known about the 
meeting, they would have attended to testify.   
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-
day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  Notices were published and 
distributed for the original public comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing 
and meeting. 
 
In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The commenter states that she is opposed to the merger because even though there is a reduction 
in PM emissions, the DEIR did not address the fact that there will be an increase in VOC 
emissions, which will affect human health in the community, causing asthma and cancer.  As 
explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The assertion that the DEIR did not address potential increases in VOC emissions is not correct.  
As explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project will 
result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, 
SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with 
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the proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Response G2-140, the proposed project was fully analyzed for cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts and determined to be less than significant.   
 
Response G2-142 
 
The commenter concludes by stating that she is part of an academy at her school that does not 
receive funding from the Refinery.  Further, she received internships and opportunities from 
nonprofit organizations.  The comment refers to economic and social issues.  Economic impacts 
are typically not required to be analyzed under CEQA.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of 
cause and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social 
effects of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-143 
 
The commenter states that he has heard comments about flaring at the Refinery and then 
describes existing measures taken by the Refinery to prevent flaring episodes and release of 
gases to the atmosphere.  The proposed project will not increase flaring emissions.  Part of the 
piping associated with unit modifications includes installation of new pressure relief valves that 
will tie into the various existing Refinery flare gas recovery systems and flares.  Master 
Response 15 explains the operation of the flare gas recovery system and flares.  Under normal 
operating conditions, pressure relief valves would vent to the flare gas recovery systems.  The 
pressure relief valves allow gases to vent to the flares, which are safety equipment, during 
emergency conditions when the flare gas recovery system capacity is exceeded.  There will be no 
routine venting to the flare system or the flare gas recovery systems from any of the 
modifications.  As explained in Master Response 15 and Response G1-78.207, the number of 
pressure relief valves tied in to the flare systems is not indicative of flaring emissions.  The 
proposed project will not increase flaring with the installation of new or modified process units 
because flaring from normal operations is prohibited by SCAQMD Rule 1118.   
The commenter asserts that the Refinery does not generate odors and identifies existing measures 
to eliminate or minimize the potential for emitting odors.  With regard to odors from the 
proposed project, this topic was concluded to be less significant in the Notice of Preparation and 
Initial Study for the proposed project, which is included in Appendix A of the DEIR.  Additional 
information on why the proposed project is not expected to create odor impacts can be found in 
Master Response 11. 
 
The commenter asserts that Tesoro is concerned about safety and has considered safety issues 
relative to the proposed project.  With regard to safety, this topic is typically evaluated in the 



APPENDIX G2: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE TITLE V PERMIT AND PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 
DEIR  

 
 
 

G2-217 

hazards and hazardous materials sections of the DEIR.  A discussion of existing Refinery safety 
systems can be found in Section 3.3.6 of the EIR.  Potential safety hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts for the proposed project were evaluated in Section 4.3.2 of the DEIR.  See also 
Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9. 
 
The commenter concludes by asserting the proposed project is a good project and requests that it 
be approved.  Since the comment does not refer to the environmental analysis in the DEIR, no 
response is necessary. 
 
Response G2-144 
 
The commenter states that she is opposed to the proposed project, but requests that the public 
comment period be extended.  The proposed project has complied with the public process 
required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR 
was circulated for an extended length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 
2016, after two extensions.  A 94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 
through June 10, 2016) was provided, which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on 
the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the 
DEIR were made available in neighborhood public libraries and on the SCAQMD website.  
Notices were published and distributed for the original public comment period, the two 
extensions, and the public hearing and meeting. 
 
