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APPENDIX F 

 
PHILLIPS 66 LOS ANGELES REFINERY  

PROPOSED CRUDE OIL STORAGE CAPACITY PROJECT 
 

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ND 
 AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This Appendix, together with other portions of the Negative Declaration, constitutes the Final 
Negative Declaration (ND) for the proposed Phillips 66 Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project.   
 
The Draft ND was circulated for a 30-day public review and comment period on September 10, 
2013 and ending October 9, 2013.  The Draft ND is available at the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182 or 
by phone at (909) 396-2039.  The Draft ND can also be downloaded by accessing the 
SCAQMD’s CEQA web page at http://aqmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material/lead-
agency-permit-projects/permit-project-documents---year-2014. 
 
The Draft ND contained a detailed Project description, an analysis of the environmental impacts 
of all environmental resources included on the CEQA checklist, including cumulative impacts, 
and other areas of discussion as required by CEQA.  The discussion of the project-related 
environmental impacts included a detailed analysis of air quality, hazards and hazardous 
materials, and noise. 
 
The SCAQMD received three comment letters on the Draft ND during the public review period 
from the following commenters.   
 

Comment 
Letter Commenter 

1 Department of Transportation, Dianna Watson 
2 Communities For A Better Environment, Julia E. May 
3 Communities For A Better Environment, Yana Garcia et al 

 
 
The comment letters and the responses to the comments are provided in this appendix.  The 
comments are bracketed and numbered.  The related responses are identified with the 
corresponding number and are included following each comment letter.  Due to the size of the 
Exhibits referenced and submitted with Comment Letter No. 2, the Exhibits are available online 
at the SCAQMD website (http://aqmd.gov/home/library/documents-support-material/lead-
agency-permit-projects/permit-project-documents---year-2014) and not included in this 
appendix. 
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Comment Letter No. 1 
Department of Transportation, September 17, 2013  

1-1 

1-3 

1-4 

1-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 1 
 

Department of Transportation 
September 17, 2013 

 
Response 1-1 
 
This comment notes the name and the location of the proposed project.  No further response is 
necessary. 
 
Response 1-2 
 
This comment summarizes the project objective and the general project components.  This 
comment also concurs with the conclusions in the Draft ND that the proposed project is not 
expected to result in significant adverse impacts to state highways during construction or 
operation.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response 1-3 
 
This comment notes that storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles and Ventura 
counties and requests the project to be designed so that clean run-off water is discharged.  This 
comment also points out that the discharge of storm water run-off is not permitted onto State 
highway facilities. 
 
Phillips 66 operates two plants at its Los Angeles Refinery; the Carson Plant (LARC) and the 
Wilmington Plant (LARW).  The proposed project is located at LARC and is not expected to 
increase the storm water run-off from LARC and no new storm drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing storm facilities are expected to be required.  In addition, the proposed project is 
located within the LARC, which is not adjacent to any State highways, so no storm water run-off 
would occur onto State highways. 
 
As explained in section IX. c) and d) on page 2-59 of this ND, the modifications at the LARC 
would occur within the existing storage tank farm area, which is currently paved and will remain 
paved, such that no increase in the amount of runoff is expected to occur.  Further, storm water 
would continue to be collected in a drainage system and handled by the LARC’s existing 
wastewater system and then either discharged to the Dominguez Channel under the conditions of 
the LARC’s existing storm water permit or sent to an on-site wastewater treatment system.  
Treated storm water is currently discharged to the Los Angeles County Sanitation District sewer 
system in accordance with the requirements of the facility’s Industrial Wastewater Discharge 
Permit.  For these reasons, no change in storm water run-off from the site is expected.  
Therefore, the ND concludes that the potential adverse impacts of the proposed project on 
hydrology and water quality resources are expected to be less than significant. 
 
Since the project area is greater than one-half acre, the project will also comply with the 
California General Construction Stormwater Permit that has been issued to the LARC (WDID 
419C366800). 
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Response 1-4 
 
This comment identifies the need for permits for oversized loads transported on State highways.  
In addition, this comment recommends large truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods 
and suggests a truck/traffic construction management plan may be needed. 
 
Phillips 66 does not expect that oversized loads will be required to implement the proposed 
project and does not expect to require a Caltrans permit.  Phillips 66 would obtain all necessary 
permits from Caltrans if oversized loads are required and State highways are to be traveled.  As 
discussed in section XVII. a) and b) on page 2-83 of the ND, the proposed project would 
generate a maximum of one additional delivery truck per day to deliver equipment to the site and 
traffic impacts would be less than significant. 
 
   
The proposed project does not include any construction activities outside the LARC boundary; 
would not disrupt traffic flow or impact public rights-of-way as only one delivery truck (heavy-
heavy duty) per day would be required.  No significance traffic impacts are expected as 
discussed in the Draft ND (pages 2-81 through 2-84); therefore, a traffic management plan is not 
expected to be necessary for the proposed project. 
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Comment Letter No. 2 
Communities for a Better Environment, Ms. Julia May, October 9, 2013 

  

2-1 

2-2 

2-3 

2-4 

2-5 
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Responses to Comment Letter No. 2 
Communities for a Better Environment, 

Ms. Julia E. May, 
October 9, 2013 

Response 2-1 
 
This comment summarizes the commenter’s expertise and credentials.  This comment also 
broadly alleges that the project description is inadequate and that an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) should have been prepared for the proposed project.     
 
The SCAQMD disagrees that an EIR is required for the proposed project.  The sole purpose of 
the project is to provide sufficient storage capacity to offload a larger crude oil tanker in one visit 
to the marine terminal, and to treat the water draw from the associated crude oil storage tanks.  
More detailed responses regarding the commenter’s claims of significant impacts that would 
warrant the preparation of an EIR are addressed separately, in these responses below. 
 
Response 2-2 
 
This comment claims that the air impacts from the new storage tank, pipeline cleaning degassing 
operations, and other emissions have been underestimated and are significant.  This comment is a 
general summary of other more detailed comments on the same topic raised later in this letter 
(see Responses 2-39 through 2-44 to Comments 2-39 through 2-44, respectively).  The 
commenter has based her opinion on incorrect facts and assumptions.  The emissions from this 
project have been properly analyzed and detailed explanations supporting the decision to prepare 
a ND, as demonstrated by the emissions calculations, can be found in Responses 2-39 through 2-
44. 
 
Response 2-3  
 
This commenter claims that the project description is incomplete because it does not identify 
changes that will occur to the refinery inputs to the Crude Unit.  The comment claims that the 
proposed expanded use of the Brine Stripper and additional heat exchangers are for the purpose 
of increased desalting and temperature controls to enable processing of “advantage crudes” and 
that these products will be delivered by rail and ship.  This comment alleges that the expanded 
use of the Brine Stripper and use of additional heat exchangers represent an increase above the 
LARC’s crude oil refining baseline.  This comment is a general summary of other more detailed 
comments on the same topic raised later in this letter (see Comments 2-8 through 2-20).   
 
The commenter's conclusions are based on two fundamental misunderstandings of the project.  
First, the commenter incorrectly opines that the purpose of the project is to bring different and 
more crudes to the Refinery, thus changing Refinery operations.  Second, the commenter 
erroneously concludes that the additional heat being added to the water treatment system can be 
used in crude oil processing systems to process crude oils.  Neither of these opinions is accurate 
nor based on the facts of the proposed project.  The SCAQMD believes that the commenter's 
opinion results from a misunderstanding on how the refining process works at this Refinery and 
the use of incorrect assumptions.  Responses 2-8 through 2-11 will clarify any misunderstanding 
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of what constitutes the proposed project and, perhaps more importantly, explain what it is not.  
As stated in Response 2-1, the sole purpose of the Project is to allow the Refinery to offload a 
crude oil tanker in one visit to the marine terminal. When it arrives, the crude oil has a certain 
amount of water in it.  This water separates from the oil and settles at the bottom of the storage 
tank.  The crude oil floats on top of the water. This water must occasionally be removed, or 
"drawn" from the bottom of the tank so that an excessive amount of water does not accumulate in 
the crude oil storage tank.  
 
The water from the crude tank and from other processes in the LARC can be treated in one of 
two systems to remove excess hydrocarbons and other impurities, the Sour Water Stripper or the 
Brine Stripper.  Neither the Sour Water Stripper nor the Brine Stripper can be used to treat crude 
oil.  As discussed in Section 1.5 of the Draft ND on page 1-8, the existing Sour Water Stripper 
currently receives water draw from the existing crude tanks.  The Sour Water Stripper and the 
Brine Stripper perform the same function, but the Sour Water Stripper operates at a slightly 
higher temperature (by approximately 20 to 30 degrees F) than the Brine Stripper.  To more 
efficiently manage wastewater, the water draw from the crude oil tanks will be routed to the 
Brine Stripper.  The additional heat exchangers at the Brine Stripper will be used to heat water 
that is drained from the existing and new crude oil tanks.  Since the Brine Stripper is not 
connected to any crude oil processing equipment, the additional heat cannot be used for the 
processing of crude oils.  Additional detailed explanations regarding the purpose of the Brine 
Stripper and additional heat exchangers can be found in Responses 2-9 through 2-11.  Therefore, 
the proposed project does not impact the types or amounts of crude oils that can be processed at 
the refinery as discussed in Responses 2-11 through 2-20. 
 
Response 2-4   
 
This comment requests an evaluation of the potential for an increased risk of accidents due to 
corrosion associated with worsening crude oil quality, greenhouse gases (GHGs), and other 
significant impacts to address “a type of debottlenecking of crude types that can be processed.”  
This comment is a general summary of other more detailed comments on the same topic raised 
later in this letter (see Comments 2-8, 2-10, 2-23, 2-29, and 2-34) and again is based on a 
misunderstanding of the proposed project and the refining process at this Refinery.  As explained 
in Responses 2-8 and 2-10, the proposed project will not change the types or amounts of crude 
oil that are already being processed at the LARC, otherwise debottleneck any refinery units or 
remove current limitations on the types of crude oil than can be processed.  As discussed in 
Section VIII.  a) and b) on pages 2-48 through 2-49 and h) on pages 2-52 through 2-54 of the 
ND, the proposed project has no impact on the type of crude oil that is processed through the 
Refinery, and therefore, will not increase the hazard impacts associated with the operations at 
LARC.  With no change in crude oil types associated with the proposed project, there is no 
foreseeable increase in risk of accidents related to the proposed project, as explained in Response 
2-29.   
 
As explained in section III. g) and h) on pages 2-27 and 2-28 of the Draft ND and Responses 2-
23 and 2-34, GHG emissions increases associated with the proposed project are from 
construction and the 25 kilowatts per hour increase in electricity during operation.  The GHG 
emissions associated with implementing the proposed project have been correctly calculated to 
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be 106 metric tons per year, which is well below the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000 
metric tons per year.  See, Draft Negative Declaration at pp 2-26 through 2-28, Table 2-6 and 
Appendix A.  Therefore, the GHG emissions increases are not significant. 
 
Response 2-5 
 
The commenter incorrectly concludes that increasing crude oil storage capacity would allow 
other potential refinery expansions because increased storage can be used in many different 
refinery projects.  This comment also claims that Phillips 66 publicly stated its intent to add 
export capability to its west coast refineries and that implies the proposed project will impact 
export capabilities at the LARC.  Lastly, this comment requests that the proposed project and the 
corresponding emissions should not be piecemealed because the affected crude oil storage tanks 
will be used as part of other refinery expansions.  Note that this comment is a general summary 
of other more detailed comments on the same topic raised later in this letter (see Comments 2-15, 
2-16, and 2-17 and the corresponding responses).   
 
