APPENDIX E
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
PARAMOUNT CLEAN FUELS PROJECT
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION
This Appendix, together with other portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR),
Volumes I and II constitute the Final EIR for the proposed Paramount Clean Fuels Project.
The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period on December 17,
2003. The comment period was extended to about a 70-day review period at the request of the
public and the applicant. The Draft EIR is otherwise available at the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), 21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182
or by phone at (909) 396-3600. Portions of the Draft EIR can also be downloaded by contacting
the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/nonaqmd.html.
The Draft EIR contained a detailed project description, the environmental setting for each
environmental resource where the NOP/IS determined there was a potential significant adverse
impact, an analysis of the potentially significant environmental impacts including cumulative
impacts, project alternatives, and other areas of discussion as required by CEQA. The discussion
of environmental impacts included a detailed analysis of air quality, hazards and hazardous
materials, and transportation/traffic.
The SCAQMD received one comment letter on the Draft EIR during the public comment period.
The comment letter and responses to the comments raised in that letter is are provided in this
appendix. The comments are bracketed and numbered. The related responses are identified with
the corresponding number and are included following the comment letter.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 1
CITY OF PARAMOUNT
Joe Perez
February 23, 2004

Response 1-1
The information regarding the aesthetic and visual characteristics and impacts regarding
the proposed project was provided in the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS).
The location of the proposed new Refinery equipment (as shown in Figure 2-4) is
important to aesthetic impacts because the new equipment is located near existing
Refinery equipment and will largely be indistinguishable by most observers outside of the
Refinery. Additional information regarding the heights of structures and aesthetic
impacts are provided below.
There are several existing tall structures in the Refinery that exceed 100 feet in height, the
tallest of which is 150 feet. The proposed project includes the installation of three tall
towers; one that is 142 feet high, one that is 102 feet high, and one that is 110 feet high.
Therefore, the height of the naphtha splitter will not exceed the height of existing
structures. Although these new tall structures will be visible from outside of the Refinery
due to their height, they are narrow towers (See Photographs 2, 4 and 6 below) that will
not appreciably affect vistas and will blend in with the existing tall structures.
The following pictures show existing views of the Refinery before the proposed project
modifications. The existing view of the Refinery is then graphically modified to show
the approximate height and location of the new distillation towers. As shown in the
following pictures, the proposed new towers will be visible from various locations around
the Refinery. However, due to the existing industrial setting of the site, these additional
structures will not substantially change the visual qualities of the Refinery site so that no
significant adverse aesthetic/visual impacts are expected from the proposed project. For
example, the view from Downey Avenue looking northeast (see Photographs 1 and 2)
will show one new tower. Two other new towers will largely be blocked by other
existing towers or structures.
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Response 1-2
The City of Paramount’s comment on the potential energy impacts from the proposed
project as discussed in the NOP/IS was adequately addressed in the responses to
comments included in Appendix A of the draft EIR. The following discussion
summarizes the SCAQMD’s previous response to the City of Paramount’s comments on
the NOP/IS. As explained in the NOP/IS (see page 2-13), the proposed project will not
add any new combustion equipment to the Refinery. Therefore, no new demand for
natural gas above currently permitted levels is expected. Even though there may be an
increase in natural gas purchased over the last several years, the proposed project is not
expected to result in an increase in the use of natural gas over peak historical or
maximum permitted levels since no new equipment that uses natural gas will be installed.
Further, the Refinery has valid permits including air quality permits, conditional use
permits, wastewater treatment permits, stormwater permits, and can resume operating any
and all permitted units at the Refinery without additional discretionary approvals.
The natural gas consumption at the Refinery is primarily related to the operation of the
cogeneration unit which generates electricity and steam to support the Refinery