The commenter asserts that more time is needed to simplify this and make it available during 
non-work times like on Saturdays.  It is assumed that the comment refers to the DEIR.  By its 
very nature the proposed project is a complicated project, so a substantial amount of time and 
effort was exerted to create a document written in plain language and using appropriate graphics 
and tables so the general public could quickly understand the information.  Detailed calculations 
and analyses were prepared and included in the appendices so individuals would not have to 
wade through these details unless they wanted to confirm the results presented in the DEIR.  
Instead, the detailed information was summarized and then included in the DEIR, which is 
consistent CEQA Guidelines § 15147.  Generally, incorporating information in tables provides a 
quick way to review the results rather than writing out results, which can be even more confusing 
and cumbersome.  As a result, the text can then focus on explaining the information in the tables 
to assist the public with understanding the information.  This is the approach taken in the DEIR 
for the proposed project.  In addition, for those who have access to the internet, the DEIR has 
been available online at the following web address, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/ 
documents-support-material/lead-agency-permit-projects, since March 8, 2016.  For those 
without access to the internet, the DEIR has been available at the following local libraries: 
Carson Library, Wilmington Branch Library, and the Bret Harte Neighborhood Library.  The 
SCAQMD employed extensive public outreach to inform the community of the availability of 
the DEIR and provides free of charge electronic or printed versions of the document.  For more 
information on public outreach, see Master Response 1. 
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G2-218 

Speaker Cards with Comments 
 
 
Speaker cards submitted that included comments have been compiled in this section.  The 
comments have been bracketed and given unique comment numbers.  Responses to each 
comment have been provided.  
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Comment Letter No. G2-145 
 
 
  

G2-145.1 
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G2-220 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-145 
 

Julia May Speaker Card – May 17, 2016 
 
Response G2-145.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines 
§15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-
day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.   
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Comment Letter No. G2-146 
 
  

G2-146.1 

G2-146.2
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G2-222 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-146 
 

Magali Sanchez-Hall Speaker Card – May 17, 2016 
 
Response G2-146.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Response G2-146.2 
 
The commenter raised a concern regarding evacuation procedures for residents.  The proposed 
project is located at an existing Refinery.  The Refinery currently cooperatively works with the 
emergency response agencies to form a Unified Command with the public service agencies from 
the respective City during an incident.  The need for evacuations, shelter-in-place, exclusion 
zones, or other community requirement during an emergency is determined by public protection 
agencies, such as the responding fire department, police/sheriff department, or city.  The 
proposed project does not affect the public protection agencies’ established procedures for 
responding to an emergency.  As discussed in the NOP/IS (pages A-92 through A-94) and 
summarized in the DEIR Section 4.10.10, the proposed project will have no impact to public 
services.  
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Comment Letter No. G2-147 
 
  

G2-147.1 



APPENDIX G2: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE TITLE V PERMIT AND PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 
DEIR  

 
 
 

G2-224 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-147 
 

Joe Galliani Speaker Card – May 17, 2016 
 

Response G2-147.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
Section 2.2 of the DEIR lists the objectives of the proposed project.  One of the objectives is to 
make Refinery process modifications that improve efficiency through integration and enable the 
shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  The planned process modifications are 
designed to maintain the overall production capability of transportation fuels while achieving 
substantial emission reductions on-site and reducing carbon intensity. 
 
Master Response 2 explains that the proposed project will result in local reductions of GHG 
emissions.  The proposed project’s GHG emissions are summarized in Table 5.2-8 on page 5-26.  
The cumulative impact of GHG emissions is explained in Section 5.2.2.  GHG emissions 
produced by combusting the fuels produced by the Refinery are included in, and regulated by, 
the AB32 GHG Cap and Trade Program.  It should be noted that the proposed project is not 
expected to increase production of transportation fuels, as described above. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-148 
 
  

G2-148.1 
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G2-226 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-148 
 

Kayjel Mariena Speaker Card – May 17, 2016 
 

Response G2-148.1 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants and new sources including new storage 
tanks.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-cancer human health impacts, including 
asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less 
than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was 
found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see 
Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The contribution of the proposed new crude oil storage tanks to 
the cancer risk at the MEIR is 2.5 in one million or approximately 68.2 percent of the MEIR 
value (see Table 14 on page B-4-49 of the FEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard 
indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index 
threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse 
health impact.   
 