This project does not contemplate any refinery expansion, now or in the foreseeable future. The 
basis for this project is that crude oil tankers are getting larger and the Refinery needs the capacity 
to offload a ship in one visit. The generalized corporate statement from Phillips 66 expressing the 
desire to expand export capabilities at its west coast refineries is neither specific to a particular 
project at LAR, nor is the statement tied in any way to this project.  This tank application only 
requests additional tank capacity for the storage of crude oil, not finished refinery products.  The 
SCAQMD permit limits the substance that may be stored in the new tank to crude oil only.  The 
permit dictates that no finished products may be stored in the new or modified crude oil storage 
tanks.  Expansion of refinery operations would require changes to processing units in the refinery 
proper and such changes would require changes to existing permits.  For example, the capacity of 
the Refinery to process crude oil is limited by the size of the crude distillation column and the heat 
produced by the Crude Unit heater.  The crude distillation column is the first place in the refining 
process where crude oil is separated into its various components for further processing.  In order to 
process more crude oil, the Refinery would need to enlarge the crude distillation column and 
increase the fired rating of the Crude Unit heater, both of which require applications to the 
SCAQMD to modify the permit.  No such permit applications are before the agency, thus there is 
no evidence of refinery expansion.  Increasing crude oil storage does not increase the crude oil 
processing rate or the rate of production of finished products (for export or domestic use).  Thus, 
the conclusions reached by the commenter are unsubstantiated opinion based on speculation, and 
an erroneous interpretation of the project scope.  As noted in CEQA Guidelines §15064 (f)(5), 
“[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly 
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.” 
 
See also Response 2-9 for a discussion that relates to why the proposed project does not include 
an expansion of any other refinery units (i.e., increase crude throughput processed by the 
LARC).   
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Response 2-6 
 
This comment claims that the proposed project is part of a broader, publicly acknowledged 
"project" to bring crude oil into California by rail and ship to be delivered to the LARC and these 
actions have the potential to cause major risk increases and must be considered as a cumulative 
hazard.  Note that this comment is a general summary of other more detailed comments on the 
same topic raised later in this letter (see Comments 2-8,  2-14 through 2-29, and 2-31 through 2-
33).  The opinions of the commenter are incorrect for several reasons. Further explanation can be 
found in the responses that follow.   
 
First, as explained above, the purpose of the proposed project is to provide sufficient crude oil 
storage capacity to allow a crude oil tanker to offload in one visit to the port.  The need for the 
proposed project is to address the fact that crude oil tankers, and ships in general, are getting 
larger.  This is occurring regardless of the source of the crude oil, or the amount of crude oil that 
is processed.  See Responses 2-5 and 2-8 for additional information.  Additionally, the corporate 
statement indicating the desire to bring "advantaged crudes" to California refineries lacks 
sufficient specificity to be considered a "project" under CEQA.  The statement does not indicate 
any need to modify operations or Refinery equipment to bring in these crude oils, as the 
commenter concludes.  The term "advantaged crude" does not refer to a particular type of crude 
oil as the commenter opines.  "Advantaged crude" simply means any economically advantaged 
crude oil capable of being run at the refineries.  These crude oils can come from anywhere in the 
world, depending on crude oil prices. See Response 2-15 for additional information.  Also, even 
if the Refinery brought in more of the crude oils indicated by the commenter without the 
changing the overall volume of crude oil processed, (1) the shipment of such crude oils is 
independent of this proposed project, and (2) the Refinery is constrained in the type of crude oils 
it can run at the Refinery.  Because of these constraints, the Refinery blends crude oils to meet 
the physical limitations of the Refinery.  In order to run the crude oils mentioned by the 
commenter without blending, modifications would have to be made to the Refinery which would 
require permit changes and additional approvals.   As explained in Responses 2-5, 2-8, and 2-15 
through 2-20, the proposed project does not include any equipment or operational modifications 
necessary to process more or change the proportion of different types of crude oil.  In addition, 
the proposed project would not bring in additional crude oils by rail or ship.  Furthermore, the 
Refinery is already processing these particular types of crude oils within its blends, therefore, 
none of the impacts indicated by the commenter would occur.  In other words, the proposed 
project does not affect the overall throughput of crude oil processed at the Refinery, the 
origination of crude oil arriving at the Refinery, or the quality of the crude oil refined at the 
Refinery.  It simply addresses the fact that an increasing amount of crude oil is being delivered in 
large tankers.  It is less costly to offload crude oil from the tankers in one visit and also lowers 
air quality emissions by reducing hoteling time.  Finally, the Comments 2-21 through 2-29 
regarding hazards associated with refinery operations are addressed in Responses 2-21 through 
2-29.  The proposed project would not result in a change in refinery operations so no new 
refinery hazards would be expected. 
 
As explained in section VIII. a) and b) of the Draft ND, “[P]etroleum products are currently 
delivered to both the Wilmington and Carson Plants via pipelines from marine terminals and 
other facilities in the area as well as via trucks and rail cars.  Following project completion, 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-38 

petroleum products would continue to be delivered to both the Wilmington and Carson Plants via 
pipelines from marine terminals and other facilities in the area as well as via trucks and rail cars.  
The proposed project would not increase the amount of product produced at the Refinery or 
refined product transported to/from the Refinery via pipeline, ships, trucks or railcar.  Because 
the proposed project does not increase the crude oil throughput in the Crude Unit, there will be 
no modification to the refining process or equipment.  Any such changes would require permit 
modifications (see Response 2-5).  Ship deliveries of crude oil are expected to occur in the same 
size vessels (e.g., Panamax, Aframax, and Suezmax) after implementation of the proposed 
project as the vessels used currently, so no increase in ship traffic is expected but the ships will 
spend less time maneuvering as a result of improved offloading efficiency from the proposed 
project (i.e., the elimination of the need for anchorage while waiting for storage space to free up 
in order to finish offloading).  For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in an 
increase in transportation hazards.  Thus, because there will be no significant increase in 
transportation, the impacts, including hazards and cumulative impacts, are expected to be less 
than significant.  See Responses 2-31 through 2-33 for additional information on transportation 
hazards.  Any potential future expansion is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of this 
proposed project. 
 
Response 2-7 
 
This comment is for information and organization purposes of the specific comments only and 
no response.  
 
Response 2-8  
 
The SCAQMD disagrees that the project description in the ND is misleading.  The commenter 
has made many unsupported assumptions of what might occur at the Refinery, none of which is 
an element of or a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the proposed project.  As stated in the 
Introduction of the Draft ND (pages 1-1 through 1-3), Phillips 66 is proposing to build one large 
crude oil storage tank and increase the throughput on two existing tanks at the LARC so that 
large marine vessels can offload more crude oil during a single ship call.  Larger ships currently 
deliver and are expected to continue to deliver crude oil to the Refinery.  However, without 
enough storage capacity at the Refinery, the ships are required to partially offload the cargo, go 
out to anchor, and sit in the harbor until enough crude oil has been processed by the Refinery to 
make sufficient storage capacity available in the storage tanks to enable the remaining cargo to 
be offloaded.  This process ties up the ship, is costly, and causes unnecessary excess emissions 
from the ship.  It is well established that the shipping industry is building larger ships, including 
crude oil tankers, to reduce the cost of transporting goods.  See the Port of Long Beach website 
explaining what the Port has done to prepare for the larger tankers 
(http://www.polb.com/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID =1127&TargetID=42).  See also, 
PetroStrategies, Inc. website on Oil Transportation  "The larger ships are used because they 
reduce the cost to transport a barrel of crude oil." (http://www.petrostrategies.org/ 
Learning_Center/oil_transportation.htm)  
 
The Refinery tankage was built before the advent of these "mega" tankers and, therefore the 
tanks are too small to unload one of these large tankers in one visit.  Currently, for any ships with 
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a capacity larger than 400,000 bbl (e.g., Aframax at 720,000 bbl capacity and Suezmax at 
1,000,000 bbl capacity), offloading crude oil requires two ship calls to unload the entire volume, 
as explained above.  The proposed new storage tank and the proposed increase in permitted 
throughput (e.g., number of times per month the tank is filled) on the two existing tanks would 
be used for storing crude oil delivered by ship, and are necessary to accommodate crude oil 
deliveries from the largest marine vessels that call at Berth 121 at the Port of Long Beach (e.g., 
one Suezmax at 1,000,000 bbl capacity).   
 
The proposed increased tankage for crude oil delivered by ship will not cause the LARC to refine 
an increased volume of crude oil because the limitation on how much crude oil can be processed 
lies within the refining equipment itself.  This means that even if the storage tank capacity were 
doubled, the Refinery could not process more crude than it currently is processing.  The 
bottleneck lies within the Crude Unit, the first major processing unit to which the crude oil is 
sent from the storage tanks.  The LARC has achieved maximum throughput on the Crude Unit 
and has achieved maximum firing on the heaters under existing conditions.  As explained in 
Response 2-5, in order to process additional crude oil, the LARC would have to replace the 
existing crude distillation column with a larger column and the firing rate of the Crude Unit 
heater would need to be increased.  There is no increase in refining process equipment operation 
as a result of the proposed project as evidenced by the fact that no SCAQMD permits for refining 
crude oil will be modified as part of the proposed project.  The objective of the proposed project 
is to provide more tank capacity to enable the offloading of larger crude-cargo-volume ships 
(e.g., Suezmax and Aframax) during one ship call, rather than:  1) off-loading part of the ship; 2) 
sending the ship to anchorage (generating auxiliary emissions) until enough crude oil is 
processed at the LARC to make room for the remainder of the ship’s cargo; and, 3) returning the 
ship from anchorage to offload the remainder of the cargo.  The proposed project will reduce the 
cost associated with ship demurrage (i.e., additional hours spent waiting to unload the remaining 
cargo) and decrease ship emissions. 
 
Specifically, section 1.5 of the Draft ND describes the proposed project as follow: 

 
"The Refinery is proposing to increase the crude oil storage capacity at the LARC and 
throughput (i.e., frequency of filling and emptying) of two existing tanks.  The proposed 
project consists of the following activities that will occur within the LARC near the western 
boundary (see Figure 1-3 and Figure 1-4):  
 

• One new, 615,000 bbl nominal capacity (500,000 bbl working capacity) crude oil 
storage tank (Tank 2640) with a geodesic dome would be installed. 

• The permitted throughput limit of two 320,000 bbl nominal capacity existing 
external floating roof crude oil storage tanks, Tanks 510 and 511, would be 
increased from 4.562 million bbl per year to 18 million bbl per year for each tank 
and geodesic dome would be installed on each tank to control fugitive emissions. 

• Two new 2,100 gallons per minute (gpm) crude oil feed/transfer pumps would be 
installed to transfer crude oil into and out of the new tank (Tank 2640).  One new, 
14,000 bbl nominal capacity (10,000 bbl working capacity) water draw surge tank 
(Tank 2643), including geodesic dome, pumps, and pipelines would be installed. 
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• Three new heat exchangers and one steam trap to assist in water treatment would 
be installed. 

• Tie-ins to the manifold of the Pier "T" crude oil delivery pipeline from Berth 121 
would be installed. 

• One new electrical power substation would be installed." 
 