operations. The cogeneration unit was installed at the Refinery following disruptions of
electric supplies in California. The cogeneration unit went through full environmental
review and was issued permits from the SCAQMD as well as the City. The cogeneration
unit has been operating, and the incremental increase in natural gas demand from the
project would be relatively small. Further, this incremental increase could occur at
anytime with or without the project as long as the current permit conditions are not
modified or increased. The proposed project will not result in an increase in the use of
natural gas at the cogeneration unit over recently permitted levels.
Fuel supply for the remaining heaters and boilers comes from 3 sources; internally
generated refinery gas, purchased liquified petroleum gas (LPG), and purchased natural
gas. The Refinery currently purchases only a small baseload quantity of natural gas for
this purpose. This small amount of natural gas usage will not be affected by the proposed
project.
Response 1-3
SCAQMD believes that the City of Paramount’s comment on potential geology and soil
impacts from the proposed project discussed in the NOP/IS was adequately addressed in
the response to comments included in Appendix A of the draft EIR. Sufficient data
regarding geology and soils were provided in the NOP/IS so the commentator was
referred to the appropriate sections in the NOP/IS. The following discussion summarizes
the SCAQMD’s response to the City of Paramount’s comments on the NOP/IS.
The comment quotes from the NOP/IS and from the Hazard/Hazardous Materials Impact
Section of the Draft EIR. The portion of the comment quoted from the Draft EIR
regarding the potential hazard impacts relates to the potential “worst-case” analysis
which predicted potentially significant impacts associated with the Naphtha Splitter unit.
Please note that the location of the Naphtha Splitter Unit has been moved, as suggested in
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Alternative 3, thus eliminating the potentially significant hazard impacts associated with
this unit that are referenced in this comment. Also, note that the hazard impacts are not
necessarily associated with earthquakes but could be associated with mechanical failure,
human error, severe weather or other event.
This comment correctly states that construction of the proposed project requires a
detailed geotechnical analysis of the construction site prior to design of foundations and
structures. However, CEQA guidelines do not require that the detailed geotechnical
analysis be included as part of the EIR. The focus of the geotechnical report is to ensure
that the construction of structures will meet appropriate and very specific Uniform
Building Code requirements (e.g., determine the appropriate depth of the foundations).
The detailed information on the foundations is not required to complete the more general
CEQA review (e.g., that foundations are required).
It is our understanding that Paramount has completed its geotechnical study and has
incorporated the findings into its engineering design for the proposed project. The results
of this study, in combination with the current requirements of the Uniform Building Code
(UBC), are being used to ensure that the project design is adequate for the local soils
conditions, including seismic impacts. Conformance of the final design with the UBC is
beyond the scope of the CEQA regulations and will require the approval of the local
building department.
See Response 1-5 below regarding noise impacts.
Response 1-4
The City of Paramount’s comment on potential water quality and water demand issues
from the proposed project discussed in the NOP/IS was adequately addressed in the
response to comments included in Appendix A of the draft EIR. The following
discussion summarizes the SCAQMD’s response to the City of Paramount’s comments
on the NOP/IS. The NOP/IS concludes that the proposed project will not result in a
significant increase in water used or wastewater generated when compared to the
baseline. Please see Response 1-2 regarding the appropriate baseline environmental
setting and impact analysis. Additional information is provided in this comment
regarding water consumption and wastewater discharge at the Refinery. The proposed
new Refinery equipment is not expected to increase wastewater or water use over historic
volumes used or generated by the Refinery because the equipment associated with the
proposed project does not require substantial volumes of water. As explained in the
NOP/IS, cooling equipment is responsible for the majority of the water used at the site
and no additional cooling equipment is included as part of the proposed project.
The equipment to be installed as part of Paramount’s Clean Fuels Project will result in
incremental fresh water consumption and wastewater discharge at the refinery. Although
the equipment does not directly use water for any process purpose, water is used
indirectly through the cooling water and steam utility systems.