Master Response 2 explains that the proposed project will result in local reductions of GHG 
emissions.  The proposed project’s GHG emissions are summarized in Table 5.2-8 on page 5-26.  
The cumulative impact of GHG emissions is explained in Section 5.2.2.  GHG emissions 
produced by combusting the fuels produced by the Refinery are included in, and regulated by, 
the AB32 GHG Cap and Trade Program.  It should be noted that the proposed project is not 
expected to increase production of transportation fuels.  
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Comment Letter No. G2-149 
 
  

G2-149.1 

G2-149.2

G2-149.3 
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G2-228 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-149 
 

 
Response G2-149.1 
 
The comment regarding the duration of arsenic exposure does not specify any issues related to 
the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  
However, as explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the 
proposed project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential 
cancer and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, 
were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk 
due to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer 
risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-
cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected 
to cause a significant adverse health impact.   
 
As shown in Table 3.2-5 of the DEIR, arsenic is an existing air contaminant.  The CARB website 
includes arsenic data for the North Long Beach monitoring station with detectable concentrations 
published intermittently from 1989 to 2013 (intermittent years and 2014 and 2015 were not 
sampled or there was insufficient data for arsenic) (https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/ 
sitepages/asnlbc.html). 
 
Response G2-149.2 
 
The comment does not specify which leaks, if any, or how leaks are related to the proposed 
project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  The Refinery is 
and the proposed project will be subject to compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1173 for fugitive 
emissions of volatile organic compounds.  This rule is intended to control volatile organic 
compound (VOC) leaks from components and releases from atmospheric process pressure relief 
devices (PRDs).  The rule requires routine inspections and maintenance of detected leaks to be 
conducted as soon as practicable within the prescribed timetable.  
 
Response G2-149.3 
 
See Response G2-149.1 regarding the health effects associated with the proposed project.  The 
SCAQMD has conducted a series of analyses that have measured TAC emissions in the Basin 
over time (MATES I through IV).  TAC substances measured in the MATES studies contribute 
to existing local health effects such as those identified by the commenter.  According to the most 
recent study, MATES IV, from the year 2005, when MATES III was conducted, to 2012 when 
MATES IV was conducted the average population-weighted cancer risk has declined 57 percent 
in the Basin and 66 percent in the Ports Area, where the Refinery is located.  With regard to 
health effects, see Master Response 3.  



APPENDIX G2: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE TITLE V PERMIT AND PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 
DEIR  

 
 
 

G2-229 

Comment Letter No. G2-150 
 
  

G2-150.1 
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G2-230 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-150 
 
 
Response G2-150.1 
 
The proposed project is not an expansion.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the revised permit description of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-151 
 
 

  

G2-151.1
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Response to Comment Letter No. G2-151 
 
 

Response G2-151.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-152 
 
 
  

G2-152.1 
G2-152.2 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G2-152 
 
 
Response G2-152.1 
 
The total water demand from the proposed project is less than the SCAQMD’s significance 
threshold, and therefore, no mitigation is required.  As discussed in Sections 3.4.2.2.1 and 
3.4.2.3.1, the Carson Operations have access to and use recycled water and the Wilmington 
Operations do not have access.  As explained in Section 4.4.2.1.2 of the DEIR, the incremental 
increase in water demand for the proposed project is expected to be supplied by Tesoro’s 
privately-owned wells. 
 
Response G2-152.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines 
§15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-
day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.   
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Comment Letter No. G2-153 
 
 
  

G2-153.1 
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G2-236 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-153 
 

 
Response G2-153.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-154 
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G2-238 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-154 
 
 
Response G2-154.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project and the Title V permit does not raise 
issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is 
necessary under CEQA. 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that were not analyzed or that change the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision or recirculation of the DEIR 
is necessary under CEQA.   
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Comment Letter No. G2-155 
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G2-240 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-155 
 
 
Response G2-155.1 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no 
bearing on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project is not an expansion.  
The proposed project would not create a new or larger refinery or result in a substantial increase 
of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further integrate the Refinery's Carson and 
Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the revised permit description of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-156 
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G2-242 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-156 
 
