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Comments focusing on your area of expertise, your agency’s area of jurisdiction, or issues relative to the environmental analysis should be addressed to Mr. Jonathan D. Nadler (c/o Planning/CEQA) at the address shown above, or sent by FAX to (909) 396-3324 or by e-mail to jnadler@aqmd.gov.  Comments must be received no later than 5:00 PM on July 26, 2000.  Please include the name and phone number of the contact person for your agency. 
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REGULATORY BACKGROUND

California gasoline specifications are governed by both state and federal agencies.  During the past decade, federal and state agencies have imposed numerous requirements on the production and sale of gasoline in California.  In December 1999, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) developed additional regulations that effect the specifications of gasoline in California.  In order to meet these additional regulations, Ultramar Diamond Shamrock (Ultramar) will require modifications to its Wilmington Refinery (Refinery).

In 1990, the amendments to the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) conditionally required States to implement programs in Federal carbon monoxide (CO) non-attainment areas to require gasoline to contain a minimum oxygen content in the winter beginning in November 1992.  In response to the Federal CAA requirements to reduce CO emissions, California established a wintertime oxygenate gasoline program requiring between 1.8 and 2.2 weight percent oxygen content in gasoline.  

In addition, the CAA directed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to adopt Federal reformulated fuel gasoline (RFG Phase 1) regulations applicable starting January 1995 in the nine major metropolitan areas of the country, including the South Coast Air Basin, with the worst ozone pollution.  The Federal CAA required that RFG Phase 1 contain at least 2.0 weight percent oxygen year-round.  In addition to the Federal RFG Phase 1 requirements, California adopted regulations for reformulated gasoline in 1991 (RFG Phase 2).  Because of the Federal requirements for oxygen content in RFG Phase 1, an oxygen content specification was incorporated in the RFG Phase 2 California reformulated gasoline regulations.  The RFG Phase 2 requirements were implemented in March 1996.  A summary of the statewide air quality benefits from the RFG Phase 2 requirements are shown in Table 1-1.  The RFG Phase 2 specifications are shown in Table 1-2 below.

TABLE 1-1

EMISSION BENEFITS ASSOCIATED WITH

RFG PHASE 2 REGULATIONS IN CALIFORNIA*

POLLUTANT
Reduction


Tons per Day
Percent

Hydrocarbons
190
17

Nitrogen oxides
110
11

Carbon Monoxide
1,300
11

Sulfur oxides
30
80

Potency-weighted sum of toxic species
--
40

*Source:  CARB, 1999.

Neither RFG Phase 1 or 2 regulations specified the type of oxygenate required.  While there are several oxygenates that can be used to meet the oxygenate requirement for gasoline, methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) and ethanol are used most frequently.  In 1996, over 95 percent of the gasoline used in California was blended with MTBE (CARB, 1999).  

In California and other parts of the U.S., the use of MTBE and other ether-based oxygenates in gasoline raised environmental and health concerns.  Recent legislation in California (SB 521, The MTBE Public Health and Environmental Protection Act of 1997) directed the University of California to conduct a study of the health and environmental risks and benefits of MTBE in gasoline compared to other oxygenates.  SB 521 also required the Governor to take appropriate action based on the findings of the report and information from public hearings.  

In consideration of this study, public testimony, and other relevant information, California’s Governor Davis found that, “on balance, there is significant risk to the environment from using MTBE in gasoline in California.”  In response to this finding, on March 25, 1999, the Governor issued Executive Order D-5-99 which directed, among other things, that California phase out the use of MTBE in gasoline by December 31, 2002.  As part of the Executive Order, on December 9, 1999, CARB adopted new gasoline specifications which are known as California Reformulated Gasoline Phase 3 (RFG Phase 3) requirements.  A summary of RFG Phase 3 requirements are shown in Table 1-2.

TABLE 1-2

REFORMULATED GASOLINE PHASE 3 REQUIREMENTS*

PROPERTY
RFG Phase 2

Requirements
RFG Phase 3

Requirements

Reid Vapor Pressure (psi) max.
7.0
6.9**

Benzene (vol. %), max.
1.00
0.80

Sulfur (ppmw), max.
40
20

Aromatic Hydrocarbons (vol. %), max.
25
25

Olefins (vol. %), max.
6.0
6.0

Oxygen (wt. %)
1.8 to 2.2
1.8 to 2.2

T50 oF, max.***
210
211

T90 oF, max.***
300
305

Source:  CARB, 1999.

*
Based on the flat limit standard for producers, there are “average” and “cap” limits for all gasoline sold throughout the distribution system. 

**
The listed RVP limit applies when the Evaporative Model is activated within the Predictive Model.  If the Evaporative Model is not activated the flat limit for RVP is 7 psi.

***
T50 and T90 are the temperature at which 50 and 90 percent, respectively, of gasoline are distilled.

The RFG Phase 3 requirements prohibit the use of MTBE, while establishing more stringent standards for sulfur and benzene and relaxing two standards for distillation temperatures (T50 and T90).  In addition, the RFG Phase 3 requirements provide flexibility in meeting the Reid vapor pressure (RVP) standard.  

In order to comply with the Governor’s Executive Order requiring the phase out of MTBE and the RFG Phase 3 requirements, Ultramar is proposing modifications to its existing Refinery. 

Lead Agency

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., requires that the environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce, avoid or eliminate significant adverse impacts of these projects be identified and implemented.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the lead agency for this project and has prepared this Initial Study to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the Ultramar Refinery

RFG Phase 3 Project. 

The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project that may have a significant effect upon the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21067).  It was determined that the SCAQMD has the primary responsibility for supervising or approving the project and is the most appropriate public agency to act as lead agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(b)).  The proposed project requires discretionary approval from the SCAQMD.

Project Location

All new and modified refinery units will be constructed entirely at the Refinery, which is located at 2402 East Anaheim Street in the Wilmington district of the City of Los Angeles.  Figure 1-1 shows the vicinity and the project site location.  The Refinery is bounded to the north by Anaheim Street and industrial uses.  Also northward of Anaheim Street is the Equilon refinery complex.  The Refinery is bounded on the south by an area used previously for oil field production facilities and which is now developed for marine cargo transport and storage facilities and other Port of Long Beach related uses.  A Hydrogen Plant is located adjacent to and immediately west of the Ultramar Refinery (west of the Dominguez Channel) on Henry Ford Avenue. To the west of Henry Ford Avenue are additional industrial and commercial uses and the Port of Los Angeles.  To the east are automobile storage yards, a cogeneration plant and a petroleum coke calcining plant.  The Terminal Island Freeway runs through the Refinery boundaries.  Historically, there were oil production facilities scattered throughout this general area, many of which are no longer producing.  The closest residential area is about one mile northwest of the Refinery in Wilmington.

land use AND ZONING


This general area is zoned for heavy industrial uses (M3-1VL). The land use in the vicinity of the Refinery includes oil production and refineries, hydrogen plants, coke calcining, power generation, automobile wrecking/dismantling facilities, and other industrial facilities.  The City of Los Angeles' "VL" designation limits construction of buildings and structures to a height not greater than 45 feet.  The City of Los Angeles in December 1996, enacted a zoning ordinance which eliminated the 1VL height limit designation for the Refinery to make it consistent with the local land use plan (Los Angeles City Ordinance No. 171439, 1996).  