There is nothing included in the proposed project that relates to the modification of equipment 
necessary to process more crude oil in the Crude Unit or elsewhere in the LARC, as alleged in 
the comment.  This point is explained on page 1-1 of the Draft ND as follows: 
 

“No changes to refining processes are included in the proposed project and the current 
refining processes are limited by permit conditions that would not be modified as part of the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the baseline crude throughput rate and output of the LARC 
would not change as a result of implementing the proposed project.”   
 

The commenter incorrectly assumes that the Refinery will be processing different crude oils and 
that the new heat exchangers for water treatment will be used as a new source of energy to 
process heavier crude oils.  The Refinery currently processes crude oil blends that consist of a 
variety of crude oils including the North American crude oils mentioned by the commenter.  
While the individual crude oils purchased by the Refinery continually change with market 
availability and demand, the crude oil blend that is processed through the Crude Unit must stay 
consistent to meet the processing constraints of the Refinery operations.  The commenter's 
opinions do not take into account the processing of a crude oil blend, and thus do not reflect the 
operations at the Refinery.  (See Valero Crude by Rail Draft EIR, Appendix K, June 2014, 
available at http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/vertical/Sites/%7B3436CBED-6A58-4FEF-BFDF-
5F9331215932% 7D/uploads/Appendix_K_McGovern_Report.pdf that explains how the Benicia 
Refinery must process a blended crude due to the Refinery's processing constraints.)  As 
explained on page 2-18 of the Draft ND, the same constraints on American Petroleum Institute 
(API) gravity, sulfur content, and the Total Acid Number or TAN exist at the LARC.  Therefore, 
the commenter's opinion that significant environmental impact will result from the processing of 
shale oils and tar sands crude oils will not occur at the Phillips 66 Refinery.  Also, the new heat 
exchangers will be used to heat wastewater prior to processing in the Brine Stripper.  As stated 
on pages 1-8 and 1-9 of the Negative Declaration, the Brine Stripper is a wastewater treatment 
unit; it is not a unit that processes crude oil (see Response 2-10 and Figure F-2).  For these 
reasons, the commenter's conclusions are based on unsubstantiated opinions not related to the 
facts of this project and do not amount to substantial evidence of a significant impact (see 
Response 2-9).  Lastly, the commenter has not provided any evidence or facts that would 
contradict this description of the processing configuration. 
 
Response 2-9 
 
This comment quotes and disagrees with the discussion in the Draft ND that explains the 
baseline firing rate and throughput to the Crude Unit will not change as a result of the proposed 
project.  This comment also claims that even if there is no change to the Crude Unit throughput 
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or heater firing rates, there could still be changes at the LARC as part of the proposed project 
that could cause significant environmental impacts. 
 
The opinion of the commenter that the baseline for the proposed project was based on 
“generalized perceptions” is incorrect.  The baseline conditions for the proposed project were 
based on historical actual refinery operations, and the Draft ND properly analyzed all potential 
environmental impacts as required by CEQA.  In particular, page 2-18 of the Draft ND discussed 
actual baseline conditions:  
 

“Crude oil processing is constrained by many factors including equipment design 
capacity, permit conditions, such as firing rates for combustion sources, and maintenance 
schedules of various operating units within the LARC.  The processing rates are not 
influenced by storage capacity.  The refining process rates fluctuate and have achieved 
maximum capacity periodically in the past and are expected periodically in the future.  
However, no changes are being proposed for the operating refining units that would 
affect the maximum capacity of the refining units including combustion sources.”   

 
The LARC has achieved maximum throughput on the Crude Unit and has achieved maximum 
firing on the heaters under existing (baseline) conditions at the refinery.  The proposed storage 
project will not cause any changes to Refinery processing and therefore, the Refinery will not 
exceed these achieved maximum conditions, or increase the frequency of achieving maximum 
conditions. 
 
With regard to “changes at the Refinery due to the project,” the Draft ND (see pages 1-9 and 1-
10) explains that the proposed project will not result in a change in operations in the crude oil 
processing portions of the LARC as follows:  
 

"While on-site storage capacity and tank throughputs (i.e., frequency of filling and 
emptying the tanks) would increase as a result of implementing the proposed project, the 
baseline refining capacity of the LARC will not change as explained below.  The refining 
capacity of the LARC is constrained by a number of factors including equipment design 
parameters, market demand, equipment maintenance schedules, equipment permit limit 
conditions, and crude oil characteristics (e.g., sulfur content, acidity, specific gravity, 
etc.).  The Refinery (both Carson and Wilmington Plants combined) has a refining 
capacity of 139,000 bbl per day (CEC, 2013).  The refining capacity is based on the 
overall design of the refining processes within the Refinery.  The heat required to first 
separate crude oil into various intermediate products, which are later refined further, 
dictates the amount of crude oil that can be processed overall by the Refinery.  
Specifically, the Crude Unit, the first step in the refining process, receives the crude oil 
directly from storage (e.g. from both the existing and proposed storage tanks), has firing 
rate limits on the heater.  The Crude Unit operations fluctuate based on conditions of 
other process units within the Refinery, market demand, and crude oil characteristics.  
The Crude Unit heater routinely operates at various firing rates and normally operates at 
or near the permit limit.  The current operations of the Crude Unit, including the heater 
firing rate at or near the permit limit, is considered to be the baseline at the Refinery  and 
the proposed project does not include modifications to the Crude Unit throughput or 
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heater firing rate.  Therefore, current operations of the Crude Unit would not be expected 
to change as a result of the proposed project.  Additionally, for the same reasons, the 
proposed project will not modify operations of process units located downstream of the 
Crude Unit.  Therefore, the proposed project would not change the baseline operations of 
the refining processes or capacity at the LARC or the crude throughput of the Refinery." 

 
Historically, crude oils from California, Alaska and other domestic sources have been heavy, 
high-sulfur crude oil.  The Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery was designed to process crude oils 
that are heavy and high in sulfur.  Impurities such as sulfur are common components in crude oil 
and can vary depending on the type of crude oil processed.  As the petroleum fractions travel 
through the refinery processing units, these impurities can have a detrimental effect on 
equipment, catalysts, and the quality of the finished product.  The hydrotreating employed by the 
Refinery does an effective job in removing many of the contaminants, especially sulfur, from 
many of the streams (Leffler, 19841).  As noted in the Draft ND, the types of crude oil delivered 
to LARC are dependent on a number of factors including cost and market demand.  The 
proposed project is not dictating a change in crude oil delivery or causing a need to change crude 
oil types being delivered, or being proposed to allow for a change in crude oil quality.  The 
Project simply allows the crude oil tankers to be offloaded in one visit to the marine terminal, 
irrespective of where the crude oil was sourced. 
 
The types of equipment and equipment features that currently allow the refinery to process high 
sulfur, heavy crude oils include:  1) hydrotreating units, which remove sulfur from feedstocks; 2) 
hydrogen plants, which provide hydrogen to react with sulfur in the hydrotreating units and 
convert sulfur to hydrogen sulfide (H2S); 3) sulfur recovery units, which convert H2S to molten 
sulfur, which is then sold as a product; and, 4) appropriate metallurgy within the units to handle 
potentially corrosive materials.  The features are currently operating in place and the proposed 
project will not change the operation of these units. 
 
Phillips 66 operates two plants at its Los Angeles Refinery; the LARC and the LARW.  The type 
of existing equipment that Phillips 66 operates at its Los Angeles Refinery allows it to already 
process heavy, high sulfur crude oils including the following:  two hydrotreating units at LARC 
and four hydrotreating units at LARW; one hydrogen plant at LARC and two hydrogen plants at 
LARW; two sulfur recovery units at LARC and two sulfur recovery units at LARW; and a 
sulfuric acid plant at LARW.  In addition to hydrotreating, the LARC also has a coker unit, 
which provides severe thermal cracking that allows the production of additional light ends 
(methane, propane, butanes) as well as gasoline, naphtha, gas oil, and naphtha range materials to 
be produced from heavy crude oils.  As explained in the Draft ND, none of the above-mentioned 
equipment or process flow is being modified or impacted by the proposed project.  Figure F-1 
provides a simplified block flow diagram of the major refinery units.   
 
  

                                                            
1 Leffler, William L., Petroleum Refining for the Nontechnical Person, Second Edition, Chapter XV, 1984, 

PennWell Publishing Co.: Tulsa, Oklahoma 
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The LARC is constrained in the type of crude oils it can process by the design of the facility.  
Because crude oil shipments originate from all over the world, each delivery of crude oil will 
have varying properties, such as API gravity2, sulfur content, density, etc., and the type of crude 
oil that will be purchased for delivery in the future is speculative and cannot be predicted.  In 
order for crude oil to be processed in the LARC, the properties of each crude oil type need to be 
analyzed so that the various crude oils can be blended to meet overall specifications that are 
within the range of what can be processed by the equipment.  For instance, if the crude oil to be 
purchased by the LARC has a sulfur content higher than what can be processed by the 
equipment, LARC must blend it with a crude oil that has a lower sulfur content, so that the sulfur 
content of the overall blend falls within the proper specifications.  The blend of crude oil that is 
processed at the LARC contains sulfur between the narrow range of one to three percent based 
on the processing constraints of the Refinery equipment.  In the event that there is no low sulfur 
crude oil available on-site or for purchase to blend with the higher sulfur content crude oil, the 
LARC will not purchase the high sulfur content crude oil because it cannot be processed without 
blending.  This process of purchasing and blending crude oils has been in practice at LARC for 
many years and will not change as a result of the proposed project.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project will not change the types of crude oil processed by the LARC and will not 
require any modifications to any crude oil refining equipment at the LARC. 
 
As also explained in Response 2-10, the proposed project will increase the total crude oil stored 
on-site on a daily basis but makes no changes to the Crude Unit or its heaters so that there will be 
no increase in the amount of crude oil that can be refined in a given day, i.e., the proposed 
project will not increase the crude throughput capacity of the Refinery.  The LARC’s existing 
SCAQMD permit has operating conditions specific to the heaters associated with all refinery 
units.  Because the proposed project will not impact the existing heater duty or require that 
heaters operate above existing levels, the proposed project will not change the operational 
emissions associated with the Crude Unit or the heaters. (Note:  The heaters referred to in this 
response are not the same equipment as, nor associated with the proposed new wastewater heat 
exchangers.  Heat exchangers are not fired, combustion equipment and have no associated 
emissions.)   
  
The only increase in emissions associated with the proposed project is the increase in storage 
tank and fugitive component emissions including the flanged connections for the new heat 
exchangers, which were evaluated in the Draft ND (see ND pages 2-18 through 2-25 and 
Appendix A).  In the event the LARC chooses to propose a refinery expansion, at a minimum, 
SCAQMD permit applications would be required along with a CEQA document analyzing the 
potential adverse impacts.  Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s opinion, no significant 
impacts are expected to occur as a result of implementing the proposed project. 
 

                                                            
2 The American Petroleum Institute gravity, or API gravity, is a measure of how heavy or light petroleum liquid is 
compared to water. 
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Response 2-10 
 
This comment claims that the proposed project includes modifications at the input to the Crude 
Unit and that these modifications are for the processing of heavier crude oils, especially 
Canadian heavy crude oils and tar sands.  The commenter includes an industry paper, “Designing 
a crude unit heat exchanger network,” (provided by the commenter as Exhibit A), as evidence to 
support the commenter’s opinion that the Desalter will be altered to process heavy crude oils. 
 