 
Response G2-156.1 
 
The potential hazard impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed, including hazards 
related to LPG (see Section 4.3 pages 4-45 through 4-68 of the DEIR and Master Response 9).  
The Refinery currently receives LPG railcar deliveries.  The proposed project will not increase 
the number of deliveries.  The additional ten railcars associated with the proposed project will be 
added to existing trains.  The potential risks associated with rail transport were analyzed in 
Section 4.3.2.5.2 of the DEIR.  The Worst-Case Consequence Analysis for the proposed project 
carefully evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and proposed new units 
(see Appendix C of the DEIR).  As shown in Table 4.3-2, the potential consequence of an LPG 
railcar release is the same as the existing potential consequence.  Therefore, no increase in 
hazard impacts is expected from the proposed project and hazard impacts are considered to be 
less than significant.  
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Comment Letter No. G2-157 
 
  

G2-157.1 
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G2-244 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-157 
 
 
Response G2-157.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer 
and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were 
analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant at all sensitive receptors 
including schools.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was 
found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see 
Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be 
below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, 
the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact at any schools.   
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Comment Letter No. G2-158 
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G2-246 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-158 
 
 
Response G2-158.1 
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
The proposed project is not an expansion.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the revised permit description of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-159 
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G2-248 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-159 
 
 
Response G2-159.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-160 
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G2-250 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-160 
 
 
Response G2-160.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-161 
 
 
 
  

G2-161.1 
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G2-252 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-161 
 
 
Response G2-161.1 
 
As explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project will 
result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, 
SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with 
the proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer 
and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were 
analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant at all sensitive receptors 
including schools.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was 
found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see 
Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be 
below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, 
the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact at any schools.   
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Comment Letter No. G2-162 
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G2-254 

Comment Letter No. G2-162 
 
 
Response G2-162.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-163 
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G2-256 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-163 
 
 
Response G2-163.1 
 
The proposed project is not an expansion.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the DEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the revised permit description of the DCU H-100 
heater.  The potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the DEIR.  Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of 
the Refinery. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-164 
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G2-258 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-164 
 
 
Response G2-164.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-165 
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G2-260 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-165 
 
 
Response G2-165.1 
 
As explained the Appendix A of the DEIR page A-93 and A-94, the proposed project will not 
increase local population, so no adverse impacts would be expected to local schools. 
 
Further, as explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer 
and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were 
analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant at all sensitive receptors 
including schools.  The estimated cancer risk due to the operation of the proposed project was 
found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of ten in one million (see 
Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be 
below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, 
the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact at any schools. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-166 
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G2-262 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-166 
 
 
Response G2-166.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-167 
 
 
  

G2-167.1 



APPENDIX G2: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE TITLE V PERMIT AND PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 
DEIR  

 
 
 

G2-264 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-167 
 
 
Response G2-167.1 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines 
§15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-
day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the Public Hearing and Meeting. 
 
In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-168 
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G2-266 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-168 
 
 
Response G2-168.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project and the Title V Permit does not raise 
issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is 
necessary under CEQA. 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that were not analyzed or that change the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA.   
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and 
will continue to do so with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project will not result 
in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.  Further, light and heavy 
crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will continue to be 
delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact analysis in the 
DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by the Refinery.  
The proposed project is not intended to bring any particular type of crude oil from any particular 
location to the Refinery. 
  



APPENDIX G2: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE TITLE V PERMIT AND PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 
DEIR  

 
 
 

G2-267 

Comment Letter No. G2-169 
  

G2-169.1 

G2-169.2 



APPENDIX G2: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE TITLE V PERMIT AND PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 
DEIR  

 
 
 

G2-268 

 
 
  

G2-169.3 



APPENDIX G2: PUBLIC HEARING ON THE TITLE V PERMIT AND PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 
DEIR  

 
 
 

G2-269 

Response to Comment Letter No. G2-169 
 
 
Response G2-169.1 
 
As explained in Master Response 2 and Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project will 
result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, 
SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with 
the proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
Response G2-169.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines 
§15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A 94-
day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the Public Hearing and Meeting. 
 
Response G2-169.3 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G2-170 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G2-170 
 
 
Response G2-170.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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