[image: image1.png]PROJECT LOCATION

sowce pesromr g e Figure 11

Pags1-4





The Refinery is located within the Wilmington-Harbor City Planning Area (City of Los Angeles), which permits heavy industrial uses including petroleum refining on the Ultramar property (City of Los Angeles, 1993).  A conditional use permit is thus not required for this project.  The Wilmington-Harbor City Plan places no additional restrictions on refineries, and specifically allows for construction without regard to height limitations.


The Ultramar Refinery is located within the Coastal Zone, as defined by the California Coastal Act.  The proposed project will require issuance of a Coastal Development Permit to assure that the project will comply with the coastal protection requirements of the Coastal Act. 

EXISTING REFINERY CONFIGURATION AND OPERATION


Crude oils and distillates (both of which are also referred to as feedstocks), used to produce gasoline and other petroleum products, are delivered to marine terminals, including the Ultramar Marine Terminal, located in both the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, by marine vessel.  Crude oil and distillates also are delivered to the Refinery by pipelines.  Crude oil is processed in the crude unit where it is heated and distilled into components, most of which are processed in downstream Refinery units.  The heavy residual oil leaving the crude unit is further distilled in the vacuum unit to yield additional, lighter hydrocarbon products and the vacuum residuum.  The lighter hydrocarbon components from the crude unit and vacuum unit are fed to other Refinery units for further processing, primarily the gas oil hydrotreater, the Unibon, and the naphtha hydrotreater unit. The crude oil, along with the intermediate products, are refined into the major Refinery products which include unleaded gasoline, diesel, jet fuels, low sulfur distillates, other distillate fuels, petroleum coke, and sulfur.  Elemental sulfur and petroleum coke are produced as a by-product of the refining process.  Major processing units at the Refinery include the crude and vacuum distillation, delayed coking, catalytic reforming, hydrotreating, fluid catalytic cracking, alkylation, sulfur recovery, and auxiliary systems.  Under the existing Refinery configuration, about 78,000 barrels per day (bpd) of crude oil and about 50,000 bpd of distillates are purchased and processed at the Refinery.  Figure 1-2 provides the existing Refinery flow diagram.

PROPOSED PROJECT MODIFICATIONS


In order to produce gasoline that complies with Executive Order D-5-99 to phase out MTBE and RFG Phase 3 requirements, Ultramar must modify existing processing units, as described below.  In addition, these changes require modifications to current tank operations, expansion of auxiliary systems and installation of new auxiliary equipment.  The modifications proposed by Ultramar to comply with the RFG Phase 3 requirements are outlined below.  Figure 1-3 shows the revised Refinery flow diagram following completion of the proposed project.

Ultramar currently depends upon external sources for certain intermediate products including gas oil, naphtha, and distillates.  As a result of the dependence by Ultramar on external sources of intermediate products, Ultramar has evaluated process modifications and improvements which could provide an adequate supply of intermediate products to its Wilmington Refinery.
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Ultramar has determined that on-site production of necessary intermediate products would require the construction of a new crude unit complex.  Operation of the crude unit complex will reduce the need to obtain intermediate products from external sources.  Instead, Ultramar will purchase additional crude oil and manufacture the intermediate products on-site.  

Under the existing Refinery configuration, about 78,000 bpd of crude oil and about 50,000 bpd of distillates are purchased and processed at the Refinery.  Under the proposed project, the Refinery will process about 160,000 bpd of crude oil and not purchase intermediate products.  Therefore, there will be a net increase of feed products handled at the Refinery of about 32,000 bpd.

1.
Modifications to Existing Units

Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit (FCCU):  Ultramar is proposing to install a new debutanizer in the FCCU Gas Concentration Unit (Unit 63).  The new debutanizer will improve separation.  An existing debutanizer will be modified into the depentanizer.  These modifications will improve the separation of propane, butane, and pentane from the FCCU overhead streams and, in turn, provide a means to control the vapor pressure of the gasoline pool. Modifications will include a new primary absorber and stripper, new accumulators, pumps, reboiler, distillation columns, vessels, and heat exchangers.  

A new liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) dryer and Selective Hydrogenation Unit (SHU) will be installed and the FCCU LPG Merox Unit will be modified to remove water, sulfur and diolefins from the feed to the alkylation unit.  Water, sulfur, and diolefins are contaminants that can diminish the life of the catalyst in the Alkylation Unit.  Removing the contaminants will improve the efficiency of the catalyst (hydrofluoric acid) in the Alkylation Unit.  In addition, removing sulfur would assist in producing RFG Phase 3 gasoline in compliance with the sulfur limit.  An existing dryer column will be converted to a depropanizer.

The existing FCCU reactor will be modified to increase the feed rate from approximately 55,000 bpd to 60,000 bpd.  In addition, the FCCU catalyst type will be changed to a rare earth metal-based catalyst to provide for maximum olefin generation and higher conversion.  The modification also will include a new wet gas compressor, air blower/expander, reactor, heat exchangers and pumps.  Appropriate Best Available Control Technology (BACT) will be employed to reduce emission increases from the proposed modifications as required by SCAQMD Regulation XIII - New Source Review.

Light Ends Recovery Unit/Naphtha Hydrotreater Unit:  The existing Naphtha Hydrotreater Unit will be modified to increase the capacity of the unit from approximately 30,000 bpd to 34,000 bpd.  The Naphtha Hydrotreater removes sulfur from naphtha allowing for compliance with the sulfur limitation on fuels.  A new debutanizer and depentanizer also will be added to separate butanes and pentanes in order to provide control of the vapor pressure and T50 and T90 distillation temperatures of the gasoline.  The existing depropanizer in the Light Ends Recovery Unit will be modified to recover butane for processing in the Butamer Unit.  Overhead gas from the depropanizer will be routed to the new Merox Treater described herein under Auxiliary Systems.  Modifications to the Naphtha Hydrotreater Unit include modifications to the existing compressor, new heat exchangers, and pumps.  