As previously explained, the commenter has misunderstood the Project as well as the actual 
purpose of the heat exchangers, and has confused the Brine Stripper with a Desalter.  The Brine 
Stripper treats water and a Desalter treats oil.  The industry paper focuses on a Desalter.  The 
proposed project involves the Brine Stripper. Thus, the focus of the industry paper is inapplicable 
to this project.  The heat exchangers that are proposed for the project are not "associated with" 
the Crude Unit.  The heat exchangers associated with the proposed project will be incorporated 
into the Rule 1173 monitoring program as part of the fugitive components associated with Tank 
2643.  The heat exchangers associated with the Crude Unit that support the Desalters are 
included in the fugitive components for Process 1, System 1, Device 832 on the LARC Title V 
permit.  These are two completely different processes and systems.  The proposed new heat 
exchangers will not and cannot be used to heat crude oil from the storage tanks but will be used 
to heat wastewater from the storage tanks prior to treatment in an existing process that separates 
H2S and any residual hydrocarbons from the wastewater.  See the Project Description in the draft 
Negative Declaration at pages 1-8 and 1-9.  
 
As noted in Response 2-9, the Refinery is currently designed and permitted to refine low sulfur, 
light crude oils to high sulfur, heavy crude oils and currently refines a variety of types of crude 
oil, including crude oils from the Canadian tar sands region, as well as other portions of the 
world.  Table F-1 lists the percentage of crude oil processed at the Phillips 66 Los Angeles 
Refinery by country of origin from 2002 to 2013.  Over that timeframe, about 9.5 percent of the 
crude oil processed at the LARC originated in Canada, which varied in both sulfur content (0.01 
percent to 4.02 percent) and weight from light (38.7 API gravity) to heavy (18.8 API gravity).  
The types of crude oil processed at the LARC have varied in the past (see Table F-1) and will 
continue to vary in the future.  However, the proposed project will not alter the types of crude oil 
that can be refined at the LARC (see Response 2-9).  The variety of crude oil types, origins, etc. 
will continue regardless of the proposed project.  The commenter’s statement that the project will 
result in the refining of “dirtier” crude oil is not based on any factual information and the 
definition of “dirtier” crude oil is not provided.   
 
The comment suggesting that the project includes modifications to the input of the Crude Unit is 
incorrect and does not accurately reflect the operations at the Phillips 66 LARC Refinery.  The 
comment also incorrectly indicates that the “project involves modifications to the desalting and 
heat exchanger operations associated with the Crude Unit,” as explained below. 
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TABLE F-1 

Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery 
Crude Oil by Country of Origin (2002 – 2013) 

(Percentage) 

Country 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Overall 

% 

Angola 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1 

Argentina 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.8 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2 

Australia 1.4  0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.6  0.0  0.0  0.2 

Canada 5.4  6.3  3.3  2.4 0.7 5.7 10.7 18.3 12.6 12.9  17.6  21.0  9.5 

China 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 0.4 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1 

Colombia 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1 

Ecuador 1.0  3.1  10.8  14.5 18.8 9.4 2.9 8.0 15.6 21.6  14.3  19.4  11.6 

Iraq 6.0  15.5  12.8  12.6 23.5 34.4 28.1 13.8 10.8 7.5  15.5  11.6  16.1 

Kuwait 6.0  4.9  0.0  2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  1.2 

Mexico 10.3  9.9  9.4  13.4 9.6 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  4.8 

Nigeria 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 2.8 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.3 

Oman 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.6 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1 

Peru 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0 

Russia 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5  0.0  0.0  0.3 

Saudi Arabia 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7  0.0  0.5  0.1 

United States 70.0  59.6  63.7  50.8 45.9 43.4 49.7 57.6 52.5 44.2  52.4  47.4  53.1 

Venezuela 0.0  0.7  0.0  1.6 0.0 2.1 5.0 2.4 5.7 9.1  0.0  0.0  2.1 
Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration archive at: http://www.eia.gov/petroleum/imports/companylevel/archive (accessed 3-31-14) 

 
 
The existing configuration of the crude oil storage tanks, Desalter Unit, and Crude Unit are 
depicted in Figure F-2.  This figure also shows the two wastewater treatment units:  the Sour 
Water Stripper and the Brine Stripper.  Crude oil stored in tanks is routed to the Desalter Unit for 
removal of salts and water prior to being fed to the Crude Unit.  Some of the water present in 
crude oil is separated by gravity in storage tanks, and forms a water layer below the crude oil in 
the tank (since water is heavier than oil).  This water layer is periodically removed from the 
storage tank and is termed the “water draw”.  Currently, the water draw from existing storage 
tanks is routed via the sour water tank to the Sour Water Stripper.  The sour water tank currently 
stores sour water3 recovered from units throughout the refinery.  The Sour Water Stripper 
removes sulfur and hydrocarbon vapors from the wastewater. 
 
The Desalter uses partially treated water from the Sour Water Stripper as wash water to remove 
salts such as calcium chloride, magnesium chloride, and sodium chloride from the crude oil feed.  
                                                            
3 Sour water is generated in any unit where hydrogen sulfide may be in an overhead stream and where condensation 
may occur.  In most cases, the sour water is collected in knockout pots and is pumped to the sour water tank.  At 
LARC, the only streams that would not have the potential to generate sour water would be those that are dry (water 
free) and have been hydrotreated to remove sulfur. 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-47 

The crude oil then leaves the Desalter and is processed in the Crude Unit.  The salts-containing 
wash water leaving the Desalter is termed “brine” and is routed to the Brine Stripper for 
wastewater processing.  Both the Brine Stripper and the Sour Water Stripper treat wastewater by 
removing sulfur and hydrocarbon vapors.  In summary, the Desalter treats crude oil and removes 
salts; the Brine stripper treats wastewater and removes sulfur and hydrocarbon.  
 
The proposed configuration, as well as new equipment, is depicted in Figure F-3.  In this 
diagram the new crude oil storage tank is shown, as well as the new water draw surge tank.  The 
water draw stream from both the existing crude oil storage tanks and the proposed new crude oil 
storage tank is proposed to be routed to the Brine Stripper.  New heat exchangers are also 
proposed, to ensure that the water draw stream is at the proper feed temperature for Brine 
Stripper operation as discussed in Response 2-3.  Note that the heat exchangers are being added 
between the water draw surge tank and the Brine Stripper parallel to the wastewater from the 
Desalter, and thus the heat is not used to heat the crude oil, nor used in the processing of the 
crude oil. 
 
The wastewater discharged from the Brine Stripper is generally of low quality and not suitable 
for reuse in the refinery.  The water draw from the crude oil storage tanks is of similarly low 
quality, due to its high solids and salts content.  Consolidating the low-quality wastewater 
streams at the Brine Stripper will result in improved quality of wastewater discharged from the 
Sour Water Stripper and fed to the Desalter4.  This change in water draw routing will not have 
any impact on the operation of either the Sour Water Stripper or the Brine Stripper.  Each of 
these units will continue to operate within limits established in the facility permit, and consistent 
with existing operations.  Although the water fed to the Desalter will be cleaner, there will be no 
impact on production of crude. 
 
Further, the reference to the industry paper (provided by the commenter as Exhibit A) is not 
germane to the proposed project because the paper focuses on heat exchangers for crude oil 
upstream of a Desalter, and no changes to crude oil heat exchangers or the operation of the 
Desalter are part of the proposed project (see Figure F-3).  The industry paper discusses the 
heating of stored crude oil before it is fed to a desalter and ultimately to a crude unit.  The 
proposed project will not make any changes to:  (1) the existing heaters associated with Crude 
Unit operations; (2) any heat exchangers that would heat crude oil; or (3) the Desalter.  
Therefore, the concerns raised in the article do not apply to the proposed project.  The proposed 
project will install three new heat exchangers for the purpose of heating wastewater from the 
water draw surge tank before it is fed to the Brine Stripper so the water can be at the proper 
temperature for processing in the Brine Stripper, a wastewater pre-treatment unit upstream of the 
main LARC wastewater treatment system.  The proposed project will not alter the Desalter or 
Crude Unit in any manner.  As discussed above, the new heat exchangers will be included in the 
fugitive components associated with Tank 2643, which is a separate permitted process than the 
Desalter and Crude Units and associated fugitive components.  The new fugitive components 
will be incorporated into the Rule 1173 monitoring program, which is audited by the SCAQMD.

                                                            
4 Higher quality water fed to the Desalter results in more efficient removal of salts from crude oil, reducing the 
amount of wash water fed and thus of brine water generated.  The Desalter is one of the primary sources of 
wastewater in the refinery. 
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Response 2-11 
 
This comment claims that the proposed increase above the baseline feed rate to the Brine 
Stripper will increase desalting capacity and represents debottlenecking that would allow a 
change in crude oil feedstock.  This comment incorrectly characterizes the Brine Stripper as a 
Desalter.  As previously explained in Response 2-10, the Brine Stripper is a wastewater 
treatment unit that removes hydrocarbons from Desalter brine/wastewater.  The industry paper 
(provided by the commenter as Exhibit A) is concerned with heat exchangers modifying the 
temperature of crude oil, and not heat exchangers designed to raise the temperature of 
wastewater. 
 
The assertion that the Brine Stripper is used for desalting operations and the increase in water to 
the Brine Stripper means that debrining (“desalting”) capacity is being added to the LARC is 
entirely incorrect.  The commenter has confused the purpose and function of the Desalter and the 
Brine Stripper, which has nothing to do with salt removal.  The Brine Stripper is so named 
because it strips the brine of sulfur and hydrocarbons; it does not strip salts.  The Desalter 
removes salts from crude oil before being processed in the Crude Unit. (Note that brine water is 
produced by the Desalter and sent to the Brine Stripper).  Figures F-2 and F-3 have been 
provided to clarify understanding of the process.  The Brine Stripper (and Sour Water Stripper) 
remove hydrocarbons from wastewater and do not have any desalting capabilities.  The 
processing of water from the storage tanks proposed to be routed to the Brine Stripper for 
treatment is water that currently is treated in the Sour Water Stripper from existing storage tanks.  
There will be no increase in wastewater from the proposed project because the amount of crude 
oil processed does not change and the corresponding water draw would not change.   The tank 
water draw from existing crude oil tanks and the proposed new storage tank is merely being 
redirected to a different wastewater treatment unit, for more efficient treatment of the LARC's 
wastewater.  The new storage tank does not create additional water draw because the same 
amount of crude oil is still being processed at the Refinery.   
 
As previously explained in Responses 2-9 and 2-10, the Brine Stripper currently receives water 
from the Desalter and the proposed project would reroute water draw from storage tanks into the 
Brine Stripper.  These operations, as shown in Figure F-3, are on a separate process stream than 
the Crude Unit and subsequent refinery units.  The purpose of the Brine Stripper is to remove 
any residual crude oil from the wastewater prior to discharge and does not “desalt” as implied in 
this comment.  As also discussed in Response 2-10, the reference to the industry paper (provided 
by the commenter as Exhibit A) is not relevant to the proposed project, as the existing Desalter 
and crude oil heat exchangers associated with the Crude Unit are not a part of the proposed 
project, are separate equipment from the proposed project, and will not be altered by the 
proposed project.   
 