E-20

Steam Generation
The existing steam generation cycle is basically a closed loop, however, there are small
water losses associated with boiler blowdown, makeup water deaeration, and condensate
flashing. Fresh water must be added to the steam system to balance these losses. No new
steam generation equipment is required as part of the Clean Fuels Project. Boiler
blowdown is discharged to the municipal sewer as part of the refinery wastewater stream.
Cooling Water
The refinery uses evaporative cooling towers to remove low-level heat from refinery
processes. Fresh water makeup is needed to replace evaporative losses and cooling tower
blowdown. The Clean Fuels Project minimizes the amount of water used for cooling
purposes by maximizing the use of air coolers to remove low-level heat. Cooling tower
blowdown is discharged to the municipal sewer as part of the refinery wastewater stream.
Water Usage Summary
The Table 1 summarizes the Clean Fuels Project fresh water makeup and wastewater
discharge rates in gallons per day (gpd). The discussion below compares them to
historical water use and wastewater discharge. Note that no increase in water use or
wastewater discharge is expected from the naphtha stripper, pentane loading facilities,
gasoline blending facilities, or ethanol unloading facilities.
Water Demand Comparison to Historical Rates: Based on the available records, peak
fresh water usage occurred in 1994 at a rate of about 589,000 gallons per day. In 1997,
Paramount installed equipment to allow it to internally reuse some water streams as well
as to use impounded rainwater. These changes reduced fresh water usage requirements
for the refinery by about 50,000 gallons per day. Based on the incremental fresh water
rate for the Clean Fuels Project of 29,075 gallons per day, the post-project usage is
expected to be about 20,000 gallons per day below the historical peak usage (589,000 –
50,000 + 29,075 ~ 579,000).
Wastewater: Peak wastewater discharge was 308,000 gallons per day in 1996/1997.
The discharge rate in 2002/2003 was 273,000 gallons per day. Given the relatively small
incremental wastewater production (2,908 gallons per day) from the Clean Fuels Project,
Paramount expects the post-project wastewater rate to be well below the 1996/1997 peak.
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF WATER USE AND WASTEWATER DISCHARGE
Utility

Steam
production
Cooling
TOTAL
Steam
production
Cooling
TOTAL

Benzene
Saturation
Unit
5,500
9,200
14,700
550
920
1,470

Naphtha
Splitter

Naphtha
Stabilizer

Fresh water, gallons per day
4,640
2,060
5,570
0
10,210
2,060
Wastewater, gallons per day
464
206
557
1,021

0
206

PSA Unit

Total Project

0

12,200

2,105
2,105

16,875
29,075

0

1,220

211
211

1,688
2,908

The above information supports the conclusion in the NOP/IS that the proposed project
will not result in a significant increase in water used or wastewater generated when
compared to the baseline.
Response 1-5
As explained in the NOP/IS (see pages 2-30 through 2-35), the noise measurements taken
in 1994 are expected to be representative of the noise levels following operation of the
proposed project because, with the exception of the cogeneration plant, all equipment at
the refinery was operating when the noise readings were taken. The Refinery has always
operated on a 24-hour basis so the baseline operational noise levels included in the
NOP/IS (see Table 3) include the night-time operation of the Refinery.
The major sources of noise associated with the new equipment are:





Pumps – The Project adds several electric driven centrifugal pumps. These pumps
are ground level sources. These pumps operate 24 hours per day. The electric motors
are the primary source of noise associated with pump operation.
Air Coolers – The Project adds several air coolers used to remove low-level heat from
the processing units. These air coolers operate 24 hours per day although the number
of fans that operate may differ due to ambient air temperature fluctuations, with fewer
fans operating under lower temperature conditions. Air coolers are elevated and use
electric motor driven fans to force ambient air across a heat exchange surface. The
sources of noise from this equipment are the electric motors and the sound created by
compression of ambient air by the large fan blades.
Fluid transport – Fluid transport through piping systems can create some low volume
noise, primarily due to pressure drop across control valves. Noise from fluid
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transport is controlled through proper valve specification and design. Fluid transport
noise is also expected to be constant over a 24-hour day.
As presented in the NOP/IS for the Clean Fuels Project EIR, the incremental noise from
operation of new equipment to be installed with the Project is expected to be less than
one decibel. Noise levels from operation of this equipment are expected to be constant
over a 24-hour day as the equipment operates continually in a steady state mode. There
is no difference in the noise levels of the operating equipment during the daytime or
nighttime.
Construction
The NOP/IS also describes the general nature of noise that is expected from construction
of the Project. Based on the geotechnical findings for the construction site, the
foundation design will specify the use of driven piles for some of the newly installed
equipment. Installation of these piles will create noise due to pile-driving operations.
Although noise from pile driving operations are at the high end of noise from other
construction equipment evaluated in the NOP/IS (80-95 decibels), these activities are of
short duration. Paramount currently estimates the time required to drive all necessary
foundation piles at no more than one week. Noise from pile driving will be limited to
daylight hours as required under the City of Paramount noise ordinance so that noise
impacts associated with construction are expected to be less than significant from a
CEQA perspective. Further, as shown in the NOP/IS, noise from construction activities
is not expected to exceed local noise ordinances.
Response 1-6
See Response 1-1 regarding aesthetic impacts.
Response 1-7
As explained in the Draft EIR, no growth-inducing impacts are expected from the
proposed project. The proposed project will create about 14 additional jobs in the
Paramount area. Employees for these new jobs will be hired from the existing labor pool
in southern California, with recruiting emphasis on local communities. The proposed
project will not result in growth impacts related to job creation for new housing, parks,
schools, roads, etc.
The proposed project would allow the Refinery to produce reformulated gasoline in
compliance with state and federal regulations. As indicated in the Draft EIR, the
proposed project will not increase the crude throughput capacity of the Refinery (see
Draft EIR page 1-4). Instead, the proposed project will change the mix of finished
products produced at the Refinery.
The Refinery is capable of producing conventional gasoline products and has done so in
the past. However, California state and federal laws now mandate that only cleaner-
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burning (reformulated) gasoline be sold in areas with moderate to severe air pollution.
Since there is no local market for conventional gasoline, the Refinery currently sells its
gasoline range product (full range naphtha) to other refiners for further processing. The
proposed project will allow the Refinery to produce the gasoline rather than selling
naphtha to another refiner, which would use it to produce reformulated gasoline.
The Refinery currently is capable of producing up to 8,500 barrels per day of CARB
Diesel produced to its approved small-refiner formulation, and has done so in the past.
However, unless the Refinery produces gasoline, it can make only a small quantity of
CARB Diesel and no Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel. This is because without
gasoline production, the hydrogen needed to remove sulfur from the diesel streams is not
available. Currently, the Refinery produces high-sulfur distillate fuels (for military and
off-road use or for further processing at other refineries). The proposed project will not
increase the amount of diesel that can be produced but will allow the diesel produced to
comply with state and federal specifications for diesel sold in California.
The Refinery currently operates 24 hours per day, 365 days per year (see page 2-8 of the
Draft EIR); therefore, the proposed project will not extend the hours of operation.
However, additional language will be added to the growth-inducing impact section to
reiterate that no increase in capacity or hours of operation are expected from the
Refinery. The other direct or indirect impacts are discussed under each environmental
resource categories in either the EIR or NOP/IS.
Response 1-8
The SCAQMD appreciate the City’s comments regarding the value of the Alternatives
section of the Draft EIR. Specific response to comments on the proposed location of the
Naphtha Splitter is included in Response 1-11 below.
Response 1-9
As requested, the mitigation measures for VOC emissions are further clarified in this
comment. The use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is required by the
SCAQMD pursuant to Regulation XIII – New Source Review, as part of the proposed
project. BACT is defined as the cleanest commercially available control equipment or
technique. The use of BACT controls emissions to the greatest extent feasible for the new
and modified emission sources. The only major source of emissions from the proposed
Refinery project are from fugitive components. In cases where leakless components are