The existing Saturated Gas Plant portion of the Light Ends Recovery Unit will be modified so a new debutanizer can be installed in place of the existing debutanizer.  The new debutanizer will improve the separation of butanes and pentanes from the Naphtha Hydrotreater overhead stream to provide control of the vapor pressure and compliance with the T-90 and T-50 distillation temperatures.  Modifications to this Unit also include new vessels, pumps and fin-fans.

Olefin Treater:  The existing Olefin Treater (Unit 60) will be converted to a hydrotreater to allow for further removal of sulfur from the FCCU stream.  The existing Olefin Treater treats FCCU gasoline for olefin removal.  The feed going to the Olefin Treater in the future is expected to be heavier (heavy cat naphtha) and contain more sulfur.  Therefore, the Olefin Treater will be converted to a hydrotreater to remove sulfur from these Refinery streams in order to comply with the sulfur specifications.  Olefins will continue to be controlled in the Olefin Treater and through modifications described in the FCCU.  This modification includes a new reactor, new stripper, new compressor, changes to piping, and a new catalyst.  

Gas Oil Hydrotreater:  The existing Gas Oil Hydrotreater (GOH) removes sulfur and nitrogen from the gas oil streams that make up the feed to the FCCU.  The proposed project would modify the GOH to increase the gas oil feed rate from approximately 55,000 bpd to about 73,000 bpd in line with the FCCU modifications to support the production of reformulated gasoline.  Modifications to this unit also include new pumps, new compressors, and modifications to the heater.  

Platformer:  The existing Platformer Unit will be modified to add in a new compressor and depropanizer (18,000 bpd).  These modifications will improve the separation of propane and provide better control of the vapor pressure of gasoline. 

Butamer Unit:  Modifications to the Butamer Unit are needed to accommodate increased production of alkylate.  The increased processing rate of the new Alkylation Unit (see below) results in demand for additional isobutane from the Butamer Unit.  The existing Butamer Unit capacity will be expanded by adding one new column to the existing Butamer Unit.  Modifications to this unit also include new heat exchangers, vessels and pumps.

2.
New Units

New Crude Unit Complex:  The new crude unit complex will process crude oil to produce additional intermediates for the Gas Oil Hydrotreater, Unibon unit, and Naphtha Hydrotreater.  The new crude unit complex will include a new crude unit (82,000 bpd), a new vacuum unit (60,000 bpd), and a new coker complex (37,000 bpd).  Figure 1-3 shows the Refinery flow diagram following implementation of the proposed project. 


The complex will consist of reactors, vessels, separators, drums, heat exchangers, pumps, and heaters.  The heaters will be equipped with BACT.  Emissions of NOx will be reduced through the use of both low NOx burners and Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) air pollution control equipment.

Alkylation Unit:  To comply with the specifications of RFG Phase 3, more alkylate is needed.  Ultramar proposes to construct a new approximately 15,000 bpd Alkylation unit.  The proposed Alkylation unit will be designed to use hydrofluoric acid as the catalyst.  Alkylate is the blending component of choice for producing RFG Phase 3 gasoline because it contains no benzene, aromatics, olefin, sulfur, or oxygenate, and has low RVP, acceptable T-90 distillation temperature, and a high octane value.  The major components of the unit consist of a column, vessels, condensers, accumulators, heaters, heat exchangers, and pumps.

3.
Auxiliary Systems

Sulfur Recovery Unit Complex:  The various proposed modifications to the Refinery will increase the quantities of hydrogen sulfide (H2S) and ammonia generated in the Refinery.  The H2S is collected and routed to the Refinery Sulfur Recovery Units (SRUs) for conversion to elemental sulfur.  The ammonia is also routed to the SRU where it is converted to gaseous nitrogen.  To handle the increased demand on the existing SRUs, Ultramar will upgrade the sulfur recovery capacity at the Refinery.  This will be accomplished through installation of a third sulfur recovery train (about 200 long tons per day).  In addition, the Refinery will install a new Amine Regeneration Unit, Tail Gas Treating Unit and thermal oxidizer to handle increased tail gas cleanup demands.  This new Tail Gas Treating Unit will be in addition to the existing Tail Gas Treating Unit.  Additional sulfur loading facilities will also be constructed to support the transport of the additional elemental sulfur from the Refinery.

Merox Treater:  Modifications described for the Light Ends Recovery Unit/Naphtha Hydrotreater Unit will produce gases from the overhead of the depropanizer, which contains sulfur compounds exceeding the allowable limit for use as fuel gas for the Refinery.  To treat these overhead gases for Refinery use, a Merox Treater will be installed.  Treated overhead gases will be routed and blended into the Refinery fuel gas system for use as refinery fuel.

Sour Water Stripper:  The various proposed modifications to the Refinery will increase the quantity of sour water (i.e., water containing H2S and ammonia), which will continue to be handled in essentially the same manner that currently exists at the Refinery.  Additional sour water will be treated in new facilities which will include a new storage tank, stripper, and vapor recovery system.  The contained gases will be routed to the Sulfur Recovery Unit for conversion to elemental sulfur and nitrogen (see Sulfur Recovery Unit Complex.)

Storage Tank Modifications:  The service on several storage tanks will be modified.  MTBE currently is stored in a tank at the Refinery.  MTBE will no longer be blended into gasoline or delivered to the Refinery, therefore, all tanks currently in MTBE service will be changed and the throughput of the tanks is also expected to change.  The throughput on some tanks in petroleum service is also expected to change.  The Refinery is also proposing new tanks to store product/intermediate streams, molten sulfur, and sour water.

Changes to the Gasoline Distribution System:  The proposed project includes the removal of MTBE as an oxygenate in gasoline produced by the Refinery.  Instead, Ultramar will use ethanol as the oxygenate in gasoline.  Ethanol is currently the only oxygenate approved for use by CARB.  Because of the characteristics of ethanol, it will not be blended into gasoline at the Refinery.  Rather it will be blended into gasoline at the distribution terminals owned and operated by others.  Ultramar does not distribute gasoline through company-owned distribution terminals but distributes through third party terminals.  Any required modifications to the distribution terminals receiving gasoline from Ultramar would be the responsibility of the terminal owner.  Ultramar will contract with a third party supplier to supply ethanol to the terminals. Ultramar currently uses third party terminals located at four locations within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD – Carson, Colton, Orange, and Wilmington (Los Angeles).  