The proposed project would not have any effect on the types and/or quantities of crude oil 
feedstocks that can be received or processed at LARC.  LARC currently processes and has been 
able to process a wide variety of crude oils with its current operating configuration and existing 
permits.  By carefully blending together crude oils with different properties (e.g., sulfur content, 
API gravity, etc.), the LARC creates a blended feedstock with consistent properties that are within 
the range of the LARC’s processing capability.  For example, a crude oil with sulfur content higher 
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than the feedstock specification would be blended with a lower-sulfur crude oil to result in a 
blended feedstock that meets LARC specifications.  The Refinery processes are designed to 
operate continuously for 24 hours per day, seven days per week.  Blending the crude oil to meet 
LARC’s specifications minimizes the amount of adjustments to refinery operations necessary to 
process the crude oil safely, efficiently, and within the regulatory permit limitations.   
 
Further, contrary to the commenter’s speculation that the project will cause LARC to begin 
processing “advantaged crudes,”5 LARC has been processing crude oil originating from the 
Canadian tar sands regions, from the Bakken formation in North Dakota, as well as numerous other 
places in the United States and around the world for many years.  The Draft ND does not address 
the various sources of crude oil currently processed by the LARC because:  1) the proposed 
project will not change, enlarge, or otherwise impact the types and/or quantities of crude oil that 
LARC will refine; and, 2) the purpose of the proposed project will be achieved irrespective of 
the type of crude oil offloaded by ship and the selection of the various crude oil feedstocks later 
blended for refining.  Thus, with or without the proposed project, the LARC would still be able 
to process the variety of blended crude oils that are currently received and processed as allowed 
by current permits and facility design.  There is no change in LARC’s crude refining existing 
setting so no change in refinery permits is being proposed.   
 
The commenter’s concern with the processing of heavier crude oils as a result of the proposed 
project is incorrect and unsubstantiated.  The Brine Stripper throughput increase is necessary to 
ease the current operation of the Sour Water Stripper and the new heat exchangers are required to 
heat the water draw from the crude oil storage tanks prior to wastewater treatment (as described 
in Response 2-10).  Both actions are independent of the crude oil type refined. 
 
Response 2-12 
 
This comment cites another technical paper, “Special Report:  Refiners processing heavy crude 
oils can experience crude distillation problems,” provided by the commenter as Exhibit B, as 
evidence that the changes to the Desalter and heat exchangers are needed to process heavier 
crude oil feedstocks.  This comment claims that the proposed changes to the Brine Stripper and 
additional heat exchangers is exactly the kind of process design described in commenter’s 
Exhibit B and the Draft ND has “glossed over” this process change. 
 
As previously explained in Responses 2-9 and 2-11, the commenter's opinion is fundamentally 
flawed because the commenter has mistaken the equipment involved in the project with the 
equipment addressed in the technical paper.  The new heat exchangers are not associated with 
processing heavier crude oil feedstocks but are part of a separate water treatment process stream 
(see Figure F-3 and Response 2-10).  The Phillips 66 Refinery is already designed to refine high 
sulfur, heavy crude oils and currently refines a variety of types of crude oil, including but not 
limited to crude oils from the Canadian tar sands region and the Bakken formation in North 

                                                            
5 The petroleum industry refers to “advantaged crudes” as lower cost crude oils without specifying the type or 
physical characteristics of the crude oils, whereas the commenter implies that “advantaged crudes” are specifically 
tar sands and shale oils (e.g., Canadian and Bakken crude oils). 
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Dakota.  The proposed project will not alter the types of crude oil that can be refined at the 
Refinery, or in any way impact the quantity of any one type of crude oil refined.  
 
Also as previously explained in Response 2-11, the proposed project will not result in any 
changes to the Desalter or Crude Units.  Because the new heat exchangers will be utilized to heat 
the water from the water draw surge tanks prior to entering the Brine Stripper, the refining 
problems associated with heavy crude oils as described in the commenter’s Exhibit B are not 
germane to the proposed project.  Additionally, the LARC currently operates by blending to a 
range that is consistent with the refining configuration (see Response 2-8 for the discussion 
regarding blending).  Because the crude oil is blended to meet the LARC's specifications, the 
issues with crude distillation explained in the "Special Report" referred to by the commenter are 
not experienced at the LARC and the proposed project will not change the blend or 
specifications. 
 
Response 2-13 
 
The comment opines that the increase in throughput of the two existing storage tanks would 
allow for additional types of crude oil ("unconventional crudes") to be received at the LARC.  
Again, as explained in Response 2-10, there are already a variety of crude oil types being 
delivered to the LARC from around the world (see Table F-1), the purchase of which are dictated 
by factors such as cost, market demand, availability, need, etc., and are not affected by the 
proposed project. 
 
The flexibility provided by the proposed project pertains to having more room to store multiple 
types of crude oil already being delivered to the LARC at any given time, not receiving new 
types of crude oils as implied by the comment. 
 
Currently, there are four existing storage tanks that receive crude oil from ships. The proposed 
project would increase the throughput of two of those tanks (510 and 511). Phillips 66 stores 
crude oil by properties prior to blending in the refining process.  This typically means that each 
delivery of crude oil is stored in its own storage tank (i.e., different types of crude are not 
blended within a storage tank).  LARC is already blending multiple types of crude oil.  The 
“flexibility of the LARC to blend multiple types of crude” refers to the facilities ability to 
continue blending the multiple types of crude oil that can be stored at the site, without having to 
wait for storage availability.  The storing of these various crude oils does not change the 
blending, or processing of crude oil at LARC.    LARC would still be able to process the same 
blend of crude oils, with varying properties, as processed currently and allowed by current permits 
and facility design.   
 
Lastly, the comment regarding the different levels of contaminants and other characteristics of 
crude oils are addressed in subsequent Response 2-43, which explains the assumptions and 
results of the toxic air contaminant emission calculations and related health risk assessment 
results. 
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Response 2-14 
 
This comment describes an article “Innovative Solutions for Processing Shale Oils” (provided by 
the commenter as Exhibit C) which covers the topic of the difficulties in refining shale oils such as 
Bakken shale and others.  This comment highlights a point in the article that describes problems 
such as increased amounts of hydrogen sulfide and other characteristics that make refining shale oil 
problematic. 
 
As previously explained in Responses 2-9, 2-10, and 2-11, the proposed project would not change 
the types and/or quantities of crude oil feedstock that have been and will continue to be refined at 
the LARC.  As explained in Response 2-11, Bakken shale is one of the crude oil feedstocks 
blended with other crude oils for refining at the LARC.  Bakken crude oil is a light, sweet crude oil 
(i.e., sulfur content less than 0.5 percent and greater than 37 API gravity)), which is within the 
range of crude oils currently processed at the LARC (sulfur content ranging from 0.01 percent to 
4.6 percent and 12.8 to 47.5 API gravity).  The chemical properties of all types of crude oil 
feedstocks including Bakken shale, such as sulfur content and API gravity, are taken into 
consideration so that the overall blended crude oil meets the required specification for processing 
at the LARC.  The problems identified in the article and referenced in this comment have not been 
experienced at LARC due to good engineering practices and design. 
 
The sulfur in crude oil is bound in organic compounds like mercaptans, xanthanes and thiols with 
very little H2S.  The sulfur compounds are converted to hydrocarbons and H2S in the hydrotreating 
process.  The LARC currently has hydrotreating facilities that are designed to process heavy, sour 
crude oils.  At the LARC, the majority of the H2S is recovered and converted to elemental sulfur in 
the Sulfur Recovery Plant and is sold as a product.  The sulfur remaining in the refining stream is 
removed at the LARW to meet federal and state product specifications.  Sulfur at the LARW is 
converted on-site to sulfuric acid for use by the LARW or sold as product.  The proposed project 
does not modify the hydrotreating facilities or sulfur recovery facilities.  Furthermore, no 
SCAQMD permit applications have been submitted for modifications to the hydrotreating facilities 
and sulfur recovery facilities at the LARC.  Additionally, no modifications are proposed at the 
LARW.  Thus, the concerns raised in the article are not applicable to the proposed project. 
 
Response 2-15 
 
This comment refers to Phillips 66’s statement in its 2012 Summary Annual Report (provided by 
the commenter as Exhibit D) of plans to increase rail and ship deliveries to their West coast 
refineries, including the Los Angeles Refinery, of “unconventional” or “advantaged” crude oil.  
It is important to understand that "unconventional" as used in the report means that the oil was 
obtained by newer, and thus, unconventional, methodologies for drilling for the oil, not that the 
crude oil itself is "unconventional."  Additionally, as explained previously, "advantaged" means 
that the crude oil is economically advantaged, or more cost effective, and capable of being run at 
the Refinery.  Not all crude oils that are inexpensive can be utilized at the Refinery.  The crude 
oil purchased by the Refinery must be able to be blended with other crude oils that are also 
purchased, in order to meet the Refinery's particular specifications to operate equipment.  See 
Responses 2-8 and 2-11 for additional explanation. Currently, Canadian tar sands crude oil and 
Bakken crude oil meet these definitions, but the annual report also notes that Alaskan North 
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Slope crude oil may become one of these "advantaged crudes."  This comment also cites an 
excerpt from Exhibit D that Phillips 66 has an agreement to manufacture 2,000 crude oil railcars 
to transport “advantaged” crude oils to their refineries throughout the United States.  As 
previously explained in Response 2-8, the project description only proposes to increase crude oil 
storage capacity to enable the Refinery to offload crude oil tankers in one delivery.  The 
proposed project does not include crude oil shipment by rail, change in current crude oil types, 
nor change in refinery operations, so there is no nexus between the annual report and the 
proposed project.  To provide assurance that the new storage tank 2640 and the two modified 
storage tanks (510 and 511) subject to the proposed project will not store crude oil from other 
delivery methods, such as railcar, a permit condition will be imposed that will require the use of 
the storage tanks to only receive and store crude oil from marine vessels.  In addition, the permit 
condition will require records to be maintained to demonstrate compliance.  Contrary to what is 
stated in the commenter’s Exhibit D, the proposed project does not propose to increase ship 
deliveries to the Los Angeles Refinery as the number of ships calling at Berth 121 is not 
expected to increase.  Instead the proposed project is designed, in part, to minimize the amount 
of time a ship remains at the berth for offloading crude oil.  See Responses 2-8 and 2-9 regarding 
the proposed project description.  In other words, the LARC is not increasing tankage to process 
different or more crude oils, rather the primary objective of the proposed project is the need for 
more tank capacity to enable the LARC to offload larger crude-cargo-volume ships during one 
ship call, rather than multiple ship calls.  The proposed project does not include any modifications 
to the existing rail unloading system or the existing marine terminal.  
 
While Phillips 66's overall corporate-level strategy may be to increase the use of domestic crude 
oils due to current favorable economics, the proposed project does not include any modifications to 
existing LARC equipment and/or operations that allow LARC to process crude oil different from 
the existing setting, either in type or quantity.  See also Response 2-9 for a discussion that relates to 
why the proposed project does not include expansion of any other refinery units (i.e., increase 
crude throughput processed by the LARC).   
 