not available, these VOC-emitting components must be included in an inspection and
maintenance program, as required by SCAQMD Rule 1173, to ensure that the equipment
is properly maintained. Since the proposed project is complying with the BACT
requirements, additional VOC emission reductions for the new equipment are not
feasible.
Emission offsets, which are typically required for new or modified equipment pursuant
to SCAQMD Rule 1303, are not required for projects that are needed to comply with
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state or federal regulations provided that there is no increase in equipment rating
(SCAQMD Rule 1304(c)(4)). Therefore, emission offsets are not required for the
proposed project identified in this EIR as long as there is no increase in the crude
capacity of the Refinery. The proposed project is not expected to result in an increase in
crude capacity at the Refinery. Emission offsets are not and, therefore, will not be
provided for the emission increases associated with the proposed project (see Draft EIR
page 4-7). Basin-wide, the small increase in local VOC emissions resulting from the
proposed project will be offset by reductions from combustion of the cleaner burning
fuels the project provides. Credit for the emission reduction benefits expected from the
reformulated gasoline is not included as part of the analysis in the Draft EIR. This
approach provides a conservative “worst-case” analysis of impacts from the proposed
project.
Response 1-10
The City indicates that the NOP/IS failed to adequately identify the references used in
making significance determinations but provides no specific comments on where in the
document or for what conclusions in the document references were not provided.
Therefore, it is difficult to respond to this comment or understand the concerns or where
additional information would be helpful.
The NOP/IS included a list of references (see pages 2-46 and 2-47). The places in the
text where the references were used is identified by the author or agency name and date,
which corresponds to the list of references provided on pages 2-46 and 2-47. The Draft
EIR uses the same methodology and references used in the Draft EIR are provided on
pages 7-1 through 7-4.
Response 1-11
The first part of this comment summarizes the conclusions with respect to the hazard
analysis completed for the Draft EIR and requires no response.
Based on results of engineering completed after the issuance of the Draft EIR, Paramount
has determined that the alternate location for the Naphtha Splitter is feasible (evaluated as
Alternative 3 in the Draft EIR) and has so revised the project. This reduces the hazard
impacts to less than significant. Although changing the location of the Naphtha Splitter
is a change in the project description, this modification does not trigger recirculation of
the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 for the following reason. The
proposed modification eliminates a significant adverse hazard impact and the project
proponent is willing to implement the modification. Further, the alternative location was
evaluated in the alternatives Chapter of the Draft EIR (see Chapter 6). No significant
new information has been added to the EIR as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 so
that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.
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The final EIR will reflect the change in location for the Naphtha Splitter. As a result, a
statement of overriding considerations will not be required for hazard impacts associated
with the Clean Fuels Project.
Response 1-12
See Response 1-9 regarding offsets.
The emission calculations for the proposed project are included in Appendix B of the
Draft EIR and include the use of BACT (see page B-17 through B-19). However, since
additional fugitive components are proposed as part of the project, VOC emission
increases are expected even though BACT will be used.
The benefits associated with the use of reformulated fuels are provided in the cumulative
analysis in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR, pages 5-14 and 5-15, and Table 5-3). However,
as you note, credit is not taken in the analysis for the mobile source emission reductions
from using reformulated gasoline. The use of reformulated fuels is expected to provide
emission reductions far greater than the direct cumulative emissions from the various
refinery projects in southern California. The RFG Phase 3 compliant fuels are expected
to result in a 7.2 percent reduction in potency-weighted emissions of toxic air
contaminants from mobile sources using the fuel providing additional emissions benefits.
Further, the diesel sulfur limit of 15 ppmw will help generate significant air quality
benefits by enabling the effective performance of advanced diesel exhaust emissions
control technologies that reduce emissions of ozone precursors (NOx and VOCs) and
diesel particulate matter.
Response 1-13
Based on responses to the preceding comments, responses to comments on the NOP/IS
provided by the City of Paramount (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) and the comprehensive
analysis of potential adverse impacts from the proposed project in the Draft EIR, the
SCAQMD disagrees with the City’s assertion that the Draft EIR is deficient in anyway.
The CEQA documents for the Paramount Refinery’s proposed project comply with all
relevant CEQA requirements. Where appropriate, the EIR will be modified to reflect the
concerns the City has raised.
The SCAQMD does not routinely conduct public hearings for all projects undergoing
evaluation under the requirements of CEQA and does not anticipate a public hearing
related to the Paramount Clean Fuels Project. Based on the Draft EIR public review
period, public interest in the project is minimal as only one comment letter was received.
The SCAQMD will provide copies of the Final EIR, any Findings and the Mitigation
Monitoring Program once they have been completed and approved by the SCAQMD.
The City will also be afforded the opportunity to review the SCAQMD’s responses to the
specific comments as mandated pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.5(a).
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