Changes to Material Transport:  The proposed project will result in increased transportation of some Refinery feedstocks including crude oil, high octane blending stock, and ethanol.  The proposed project also would result in a decrease in the transportation of other Refinery feedstocks including MTBE, naphtha, distillates, and gas oil.  Most products will continue to be shipped via pipeline from the Refinery and by-products (sulfur and petroleum coke) will generally be shipped by truck.  Additional quantities of products and by-products (molten sulfur and petroleum coke) are expected to be transported from the Refinery.  

Pipelines:  Additional tank storage capacity will be required in connection with the proposed project.  This will be accomplished through a combination of proposed changes in the operation of certain existing Refinery tanks; and construction of new pipelines connecting the Refinery to off-site terminals. Ultramar is still in the planning stages for the construction of new pipelines but expects to build pipelines between the Refinery and Wilmington Liquid Bulk terminals and/or ARCO facilities as part of the proposed project.  The existing tank system will be used to minimize the need for construction of new storage tanks at the Refinery, as described in the Storage Tank Modifications section above.

Boiler:  A new 200 million British thermal unit (mmBtu)/hour boiler will be required at the Refinery to supply additional heat and steam to the new and modified Refinery units.  The boiler will be equipped with BACT.  Emissions of NOx will be reduced through the use of both low-NOx burners and SCR control equipment.

Flare System:  Modifications to the Refinery's existing flare system will be required as part of the proposed project to accommodate the additional capacity from the proposed modifications and new units.  A new flare also will be constructed as part of the proposed project to provide additional pressure relief capacity for the new units.

Cooling Tower:  A new cooling tower will be required at the Refinery to provide additional cooling capacity for the new and modified Refinery units.

Relocated Facilities:  The maintenance shops, laboratory and operations building at the Refinery will be relocated to other locations within the existing Refinery boundaries to provide space for the new Refinery units.  

Other Modifications:  Other modifications to the Refinery include modifications to the fire water system (including additional hydrants) to provide service to the new units, plant air system and the fuel gas system to support the new and modified Refinery units, and a new hydrobin system to support the production of additional petroleum coke.
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental impacts that may be created by the proposed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:
Proposed Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery, Reformulated Fuels Phase 3 Project

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

Contact Person:
Jonathan Nadler 

Contact Phone Number:
(909) 396-3071

Project Sponsor's Name:
Ultramar Diamond Shamrock

Project Sponsor's Address:
P.O. Box 93102

Long Beach, CA  90809

General Plan Description:
Wilmington Harbor City Plan: Industrial Uses

Zoning:
M3-1VL, with variance from height limitations in effect

Description of Project:
Modifications to the Refinery to comply with the California Reformulated Gasoline Phase 3  requirements. (See Project Description in Chapter 1.)

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
Industrial and commercial uses including petroleum refining, hydrogen production, petroleum coke calcining, electrical cogeneration, port-related terminal facilities, and scrap yards



Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
California Coastal Commission


Los Angeles County Sanitation District


City of Los Angeles



POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREAS

The following environmental impact areas have been assessed to determine their potential to be affected by the proposed project.  As indicated by the checklist on the following pages, environmental topics marked with an "(" may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each area.

(
Aesthetics
(
Agriculture Resources 
(
Air Quality 

(
Biological Resources 
(
Cultural Resources
(
Energy 

(
Geology/Soils
(
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
(
Hydrology/
Water Quality

(
Land Use/Planning
(
Mineral Resources
(
Noise

(
Population/Housing
(
Public Services
(
Recreation

(
Solid/Hazardous Waste
(
Transportation/
Traffic
(
Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

(
I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and that a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be significant effects in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Date:        June 23, 2000


Signature:










Steve Smith, Ph.D.





Program Supervisor

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:






a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


(
(
(

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?


(
(
(

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?


(
(
(

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a,b,c)
Construction activities are not expected to adversely impact views and aesthetics since most of the heavy equipment and activities will occur in the center portion of the Refinery and will not be visible to areas outside the Refinery.  The majority of construction equipment is low in height and will not be visible to the surrounding area due to the presence of fencing and structures which buffer the views of low structures at the Refinery.  A few cranes may temporarily be visible.



The proposed project will introduce a minor visual change to the Refinery.  The new and modified units will include a new flare, a new heater/boiler stack, and new units that will be visible to the areas outside of the Refinery.  The new and modified units will be about the same size profile as the existing Refinery.  The new units and additional stacks, specifically, would be visible from adjacent areas.  The appearance of the new and modified units is not expected to differ significantly from other Refinery units so that no significant impacts to aesthetics are expected.


The general area around Ultramar is zoned for heavy industrial uses (M3-1VL).  The City of Los Angeles "VL" designation limits construction of buildings and structures to a height not greater than 45 feet.  The City of Los Angeles in December, 1996 enacted a zoning ordinance which eliminated the 1VL height limit designation for the Refinery to make it consistent with the local land use plan (Los Angeles City Ordinance No. 171439, 1996).  A portion of the property west of the Dominguez Channel acquired from the Port of Los Angeles was restricted to port-related uses.  Ultramar in 1994 obtained a zoning variance from the City of Los Angeles, Office of the Zoning Administrator to allow Refinery projects on this property (Wilmington, Case No. ZA 94-0593(ZV)).  Accordingly, the Ultramar property may be developed for Refinery applications free of height limitations and other restrictions.  


No scenic highways or corridors are located in the vicinity of the Refinery.  No significant adverse aesthetic impacts are expected.


d)
Lighting will be provided as necessary in accordance with applicable safety standards and is expected to be consistent with existing lighting at the Refinery.  Additional lighting may be provided on new structures associated with the proposed project.  The new lights are not expected to create light and glare impacts to areas adjacent to the Refinery due to the industrial nature of the Refinery.

Conclusions:  No significant impacts on aesthetics are expected from the proposed project.  Therefore, aesthetics impacts will not be addressed in the EIR.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non- agricultural use?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  


(
(
(

c)
Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?  


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a,b,c)
All proposed modifications would occur within the confines of the existing Refinery.  The project would be consistent with the heavy industrial zoning for the Refinery (M3-1) and there are no agricultural resources or operations on or near the project site (SCAQMD, 1994).

Conclusions:  No significant impacts on aesthetics are expected from the proposed project.  Therefore, aesthetics impacts will not be addressed in the EIR.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


(
(
(

b)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation?


(
(
(

c)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


(
(
(

d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

e)
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


(
(
(

f)
Diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement resulting in a significant increase in air pollutant(s)?