Response 2-16 
 
This comment cites Phillips 66’s annual report (commenter’s Exhibit D that makes generalized 
forecasting statements) to conclude that the proposed project will increase the Refinery’s export 
capability of refined products, and more specifically, that the tanks involved in this project will be 
utilized to enhance export capability.  This conclusion is incorrect, for several reasons. First, this 
annual report does not contain sufficient detail to determine that any particular Refinery will need 
any particular modification to accomplish this increase.  And, as previously explained in Response 
2-8, the primary objective of the proposed project is the need for more storage tank capacity to 
enable the offloading of larger crude-cargo-volume ships (e.g., Suezmax and Aframax) during one 
ship call, rather than:  1) off-loading part of the ship; 2) sending the ship to anchorage until 
enough crude oil is processed at the LARC to make room for the remainder of the ship’s cargo; 
and, 3) returning the ship from anchorage to offload the remainder of the cargo.  Because the 
proposed project does not include any modifications to the existing marine terminal and, as 
explained below, the storage tanks that are the focus of this project could not be used to store the 
end product intended for export, no increase to export capability of the Refinery would occur.  
Permit changes would be required to allow the tanks to hold refined products for export. 
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The SCAQMD Permit to Operate limits the contents of the proposed new crude oil storage tank to 
the storage of crude oil only.  The SCAQMD Permit to Operate would not allow the storage of 
refined products, e.g., gasoline or diesel in the proposed new storage tank.  Crude oil is imported to 
the Refinery but no crude oil is exported to foreign countries from the Refinery.  Approval of 
applications for SCAQMD permit modifications would be required prior to the repurposing of the 
proposed crude oil storage tanks for the storage of any refined products, including refined products 
that could be exported.  To date, no application to modify the permits has been submitted to the 
SCAQMD, and Phillips 66 does not have any plans to submit permit applications for that purpose.  
Therefore, the proposed project does not include an increase of exports from the Refinery.  
 
Response 2-17 
 
This comment cites an article (provided by the commenter as Exhibit E) that discusses increased 
shipments of domestic crude oil by rail and claims that the Phillips 66 is increasing the amount 
of crude oil delivered by rail and “is planning rail offloading stations at their West Coast 
refineries.”  Commenter’s Exhibit E is a general report on West Coast refining and is not specific 
to this proposed project and Refinery location.  Contrary to the implications raised in the 
comment, the proposed project does not include any modifications to increase the amount of crude 
oil that can be offloaded by rail.  Thus, the proposed project would have no effect on the Refinery’s 
existing ability to receive crude oil by rail or on the amount of crude oil received.   Further, as 
explained in Response 2-15, to provide assurance that the new storage tank 2640 and the two 
modified storage tanks (510 and 511) subject to the proposed project will not store crude oil from 
other delivery methods, such as railcar, a permit condition will be imposed that will require the 
use of the storage tanks to only receive and store crude oil from marine vessels.  In addition, the 
permit condition will require records to be maintained to demonstrate compliance.   
 
Response 2-18 
 
This comment cites an article that was referenced as a footnote but the full text of the article was 
not attached by the commenter as an exhibit.  For ease of identification, the article is referred to 
herein as Exhibit Q.  Exhibit Q is an article that explains a Canadian pipeline project that would 
bring tar sand crude oils from the eastern portion of Canada to the west coast.  This comment 
refers to a quote within the article about how refiners in California and along the west coast may 
find it beneficial to receive Canadian tar sands crude oil.  However, there is no direct nexus 
between these generalized observations and the proposed project to reduce ship call time by 
providing increased storage capacity.   
 
This comment also quotes from an edited transcript of a Phillips 66 annual analyst meeting 
which explains that Phillips 66 is looking at various transportation methods (e.g., rail, pipeline, 
ships, barges, and trucks) to get advantaged crude oils to their refineries.  It is important to 
remember that the Refinery currently utilizes all of these methods of transport to obtain the crude 
oil for processing at the Refinery.  Note that this referenced document was included as a footnote 
but the full text of the transcript was not attached by the commenter as an exhibit.  For ease of 
identification, the transcript is referred to herein as Exhibit R. 
 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-56 

This comment further quotes a news story that was accessed from Phillips 66’s website on 
August 7, 2013 which purportedly explains that the term “advantaged crude” means heavy crude 
oil from Canada,"lighter Canadian grades and West Texas Intermediate (WTI)."  Note that this 
quote was referenced as a footnote but the full text of the news story was not attached by the 
commenter as an exhibit.  Using the web address provided in the footnote, SCAQMD staff was 
unable to access the news story for verification. 
 
This comment cites another article that claims the oil industry has other options for transporting 
crude oil from Canada such that it no longer cares if the Keystone Pipeline gets built.  This 
article was referenced as a footnote but the full text was not attached by the commenter as an 
exhibit.  For ease of identification, the article is referred to herein as Exhibit S. 
 
This comment continues by citing a news report about Phillips 66’s intentions to bring in crude 
oil from North Dakota and Texas via rail to their Los Angeles and San Francisco refineries 
because they already use rail to export refined fuels and have capacity for unloading crude oil by 
rail.  This news report was referenced as a footnote but the full text was not attached by the 
commenter as an exhibit.  For ease of identification, the news report is referred to herein as 
Exhibit T. 
 
Lastly, this comment relies on the citations in the aforementioned exhibits and anecdotes to 
conclude that the proposed project would enable the refinery to utilize/process different types of 
crude oil because the proposed project would increase desalting capacity.  The comment also 
claims that the ND does not contain an analysis of environmental impacts regarding the change 
in type and quantity of crude oils to be processed in the future due to an increased capacity of the 
Brine Stripper and the added heat exchangers.  The comment also claims that these changes need 
to be analyzed in an EIR. 
 
While the citations from the various exhibits and anecdotes provided present a general outlook 
on the oil industry’s sources of future crude oil and the transportation options as well as some 
business goals of Phillips 66, the commenter incorrectly alleges that these generalized intentions 
of the oil industry and expressed desires by the CEO of Phillips 66 are somehow applicable to 
the proposed project when there is no evidence to that effect.  Further, SCAQMD staff believes 
that there is a misunderstanding of what constitutes the proposed project and, perhaps more 
importantly, what it is not.  The proposed project does not involve any increase in the Refinery’s 
overall crude oil processing or output.  Also, see Response 2-8 for a discussion on the proposed 
project description.   
 
Regarding the comment alleging that the proposed expanded use of the Brine Stripper and 
additional heat exchangers are for the purpose of increasing desalting and controlling 
temperature as part of processing “advantaged crudes” and that these products will be delivered 
by rail, see Responses 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 2-11, and 2-12. 
 
Lastly, the citations provided do not contain any evidence to support the conclusion that the 
Draft ND prepared for the proposed project is inadequate or inaccurate.  Further, the citations do 
not identify any new significant impacts that were not analyzed as part of the proposed project.  
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Thus, contrary to the comment, the SCAQMD disagrees that an EIR would be required for the 
proposed project. 
 
Response 2-19 
 
This comment refers to Phillips 66’s website “Advantaged Crude by the Numbers” which 
consists of a table summarizing Phillip 66’s statistics pertaining to processing advantaged crude 
oil company-wide (e.g., the proposed targeted increase in processing advantaged crude oil of 
500,000 bpd and an additional 2,000 rail cars to be added to the rail car fleet, etc.)  Note that this 
referenced document was included as a footnote but the printout of the webpage was not attached 
by the commenter as an exhibit.  For ease of identification, the website is referred to herein as 
Exhibit U.   
 
As noted in Response 2-18, company projections do not establish a nexus to the proposed 
project.  The commenter compares the statistics in the table and states that an increase in 500,000 
bpd at Phillips 66 would represent a 28 percent increase from Phillips 66’s overall refining 
capacity of 1.8 million bpd company-wide.  While the statistics in the table provided do not 
identify or include decreases in other types of crude oils to be processed at Phillips 66 refineries 
throughout the U.S., page 8 of the commenter’s Exhibit D states the following: 
 

"We have a substantial team focused on sourcing and securing more advantaged crudes 
for our refineries and we expect over the next several years to replace 500,000 barrels 
per day of higher-cost crudes with increasingly advantaged crudes." 

 
Thus, contrary to the comment, because Phillips 66 intends to replace more expensive crude oils 
with advantaged crude oils (i.e., lower cost crude oils), there would be no overall increase in the 
amount of Phillips 66’s U.S. crude oil being refined.  As explained previously in Responses 2-8 
and 2-15 through 2-20, refinery modifications would be required to increase the amount of crude 
oil processed at the Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery and the proposed project does not include 
any permit modifications that would allow the increase in crude throughput at the Refinery.  In 
addition, the various types of crude oils already purchased and refined is dictated by a number of 
factors such as cost and market demand that will not change regardless of the proposed project.   
 
Response 2-20 
 
This comment cites an article that outlines the financial benefits refiners may consider to 
transport crude oil by rail and that these incentives will motivate oil companies to make 
infrastructure improvements such as front end desalting and heat exchanger increases to be able 
to process advantaged crude oils delivered by rail.  This comment claims that the proposed 
project is making these types of infrastructure improvements to accommodate an increase in 
crude-by-rail deliveries.  Note that this referenced article was included as a footnote but the 
printout of the article was not attached by the commenter as an exhibit.  For ease of 
identification, the article is referred to herein as Exhibit V.  
 
While Phillips 66’s overall national company strategy may be to increase the amount of 
advantaged crude oil transported by rail, as explained in Responses 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, and 2-15, the 
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proposed project to increase storage capacity of deliveries shipped to the Refinery would not affect 
the ability, nor would it have any effect on the types and/or quantities of crude oil feedstocks 
delivered by rail that are currently refined at the LARC.  Following the implementation of the 
proposed project, or with no project, the LARC would still be able to receive and process the same 
blend of crude oils that are processed currently and allowed by current permits and facility design. 
Furthermore, there are no permit applications or other information that would suggest that the 
project is greater in scope than what has been presented in the Draft ND.  Phillips 66 has not 
presented SCAQMD staff with any plans of future projects for expansion specific to the LARC. 
 
The commenter implies that processing “advantaged crudes” would cause a change in the LARC’s 
crude refining baseline.  As explained in Responses 2-9 and 2-10, this comment is incorrect 
because the Brine Stripper is not utilized to process oil and the new heat exchangers will be used to 
heat water, not crude oil.  As discussed in Response 2-10, the new heat exchangers will be 
associated with the new Tank 2643 (Title V Permit, Process 10) not the Crude Unit (Title V 
Permit, Process 1, System 1).  Regarding the comment about the infrastructure improvements to 
the Brine Stripper and heat exchangers for the proposed project and how it is not the same as 
characterized by the comment, see Response 2-10 and Figure F-3. 
 
Response 2-21 
 
This comment claims that switching to refining more unconventional crude oil such as heavy 
Canadian tar sands and Bakken shale crude oils will result in increased crude oil contamination, 
higher energy use, and major impacts.  The comment acknowledges that Phillips 66 currently 
processes heavy crude oils but claims these crude oils are different from the crude oil from 
Canadian tar sands and Bakken shale and that LARC is planning to expand processing to 
accommodate these unconventional crude oils.  This comment also provides a general 
description of the characteristics of and problems with refining shale oils as previously 
referenced in the commenter’s Exhibit C.  The comment claims that the LARC is designed to 
process heavy crude oil and that the blending of shale oil with crude oil at the LARC is likely to 
occur and will be problematic because of the potential development of coke deposits on refining 
equipment that could cause unplanned shutdowns.   
 
As explained in Response 2-10 and Table F-1, LARC already receives and processes Canadian 
and Bakken crude oils, so any challenges related to refining heavy crude oils are part of the 
existing setting.  The variety of crude oil types being delivered to LARC will continue regardless 
of the proposed project.  The comment also ignores the fact that the crude oils processed at the 
Refinery are blended before they are processed in order to meet the unique specifications of the 
Refinery.  While the article discusses issues that in general may occur with the blending of shale 
oils with heavy crude oils, the commenter fails to provide any evidence that the LARC may 
experience any of these issues as a result of the proposed project.  As discussed above, this 
project will not have an effect on the types of crude oils that are processed at the LARC.  
Response 2-10 also discusses the ability, the types, and/or quantities of crude oil feedstocks that 
can be processed at the LARC.  
 
As noted by the commenter, Bakken crude oil tends to be light (a relatively lower carbon-content 
compared to heavy crude oil and sweet (low sulfur)).  LARC has been refining Bakken crude oil 
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since November 2012 without the problems identified in this comment, such as severe wax 
buildups, and agglomeration of large molecules onto surfaces in refinery units because the 
LARC is designed to handle a variety of crude oils as explained in Response 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, and 
2-14.  The LARC currently blends crude oil in-line between the crude oil storage tanks and the 
Desalter, which is the first step in the refining process.  Lastly, the LARC currently operates a 
Coker Unit, which specifically removes coke early in the refining process so that coke buildup 
does not impact any downstream refinery units (see Figure F-1).   
 
Response 2-22 
 
This comment cites the commenter’s Exhibit C by describing shale oils as having high levels of 
H2S, but if “scavenging agents” are used to reduce H2S, corrosion can occur and solids can form 
inside refinery processing units.  However, Comment 2-21 describes Bakken shale as light and 
sweet (i.e., low sulfur content), so the comment is unclear as to why and how high levels of 
sulfur could be present in order to generate high levels of H2S. 
 
Further, because LARC was designed to process heavy, high sulfur crude oils, the refining 
equipment was crafted with the appropriate metallurgy to handle the potential corrosiveness of 
high sulfur crude oils (e.g., hydrotreating units and sulfur recovery units). 
 
Lastly, the LARC has processed Bakken shale without experiencing the problems raised in this 
comment, such as severe wax buildup, and the agglomeration of large molecules onto surfaces in 
refinery units.  The LARC operates a Coker Unit specifically to produce coke from the heavy 
materials removed in the early refining stages, so that coke formation does not impact 
downstream refinery units.  As previously explained in Response 2-10, the potential problems 
with refining shale oils as cited from the commenter’s Exhibit C are not specific to the operations 
at the LARC and are not relevant to the proposed project.  The concerns raised in Comment 2-22 
are unrelated to the proposed project because there is no proposal to modify the types of crude 
oils that can be processed at the Refinery.   
 
Response 2-23 
 
This comment describes unconventional crude oil, in general, as having an increased metal 
content.  This comment also quotes from a publication on the World Resources Institute’s 
website about the environmental impacts of heavy oil and tar sands production.  (Note that this 
quote was referenced as a footnote but the full text of the publication was not attached by the 
commenter as an exhibit.  Using the web address provided in the footnote, SCAQMD staff was 
unable to access the publication for verification.)  Lastly, this comment describes the properties 
of Canadian tar sands crude oil as being heavy and containing a high amounts of sulfur and other 
contaminants that when refined:  1) can increase the amount of hazardous materials present at the 
refinery; 2) can cause corrosion; and, 3) can increase the energy needed for refining and in turn 
generate more GHGs and smog-precursors.  However, this comment does not contain any 
evidence of impacts that will occur at the LARC as a result of the proposed project. 
 
As discussed in Response 2-10, LARC is already receiving, blending, and processing Canadian 
tar sands crude oil and will continue to do so regardless of the proposed project.  Phillips 66 has 
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been refining Canadian tar sands crude oil since December 2001.  The mining and production of 
Canadian tar sands that occurs in Canada is a very different process that is beyond the scope of 
the proposed project and the LARC’s capabilities.  As such, issues pertaining to the mining of 
Canadian tar sands (e.g., water consumption, earth moving, ecosystem disturbance, etc.) are not 
germane to the proposed project.  They could be relevant if in fact the project increased their use, 
but the proposed project does not.  The proposed project would not result in an increase in crude 
throughput or result in additional drilling of crude oil in Canada or at any location in the world, 
or increase the quantity of crude oil purchased from Canada.  Even if a crude oil contains metals, 
most metals are removed from the crude oil in the desalting process and are managed in the 
refinery wastewater treatment process.  Little or no impact to air quality or hazardous 
characteristics of wastewater treatment activities are expected and no measurable effect has been 
observed in the wastewater treatment process.  
 
Canadian tar sand crude oil is within the range of crude oils currently received and blended at the 
LARC.  Therefore, refining Canadian tar sand crude oils does not create additional hazardous 
waste, increase the generation of GHG emissions, or increase demand for energy. 
 
As discussed in Response 2-9, in order for crude oil to be processed in the LARC, the crude oil 
type needs to be considered so that the various crude oils can be blended to meet overall 
specifications that are within the acceptable range for the existing equipment design.  The 
process of purchasing and blending crude oils has been in practice at LARC for many years and 
is not expected to change as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed project will not 
change the types of crude oil processed by the LARC and will not require any modifications to 
any existing crude oil refining equipment at the LARC.  Thus, there will be no change in GHG or 
other emissions specifically from crude oil refining equipment at the LARC associated with the 
proposed project. 
 
Response 2-24 
 
This comment cites the commenter’s Exhibit B by identifying the need for additional desalting 
and temperature controls in order to process unconventional crude oils.  This comment points out 
that it is not only the volume of crude oil processed but the characteristics or quality of the crude 
oil that determines environmental impacts.  This comment continues to cite the commenter’s 
Exhibit B by describing the potential properties of some heavy crude oils (e.g., higher 
microcarbon residue, asphaltenes, metals, viscosities, salt, chlorides ) and that these 
contaminants can cause equipment deterioration due to fouling and corrosion requiring a 
turnaround to occur much sooner than the planned schedule.  The comment concludes by 
requesting the CEQA document to contain a complete inventory and evaluation of the 
differences in the crude oils to be processed and their environmental impacts as a result of 
implementing the proposed project.   
 
While SCAQMD staff does not necessarily dispute the issues raised relative to the properties and 
consequences such as corrosion and deterioration of equipment due to refining heavy crude oils, 
the issues raised are not germane to the proposed project because, as explained previously in 
Responses 2-9 and 2-10, no changes to the various crude oil types received, crude oil blending 
processes, or refining processes are proposed.  In other words, increasing the size of the crude oil 
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storage tank is not related to the origination point of the crude oil itself.  Further, a request for 
additional analysis does not provide evidence of a significant impact on the environment.  See, 
e.g. Parker Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley City Council (CityCentric Investments, LLC), 222 
Cal App. 4th 768 (2013).  For this reason, the ND does not need to be revised to include a crude 
oil inventory or an analysis of impacts for refining various crude oils. 
 
Response 2-25 
 
This comment states that, in general, an increase of hydrochloric acid (HCl) corrosion will cause 
potential reliability problems and increases the accident risk due to upset from problems 
occurring prior to scheduled maintenance, and asks for additional analysis of the different crude 
oils that will be used as a result of the proposed project.  As explained in Response 2-24, the 
issues and potential problems that may be associated with refining heavy crude oils, such as the 
potential for HCl corrosion, are not germane to the proposed project because there will be no 
change in the types of crude oils received, blended, and refined by the LARC. 
 
Response 2-26 
 
This comment states that, in general, increased corrosion from high sulfur content in crude oil is 
an increasing risk at refineries.  This comment cites a report (presented by the commenter as 
Exhibit I) on the Chevron Richmond refinery fire as evidence that corrosion is a significant 
impact.  This comment provides a chart that demonstrates a long-term trend in increased sulfur 
content in West Coast refinery crude oils and attributes the data to California refineries.  This 
comment cites the commenter’s Exhibit F by stating that the use of unconventional crude oil 
such as Western Canadian Select crude oil at 3.5 percent sulfur will make the trend worse, since 
its sulfur content is higher than the average for California.  Lastly, this comment acknowledges 
that the LARC already refines high sulfur crude oil but expresses a doubt that the average sulfur 
content at the LARC is a high as the Western Canadian Select sulfur contents. [Note:  Exhibit I 
does not characterize the Chevron fire as an explosion as the commenter has described the 
incident.] 
 
As discussed in Response 2-10, LARC is already receiving, blending, and processing Canadian 
tar sands and will continue to do so regardless of the proposed project.  LARC has been 
successful in processing various types of crude oil and meeting the required sulfur limit 
requirements without an increased risk of upset.  In addition, as explained in Responses 2-9 and 
2-10, the proposed project increases storage capacity to reduce ship call times spent in the port 
and does not change the various crude oil types received, blended, and processed. 
 
As explained in Responses 2-24 and 2-25, the issues and potential problems that may be 
associated with refining heavy crude oils such as the potential for sulfur corrosion are not 
germane to the proposed project because there will be no change in the types of crude oils 
refined by the LARC, and the Refinery metallurgy was designed to process the crude oil blends 
that are utilized at the Refinery.  Therefore, these comments and opinions do not constitute 
evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the environment. 
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Response 2-27 
 
This comment analyzes the sulfur content data from the EIA of Phillips 66’s crude oil imports 
during 2012 and acknowledges that the sulfur content ranged from 0.79 percent to 3.34 percent.  
The comment claims that Phillips 66 also refines substantial amounts of domestic crude oil but 
this data is not required to be reported to the United States Energy Information Administration 
(EIA).  This comment claims that the domestic crude oil refined by Phillips 66 should be 
reported in a full EIR.  This comment claims that the crude oil currently imported by Phillips 66 
will be replaced with advantaged crude oils with higher sulfur contents from Canadian tar sands 
and Bakken shale and that this change will create a significant increase in sulfur.  This comment 
claims that the ND should have identified both the baseline and proposed changes to crude oil 
types, volumes, and sulfur content. 
 
While SCAQMD staff does not dispute that crude oils have varying chemical properties and 
characteristics, including sulfur content, the commenter makes an unsubstantiated assumption 
that the proposed project will cause the type of crude oil delivered to the LARC to change, when 
in actuality, the proposed project would not affect the ability, nor would it have any effect on the 
types of crude oil feedstocks that can and will be received at the LARC.  Following the 
implementation of the proposed project, or with no project, the LARC would continue to receive 
various types of crude oil from all over the world and blend these crude oils into a mixture that is 
compatible with the current SCAQMD permits and facility design.  The LARC is and has been 
able to process a wide variety of crude oils with its current operating configuration and existing 
permits through in-line blending of the crude oils to obtain a blended feedstock with consistent 
properties.   
 
The commenter speculates that the project will cause the LARC to begin processing higher sulfur 
crude oils such as Canadian crude oils.  Actually, the LARC has been processing Canadian crude 
oils, including those originating from the Canadian tar sands regions, for more than ten years (as 
discussed in detail in Response 2-10).  The Draft ND does not include a baseline or future 
changes in crude oil type refined by the LARC because the proposed project will not change, 
enlarge, or otherwise impact the types and/or quantities of crude oil that LARC currently and 
will continue to refine.  Because the LARC was designed to process heavy, high sulfur crude oils, 
it was designed with the appropriate metallurgy to handle the potential corrosiveness of such crude 
oils. Thus, with no changes proposed to the types of crude oil to be delivered in the future, changes 
in crude oil types are not part of the project and, therefore, it is not necessary to identify all of the 
types of crude oils currently refined, whether domestic or imported, by the LARC in a ND or EIR. 
 