(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a, b, c)
Construction-related activities will generate emissions from worker vehicles, trucks, and construction equipment.  The air quality impacts associated with the construction phase of the proposed project are potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.



The proposed project would add emission sources to the Refinery including new heaters, boilers, pumps, valves, flanges, drains and pressure relief valves.  SCAQMD Regulation XIII – New Source Review requires that best available control technology (BACT) be installed on new emission sources within the South Coast Air Basin which will minimize project-related emissions.  New air pollution control equipment at the Refinery will include additional sulfur treatment facilities, selective catalytic reduction unit, electrostatic precipitator, thermal oxidizer, new flare unit, among others.  Nonetheless, the proposed project impacts on air quality during the operational phase are potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. 



The proposed project may also alter the transport of raw materials to the Refinery and the transport of products from the Refinery.  The emission impacts related to changes in the amount or type of material transported are potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR, including the potential impact on the Air Quality Management Plan.


d)
New emission sources associated with the proposed project may emit toxic air contaminants.  The impact of the emissions of toxic air contaminants on sensitive populations, including individuals at hospitals, nursing facilities, daycare centers, schools, and elderly intensive care facilities, as well as residential and off-site occupational areas, will be evaluated in the EIR. 

e) The proposed project is not expected to create significant objectionable odors, either during construction or during operations.  Sulfur compounds (e.g., hydrogen sulfide) are the primary odor source within Refinery operations.  The sulfur-bearing materials are handled and treated in the Sulfur Recovery Units where they are converted to elemental (solid) sulfur.  Odors are not associated with elemental sulfur.  The Refinery will continue to process sulfur-bearing materials in the Sulfur Recovery Units and the proposed project includes additional sulfur recovery facilities.  The proposed project is expected to generate additional sulfur-bearing compounds that will be handled by the Refinery.  The new Sulfur Recovery Units will comply with the SCAQMD’s BACT which will minimize the potential for emissions as well as odors as additional sulfur compounds will be removed from Refinery streams.  The Refinery maintains a 24-hour staff available for odor investigation.  This activity contributes to minimizing the frequency and magnitude of odor events at the facility.  Therefore, no significant odor impacts are expected.


f)
The proposed project will be required to comply with the applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement.  Compliance with the applicable air quality rules and regulations will be discussed in the EIR.

Conclusions:  The air quality impacts associated with increased emissions of air contaminants (both criteria and toxic air contaminants) during the construction and operation phases of the proposed project will be evaluated in the EIR.  

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


(
(
(

b)
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


(
(
(

c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


(
(
(

d)
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


(
(
(

e)
Conflicting with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 


(
(
(

f)
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.? 


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a,b,c,d,e,f)
The proposed project will be located within the confines of an existing, operating petroleum Refinery.  Past development of the Refinery has virtually eliminated all natural habitat within the Refinery property boundaries.  Currently, no species of rare, threatened, or endangered plants or animals have been reported in the vicinity of the project.  Thus, no listed species are expected to be significantly adversely impacted by construction or operation of the proposed project.  Because the area in and near the Refinery is devoid of native habitat, impacts to other, non-listed species are not expected.




The project site is not located on or near a wetland habitat, will not create any barriers to the movements of animals, and would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan.

Conclusions:  The construction/operation of the proposed project is not expected to have significant impacts to biological resources since no native habitat is located within the confines of the Refinery.  Therefore, biological resources will not be addressed in the EIR.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?


(
(
(

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5?


(
(
(

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


(
(
(

d)
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.?
(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a,b,c)
Additional excavation and grading for the construction of the new units will occur within the confines of the existing Refinery which has already been graded.  There are no known paleontological, archaeological or historical resources on or near the project site (SCAQMD, 1994). There are no known structures or sites that contain unique ethnic values associated with the project site (SCAQMD, 1994).


d)
There are no known human remains or cemeteries within the vicinity of the Refinery.  

Conclusions:  No significant impacts on cultural resources are expected from the proposed project.  Therefore, impacts of the proposed project on cultural resources will not be addressed in the EIR.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:






a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems?


(
(
(

c) 
Create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy?


(
(
(

d) 
Create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy?


(
(
(

e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a)
The proposed project is not subject to any existing energy conservation plans.  Additionally, project construction and operation activities will not utilize non-renewable resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner. 


b,c,d,e)
Electrical power may be required for certain construction equipment.  This requirement can be met with the existing electrical capacity.  A minimal amount of natural gas may also be required during construction of the proposed project which could be supplied by the Refinery or the local utility.  No significant impacts to electrical or natural gas utilities are expected due to construction activities.



Operation of the proposed project will require about 14.5 megawatts per day of electricity.  This electricity will be supplied by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP).  This electrical use will result in a small incremental increase in electricity supplied to the Refinery by LADWP and is not expected to be significant because it represents an extremely small percentage of the total in-Basin electricity generating capacity of 12,697 megawatts (SCAQMD, 1996).



Operation of the proposed project will require additional refinery fuel gas and natural gas.  Most of the increase can be supplied via the refinery’s fuel gas system.  Additional natural gas may be required.  Sufficient natural gas supplies exist so that the increase in natural gas use is not expected to be significant.

Conclusion:  No significant impacts to energy resources are expected from the construction/operation of the proposed project so these resources will not be addressed in the EIR.   In addition, the impacts associated with the proposed project on other utilities are expected to be less than significant and, therefore, will not be addressed in the EIR


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:






a) 
Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


(
(
(

· Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(
(
(

· Strong seismic ground shaking?
(
(
(

· Seismic–related ground failure, including liquefaction?
(
(
(

· Landslides?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


(
(
(

c)
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?


(
(
(

d)
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?


(
(
(

e)
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.
a) The Los Angeles area is considered a seismically active region with a number of earthquake faults throughout Southern California.  Construction of additional refinery units would subject additional units to potential impacts associated with earthquakes.  The potential impacts of earthquakes on the proposed project structures will be evaluated in the EIR.

b) During construction of the project the possibility exists for temporary erosion resulting from excavation and grading activities, if required.  These activities are expected to be minor since the Refinery is generally flat and has already been graded.  The proposed project involves the addition of new structures to an existing facility so that grading will be required to provide stable foundations.  The refinery estimates about 35,000 cubic yards of grading to be required for the proposed project.  The impacts related to grading will be addressed in the EIR. No unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic substructures are expected from the project. 

c) The potential for liquefaction will be evaluated in the EIR.  Liquefaction is most likely to occur in unconsolidated granular sediments that are water saturated less than 30 feet below ground surface.  The County of Los Angeles General Plan identifies areas along the Dominguez Channel as being liquefiable areas (SCAQMD, 1994).  Therefore, the potential impacts associated with liquefaction will be evaluated in the EIR.



Subsidence has been a historic problem in the Los Angeles/Long Beach area due to the removal of subsurface oil and gas reserves.  Subsidence is the settling of the earth's surface due to compaction of underlying soils.  This is most common in uncompacted soils, thick unconsolidated alluvial material and in some artificial fill.  Subsidence was accelerated in the Los Angeles/Long Beach Harbors area due to extraction of oil and gas reserves in the Wilmington Oil Field.  This affected the majority of the harbor area.  The City of Long Beach Department of Oil Properties instituted the first major water injection program in 1958 to replace the removed oil and gas and allow the ground surface to rebound.  This program has been successful so that subsidence has been reversed and the area has rebounded.  Subsidence is no longer considered a problem in the Wilmington Oil Field.



Local site subsidence resulting from the addition of structures and pipelines will be considered during engineering design of any facility modifications or construction at the site.  Proper foundation design will reduce potential effects of vibrating equipment.  As a result, the proposed project is not expected to contribute to or affect local site subsidence in the vicinity of the project.


d)
The Ultramar Refinery and surrounding area is underlain by a sequence of granular fill extending to 15 or 20 feet below ground surface.  From 20 to 70 feet below ground surface are soft to firm lagoonal/lacustrine silts and clays interbedded with thin layers of fine sand (SCAQMD, 1994).  These types of soil have a moderate rate of water transmission, and thus are not susceptible to expansion hazards.


e)
The Refinery has existing wastewater treatment systems that will continue to be used and expanded as part of the proposed project.  Sewer systems are available to handle wastewater produced by the Refinery.  The Refinery does not and the proposed project will not use septic systems or alternative wastewater disposal systems.  Therefore, the proposed project will not impact soils associated with a septic system or alternative wastewater disposal system.

Conclusions:  The potential earthquake, liquefaction, and grading impacts of the proposed project will be evaluated in the EIR.  Other geological issues are expected to be less than significant and will not be evaluated further.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






a)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, disposal of hazardous materials?


(
(
(

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 


(
(
(

c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


(
(
(

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


(
(
(

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


(
(
(


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


(
(
(

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


(
(
(

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?


(
(
(

i) Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with flammable materials?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a,b)
Hazard analyses have been completed for the existing Refinery units, including the crude units and vacuum unit.  The primary hazard associated with the crude and vacuum units is related to the presence of hydrogen sulfide.  The proposed project may alter the hazards associated with the existing Refinery.  New units will be installed, including a new crude unit, that may increase the potential hazards at the Refinery.  The proposed project may increase the transport of hazardous materials to the Refinery.  For example, additional ammonia is expected to be required for new selective catalytic reduction units requiring additional truck transport of ammonia. The proposed project also may alter the transportation modes for feedstocks and products to/from the Refinery. The potential hazard impacts related to the proposed project are potentially significant and will be addressed in the EIR. 


c)
The Ultramar Refinery is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. The potential for impacts from hazardous emissions or the handling of acutely hazardous materials, substances and wastes on schools is less than significant.  

d) The proposed project will be constructed within the confines of the existing Refinery.  The potential for the project to impact the public or the environmental will be evaluated in the EIR.


e,f)
The Refinery will be constructed within the confines of the existing Refinery.  The Refinery is not located within two miles of an airport (either public or private) and is not located within an airport land use plan.  


g)
The proposed project is not expected to interfere with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  The proposed project will result in modifications to an existing Refinery.  All construction activities will occur within the confines of the Refinery so that no emergency response plans should adversely affected.  Ultramar has implemented an emergency response plan, but no modifications to the plan are expected as a result of the proposed project.

h) The proposed project will not increase the existing risk of fire hazards in areas with flammable brush, grass, or trees.  No vegetation exists at or near the refining processing units so the proposed project is not expected to expose people or structures to wildland fires.  

i) The proposed project involves the use of flammable materials in the refining process.  The proposed project would increase the amount of flammable materials used, transported, and stored at the Refinery, the impacts of which will be evaluated in the EIR.  

Conclusions:  The potential hazard impacts related to Refinery operations and the transport of hazardous (including flammable) materials associated with the proposed project will be addressed in the EIR.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


(
(
(


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

b)
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
(
(
(

c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?


(
(
(

d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


(
(
(

e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


(
(
(

f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


(
(
(

g)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?


(
(
(

h)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?  


(
(
(

i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


(
(
(

j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


(
(
(

k)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


(
(
(

l)
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

m)
Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

n)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?


(
(
(

o)
Require in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a,l,o)
Ultramar's current Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit entitles it to a permitted discharge of 1,076,000 gallons per day.  Ultramar currently averages about 1.1 million gallons per day.  The proposed project is expected to increase the wastewater generated by the Refinery by an estimated 800,000 gallons per day.  The increased wastewater is expected to include boiler blowdown, water from crude desalting, and water from the vacuum tower ejectors.  The Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit allows for a 25 percent variation in the amount of wastewater discharged (i.e., up to 1,350,000 gallons per day).  Therefore, the proposed project will require modification of the Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit.  The increase in wastewater discharge is potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.


b)
The project is not expected to significantly adversely affect the quantity or quality of ground water in the area for the reasons discussed below.  There is no beneficial use of ground water in the project area since all aquifers in this area are unusable for fresh water supply because of salt water intrusion.  The project would not interfere with the operation of ground water or monitoring wells maintained by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for the West Coast Basin Barrier Project designed to stop salt water intrusion.  No significant adverse impacts are expected to ground water quality from the proposed project because: (1) wastewater will continue to be collected and treated in the Refinery's wastewater treatment system or in compliance with wastewater discharge permits; (2) no underground storage tanks will be constructed as part of the proposed project; and (3) containment berms are proposed or exist around the new/modified units to minimize the potential for a spill to contaminate soil/ground water.


c,d,e,m)
Changes will be required to the Refinery's storm water collection system since new units will be added related to the proposed project.  The potential impacts of the proposed project on storm water discharge will be evaluated in the EIR.  Most of the project area is currently paved and will remain paved.  The new units will be curbed and existing units will remain curbed to contain any runoff.  Any runoff at the process unit area will be handled in the Refinery wastewater system and sent to the on-site wastewater treatment system prior to discharge to the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) system.  The surface water runoff is expected to be handled within the current wastewater treatment system.  Storm water runoff from outside the process unit areas will be collected and discharged through an NPDES permit to the Port of Long Beach for ultimate discharge to the Cerritos Channel.


f)
The impacts of the proposed project are not expected to degrade water quality further than evaluated in this Initial Study.  The proposed project will result in increases in wastewater discharge that will be evaluated in the EIR.


g,h,i)
The proposed project involves the construction to and modifications within an existing Refinery and does not include the construction of any housing or would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. The Refinery is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area so the proposed project would not impede or redirect 100-year flood flows. The project is not located within a flood zone and would not expose people or property to any known water-related hazards.


j)
The Refinery is located near the Port of Long Beach and Los Angeles.  The port areas have been protected from tsunamis by the construction of breakwaters.  The Refinery is located about 0.5 mile from the inner portions of the port and about 1 mile from the outer portions of the port.  The construction of the breakwaters combined with the distance of the Refinery from the water is expected to minimize the potential impacts of a tsunami or seiche so that no significant impacts are expected.  The proposed project is not located in an area susceptible to mudflows, e.g., hillside or slope areas, so that no significant impacts from mudflow would be expected.

n)
Potable water is supplied to the Ultramar Refinery by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP).  The Ultramar Refinery is located in the LADWP's Harbor Area Water Service District, and all potable water in the area is purchased by the LADWP from the Metropolitan Water District.  Potable water enters the Refinery via a ten-inch fire service line that stems off a 12-inch main line.  The Refinery currently uses about 36 million gallons of water per day.  This water is used in many of the refining processes at the facility including crude desalting, cooling towers, and steam generation.  



The proposed project is expected to increase the water demand at the site by about 950 gallons per minute or about 1,400,000 gallons per day.  The additional water will be used for boiler make-up water, cooling tower make-up, and steam.  The increase in water demand is expected to be within the available water supply and does not exceed the significance criteria.

Conclusions:  The project impacts on wastewater discharge and storm water discharge will be evaluated in the EIR.  The impact of other water impacts are expected to be less than significant and will not be addressed in the EIR.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:






a)
Physically divide an established community?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


(
(
(

c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.


a)
The project site is located in an existing Refinery and would not disrupt or divide an established community.


b,c)
The project would be consistent with the zoning for the Refinery (M3-1) and with the Wilmington-Harbor City Plan (City of Los Angeles, 1993).  All proposed modifications would occur within the confines of the existing Refinery.  The project’s impacts and compliance with the California Coastal Act need to be addressed.

Conclusion:  The impact of the proposed project on the coastal resources and compliance with the Coastal Act will be addressed in the EIR. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


(
(
(

b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a, b)
The only significant resource in the vicinity of the Refinery is the production of oil from the Wilmington field.  While much of the operation for this field has been decommissioned, limited production facilities remain in the vicinity of the Refinery.  None of these production facilities will be affected by the proposed project so no significant impacts are expected.

Conclusion:  No significant impacts to mineral resources are expected from the construction/operation of the proposed project so these resources will not be addressed in the EIR.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:






a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


(
(
(

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 


(
(
(

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airship, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a,b,c,d)
Construction activity for the proposed project will generate noise associated with the use of heavy construction equipment and construction-related traffic.  The potential construction noise impacts may be significant.  



Noise from the proposed project is expected to produce noise in excess of current operations.  The proposed project will add new noise sources to the Refinery including pumps, fans, and a boiler.  These noise increases are potentially significant and the impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.  

Conclusion:  The noise impacts associated with the proposed project are potentially significant and will be addressed in the EIR.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:






a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


(
(
(

b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.


a,b,c)
Construction activities at the Refinery will not involve the relocation of individuals, impact housing or commercial facilities, or change the distribution of the population because the proposed project will occur completely on an existing industrial facility site.  The construction work force, which is temporary, is expected to come from the existing labor pool in the Southern California area.  Additionally, the project operation is not expected to require a significant number of new permanent employees, an estimated eight, at the Refinery.  Since all potential impacts will occur at existing industrial facilities, displacement of housing of any type is not anticipated.  Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project is not expected to have a significant impact on population or housing.

Conclusion:  No significant impacts on population and housing are expected due to the proposed project; therefore, this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIV. 
 PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services:







a)
Fire protection?
(
(
(


b)
Police protection?
(
(
(


c)
Schools?
(
(
(


d)
Parks?
(
(
(


e)
Other public facilities?
(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a)
Construction activities are not expected to result in an increased need for fire response services.  Construction activities include safeguards, monitoring for hazards with equipment designed to detect sources of flammable gases and vapors, written procedures, training, and authorization of equipment used on-site.



Compliance with state and local fire codes is expected to minimize the need for additional fire protection services.  The Refinery is served by its own emergency response team along with local fire department and other emergency services.  The proposed project will include requirements for fire protection services that are available from existing services.  Fire-fighting and emergency response personnel and equipment will continue to be maintained and operated at the Refinery.  Close coordination with local fire departments and emergency services will also be continued.



It is expected that the required fire-flow requirements for this project will be the same as other portions of the Refinery [9,000 to 12,000 gallons per minute (gpm)].  The Refinery has a total fire-flow of about 22,000 gpm, including a 60,000 barrel firewater storage tank.  Ultramar has over 100 on-site fire hydrants.  Additional fire hydrants may be required near new Refinery units.  Fireflow is expected to be sufficient to handle the proposed project.



Existing fire protection at the Refinery includes two foam trailers with a foam portioning pump; three hired gun monitors which consist of nozzles that can deliver 2,000 gpm of water or foam; tank trucks with foam carrying capabilities; two 50-gallon foam hose reel stations with each Refinery unit, each capable of delivering 110 gpm; deluge systems within Refinery Units and over hydrocarbon pumps; on-site fire water hydrants; dry chemical extinguishers; fixed firewater monitors within process units each capable of delivering a minimum of 500 gpm; and portable fire monitors within each unit to quickly establish water flow.  The on-site foam-making capability at the Refinery is about 6,000 to 7,000 gallons.  



In addition, Ultramar maintains an on-site Emergency Response Team composed of 20-25 personnel per shift with fire-fighting experience.  Members of the team receive hands-on fire training on a quarterly basis.  



The fire access to the Refinery including ingress/egress roads, fire lanes, and locations of fire hydrants will not be affected by the proposed project.  All fire access points, fire lanes and the locations of fire hydrants already have been approved by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department.  Currently, there are two ingress/egress points to the Refinery used by contractors and employees.  Two additional ingress/egress points exist specifically to provide fire access to the Refinery.  These access points allow for adequate overhead space (i.e., not less than 20 feet clear to the sky) and adequate width for off-site fire-fighting equipment to reach the new and existing refinery units.  The existing fire lanes are capable of accommodating off-site fire-fighting apparatus and have a minimum of 28 feet where fire hydrants are installed.  No significant impacts are expected because of the existing fire-fighting capabilities at the Refinery.  


b)
The City of Los Angeles Police Department is the responding agency for law enforcement needs in the vicinity of the proposed project.  The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Police Department's Harbor Division.  The Harbor Division Station, located at 2175 John Gibson Boulevard in San Pedro, is approximately four miles from the project site.  The station has six to twelve units available for response, depending on the time of day.  Because police units are in the field, response times vary depending on the location of the nearest unit.



Construction activities within the confines of the Ultramar Refinery will be monitored by the existing security force stationed at the Refinery 24 hours a day, seven days a week.  The Refinery is fenced and a 24-hour security force will continue to be maintained.  Entry and exit of the construction work force would be monitored and no additional or altered police protection is expected.


c)
Construction activities at the Refinery will not involve the relocation of individuals, impact housing or change the distribution of the population.  No significant increase in the number of permanent workers is required as part of the proposed project.  Thus, the proposed project will not alter existing, or require additional schools.


d)
No significant increase in the number of Ultramar employees is expected due to operation of the proposed project.  Therefore, this project would not affect the demand for additional parks.


e)
No significant increase in the number of Ultramar employees is expected due to operation of the proposed project.  Therefore, this project would not affect the maintenance of public facilities, nor would it create an increase in demand for additional public facilities such as new roads.

Conclusions:  No significant impacts on public services are expected due to the proposed project.  Therefore, public services will not be addressed in the EIR.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XV.
RECREATION.  






a)
Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?


(
(
(

b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a)
The proposed project would not increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks, or other recreational facilities in the area since the project is not expected to increase the local population. This proposed project will not adversely affect existing recreational opportunities.  Due to the heavy industrialization of the area, there are no recreational opportunities of significance at or in the immediate vicinity of the Refinery.


b)
This proposed project will not include new recreational facilities or require expansion of existing recreational facilities since no increase in local population is expected.

Conclusions: No significant impacts on recreation are expected from the proposed project.  Therefore, impacts of the proposed project on recreation will not be addressed in the EIR.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:






a)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


(
(
(

b)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.
a) Construction activities may generate additional solid waste.  In addition, contaminated soil may be uncovered, given the heavily industrialized nature of the Ultramar Refinery and the fact that refining activities and petroleum production activities have been conducted onsite and in the vicinity for a number of years.  Contaminated soils may require remediation and disposal of contaminated materials.  Remediation could include the removal and disposal of contaminated material.  The solid and hazardous waste impacts associated with the construction phase of the proposed project are potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.

Operational activities resulting from this project may generate additional wastes (e.g., additional spent catalyst).  Aspects of this project have been designed to minimize waste generation (e.g., improving operational efficiency of units to lengthen life of catalysts). Nonetheless, the solid and hazardous waste impacts from proposed project during the operational phase are potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.


b)
The Refinery currently complies and the proposed project will comply continue to comply with federal, state, and local regulations related to solid and hazardous wastes.

Conclusions: The solid and hazardous waste impacts associated with potential for increased waste generation (both solid and hazardous) during the construction and operation phases of the proposed project will be evaluated in the EIR.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:






a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?


(
(
(

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


(
(
(

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?


(
(
(

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

g)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?


(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a,b,e)
The proposed project will increase the traffic in the area associated with construction workers, construction equipment, and the delivery of construction materials.  The impacts of the traffic impacts during the construction phase will be evaluated in the EIR. 



The permanent work force at the Refinery is expected to increase by approximately eight employees as a result of this project and operation-related traffic is expected to be minimal.  Additional truck traffic may be generated that could impact the local traffic patterns.  The traffic impacts associated with the operation of the proposed project will be evaluated to determine the potential impacts of the proposed project on traffic and circulation in the Long Beach and Wilmington Harbor areas.  


c)
Operation of the proposed project may also alter the transportation of feedstocks into and products from the facility.  Ultramar predicts that additional quantities of crude oil are expected to arrive at the Refinery, while a decrease in the deliveries of certain intermediate products also is expected.  The potential increase or decrease in the transportation of feedstocks or products to/from the Refinery associated with truck, marine vessel or railcar traffic will be evaluated in the EIR.


d)
The proposed project is consistent with surrounding land uses and traffic/circulation in the area has been designed to accommodate refinery-related traffic from Ultramar, as well as traffic from other nearby refineries and port activities.  There are no known traffic hazards in the vicinity of the Refinery.  Aside from temporary effects during construction, this project will not alter the long-term circulation patterns or the movements of goods and services.  No circulation modifications are proposed, so there would be no long-term impacts on the traffic circulation system.


f)
Parking will be provided for construction workers on the Refinery property.  The Refinery has sufficient parking to handle the increased vehicles during construction.  Ultramar has about 1,000 parking spaces at several locations throughout the Refinery so that there is sufficient parking for construction workers.  No additional parking will be needed after construction because the work force at the Refinery is not expected to significantly increase as a result of the proposed project.  

g)
Construction and operation of the proposed project are not expected to conflict with policies supporting alternative transportation since the proposed project is not expected to impact alternative transportation modes, e.g., bicycles or buses because the construction and operation will occur solely at existing industrial facilities.

Conclusions:  The impacts on traffic during the construction and operation phases of the proposed project will be evaluated in the EIR.  The impacts associated with the truck, marine vessel and railcar traffic associated with the proposed project also will be evaluated.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.






a)
Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?


(
(
(

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)


(
(
(

c)
Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
(
(
(

Checklist Response Explanation:  This section explains each answer checked above, and discusses potentially significant effects and project requirements or measures to substantially reduce or eliminate them.

a)
The Environmental Checklist indicates that the proposed project has potentially significant impacts on air quality, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, noise, and transportation/ traffic.  The proposed project is not expected to reduce or eliminate any plant or animal species or destroy prehistoric records of the past.  The site is part of an existing Refinery facility that has been previously graded, and this project will not extend into environmentally sensitive areas.


b)
As discussed above (a), the proposed project may result in significant adverse impacts on air quality, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, noise, and transportation/ traffic.  The potential for cumulative impacts on these resources also will be evaluated in the EIR.


c)
The proposed project may result in emissions of toxic air contaminants and may also increase the hazards at the Refinery.  The potential for these impacts to have adverse impacts on human beings, either directly or indirectly, will be evaluated in the EIR.  
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