With regard to the EIA data referenced in this comment, more detailed EIA data applicable to the 
Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery is provided in Response 2-10.  As explained in Response 2-10 
and shown in Table F-1, the Refinery has processed over 20 percent Canadian crude oils in its 
crude oil blends in a year. The comment also seeks the release of confidential, trade secret 
information (i.e., data on the domestic crude oil processed at the Refinery6) that is protected by 

                                                            
6 See Valero Crude by Rail Draft EIR, Appendix K, June 2014, available at http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/ 
vertical/Sites/%7B3436CBED-6A58-4FEF-BFDF-5F9331215932%7D/uploads/Appendix_K_McGovern_Report.pdf 
that explains some of the types of data that are considered trade secret. 
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Section 21160 of the Public Resources Code.  Additionally, this comment merely requests 
additional analysis of crude oils processed at the Refinery, without delineating any impact related 
to the proposed project.  Thus, as held by the court in Parker Shattuck v. Berkeley City Council, 
(2013) 222 Cal. App. 4th 768, such a request for additional analysis does not constitute substantial 
evidence of a significant impact on the environment.  
 
Response 2-28 
 
This comment refers to an article provided in the commenter’s Exhibit G that discusses the 
possibility that Bakken crude oil produces higher volumes of H2S, even though Bakken crude oil 
has a low sulfur content.  This comment also refers to the commenter’s Exhibit I, which states 
that H2S is an aggressive corrosive agent.  Lastly, this comment requests that the issues 
pertaining to the safety risks associated with changing the type of crude oil to be delivered to the 
LARC (e.g., H2S content and corrosivity) should be evaluated in an EIR. 
 
The reference cited by the commenter is not specific to the operations at LARC and contains no 
facts specific or nexus to the scope or impacts of the proposed project. The comment just raises a 
question as to the nature of crude oil at an unrelated facility and provides no facts that link the 
Enbridge facility mentioned in the commenter’s Exhibit G to the LARC.  As previously 
explained in Responses 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10, the proposed project would not affect the ability to 
receive, nor would it have any effect on the types and/or quantities of crude oil feedstocks that can 
be received by and processed at the LARC.  The existing equipment is designed to transport a 
range of crude oils processed at the LARC, including high sulfur crude oils that are currently 
received and will continue to be received in the future.  Additionally, the comment merely requests 
additional analysis of crude oils processed at the Refinery without delineating any project-related 
impact.  Thus, as held by the court in Parker Shattuck v. Berkeley City Council, (2013) 222 Cal. 
App. 4th 768, such a request for additional analysis does not constitute substantial evidence of a 
significant impact on the environment. 
 
Lastly, as explained in Response 2-9, Phillips 66 currently operates two sulfur recovery units at 
LARC, two sulfur recovery units at LARW and a sulfuric acid plant at LARW.  All these units 
are designed to remove sulfur from crude oils and refined products and safely treat H2S 
generated in various refinery units.  Since the proposed project would not result in an increase in 
sulfur in the crude oils blended and processed at the Refinery, the proposed project would also 
not result in an increase in H2S generated and treated at the Refinery.  Since the comment fails to 
identify new impacts that may be significant to the proposed project, an EIR is not required. 
 
Response 2-29 
 
This comment cites the commenter’s Exhibit I regarding the Chevron Richmond refinery fire as 
evidence that corrosion from increased sulfur content in crude oil can cause a significant impact.  
The comment provides photos depicting smoke from the fire at Chevron and depicts the fire 
incorrectly as an explosion.  This comment also refers to a report that discusses the corrosion 
issues associated with sulfur from a propane project as evaluated in an EIR prepared for the 
Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery in San Francisco (presented by the commenter as Exhibit H).  This 
comment also claims that a new rail project is being proposed at the Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery. 
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[Note:  Exhibit I does not characterize the Chevron fire as an explosion as the commenter has 
described the incident.] 
 
The comments raised in the commenter’s Exhibit H are similar to the comments raised in 
reference to the commenter’s Exhibit I, the cause of the Chevron fire, and the issues regarding 
sulfidic corrosivity and these issues were previously raised in Comment 2-26 and addressed in 
Response 2-26.  In response to the comment that a new rail project is being proposed at the 
Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery, since the proposed project evaluated in the Draft ND is for the 
LARC, the new rail project in San Francisco is not relevant to the proposed project at the LARC.   
 
In summary, the references cited by the commenter, including the fire at the Chevron Refinery, 
are not specific to the operations at LARC and contain no facts or nexus specific to the scope or 
impacts of the proposed project.  As previously explained in Responses 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10, the 
proposed project would not affect the ability to receive, nor would it have any effect on the types 
and/or quantities of crude oil feedstocks that can be received by and processed at the LARC.  
The existing equipment is designed to transport a range of crude oils processed at the LARC, 
including high sulfur crude oils that are currently received and will continue to be in the future.  
Hazards associated with crude oil storage were addressed in Section VIII h) of the Draft ND on 
pages 2-52 and 2-53 and were determined to be less than significant. 
 
Response 2-30 
 
This comment refers to the commenter’s Exhibit B relative to heavy metal content such as 
vanadium in unconventional crude oils.  This comment claims that there are many issues missing 
from the Draft ND, but the increased toxic heavy metals should be evaluated in an EIR.  This 
comment also refers to a report that contains comments submitted relative to a Mitigated ND 
prepared for a project at the Valero refinery in Benicia (presented by the commenter as Exhibit 
J). 
 
The commenter’s Exhibit B cites generalized properties of some crude oils and the commenter’s 
Exhibit J contains comments specific to the Valero Benicia project.  These references cited are 
not specific to the operations at the LARC and contain no facts or nexus specific to the scope or 
impacts of the proposed project, which is to increase throughput at two existing crude oil storage 
tanks and install one crude oil storage tank, one water draw surge tank, and three heat exchangers 
to heat the water draw for treatment in the Brine Stripper that will not affect characteristics of the 
crude oil processed at the LARC.  With regard to the comment than an EIR should be prepared 
to evaluate an increase in toxic heavy metals, the commenter failed to provide any evidence to 
support the claim that the proposed project will increase toxic heavy metals.  As discussed in 
Responses 2-8, 2-9 and 2-10, the LARC already receives, blends, and refines various crude oil 
with varying chemical properties and characteristics that will not change regardless of the 
proposed project.  In summary, the references cited by the commenter are not specific to the 
operations at LARC and contain no facts applicable to the scope or impacts of the proposed 
project, and do not constitute evidence that this particular project will have a significant impact 
on the environment. 
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Response 2-31 
 
This comment cites an explosion of rail tank cars carrying Bakken crude oil in Canada 
(presented by the commenter as Exhibit K).  This comment also cites a report that evaluates the 
regulations for hazardous materials that are transported by rail (presented by the commenter as 
Exhibit L).  This comment claims the proposed project intends to process unconventional crude 
oil and this crude oil will be delivered by rail such that an EIR should evaluate the potential for 
increased accidents due to the increased transportation of crude oil by rail.   
 
The issues raised are not germane to the proposed project because, as explained previously in 
Responses 2-9 and 2-10, the project does not propose changes to the various crude oil received 
or to the blending and refining processes so no new or additional hazards will result due to the 
proposed project.  Also, the proposed project will facilitate the offloading of crude oil delivered 
by marine vessels, not rail. 
 
Because rail transportation hazards are unrelated to the proposed project, the issues raised in the 
comment do not identify any new significant impacts that would require evaluation in an EIR or 
cause a revision to the ND. 
 
Response 2-32 
 
This comment refers to a report (presented by the commenter as Exhibit M) that identifies 
various refineries and other shipping centers located on the west coast that currently have or will 
build new rail unloading facilities to receive or increase crude oil deliveries by rail.  This 
comment claims that the commenter’s Exhibit M indicates that rail, ship, and pipeline will be 
used to get Canadian and Bakken crude oils to California and the west coast.  Lastly, this 
comment claims that an EIR should be prepared to evaluate the increases of the transportation 
modes since Phillips 66 will not exclusively rely on any one mode to obtain crude oil. 
 
While SCAQMD staff does not necessarily dispute the projects identified in commenter’s 
Exhibit M that are completed or in progress, the Refinery currently utilizes rail, ship, barge and 
pipeline to transport crude oil to the LARC.  The proposed project does not contain any proposed 
modifications to the rail or any other process that could result in changes to the crude oil 
blending and refining processes so no new or additional hazards will result due to the proposed 
project.  Thus, the transportation issues as described in the commenter’s Exhibit M that may be 
associated with transporting crude oil by rail are existing and not affected by the proposed 
project.  As explained in Response 2-8, the purpose of the proposed project is to more efficiently 
unload larger ships delivering crude oil to the LARC.  Additionally, as explained in Response 2-
15, Phillips 66 will not use the storage tanks that are the subject of the proposed project to store 
any crude oil received by rail.  To provide assurance that the new storage tank 2640 and the two 
modified storage tanks (510 and 511) subject to the proposed project will not store crude oil from 
other delivery methods, such as railcar, a permit condition will be imposed that will require the use 
of the storage tanks to only receive and store crude oil from marine vessels.  In addition, the permit 
condition will require records to be maintained to demonstrate compliance. 
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With regard to the comment that an EIR should be prepared to evaluate the alleged increases in 
crude oil transportation activities, the commenter failed to provide any evidence to support the 
claim that the proposed project will increase deliveries of crude oil to the LARC as part of the 
proposed project.  In summary, the reference cited by the commenter is not specific to the 
operations at LARC and contains no facts applicable to the scope or impacts of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the comments related to transportation hazards are unrelated to the proposed 
project.  Lastly, the issues raised in this comment do not identify any new significant impacts that 
would require evaluation in an EIR or cause a revision to the ND. 
 
Response 2-33 
 
This comment cites the commenter’s Exhibit C regarding wax buildup as being another 
contributor to transportation problems when moving shale oil via rail, truck, pipeline, and ship 
and that more reliable infrastructures are needed for distributing this type of oil.  This comment 
emphasizes that railcars require regular steam cleaning but that the wax deposits also create 
problems when transferring shale oil to storage tanks.  This comment provides a photo of the 
waxy deposits and requests an evaluation of the safety risks from the buildup that occurs within 
the LARC due to shale oil.  This comment mentions that multiple chemical dispersants are used 
for treating the waxy deposits that may form.  Lastly this comment requests that the impacts 
from steam cleaning and the use of chemical dispersants, their applications and corresponding 
impacts should be addressed in an EIR. 
 
The LARC has been blending Bakken crude oil since November 2012 and has not experienced 
waxy buildup that required unscheduled or additional maintenance.   The proposed project does 
not contain any modifications to the types of crude oil to be received, stored, and processed at 
the LARC.  Further, the proposed project would neither change the methods of delivering crude 
oil to the LARC nor change the frequency of such deliveries, whether by pipeline, truck, rail or 
ship.  Thus, the issues raised in this comment relative to addressing waxy buildup during 
transportation and refining are not germane to the proposed project.  Further, the Refinery 
routinely inspects and maintains all portions of refining activities.  For example, existing 
pipelines at LARC are generally designed to accommodate passage of instrumented inspection 
devices (referred to as “smart pigs”) or subject to nondestructive inspection techniques.  “Smart 
pigs" are internal instrumented inspection tools used for acquiring pipeline data as well as 
conducting pipeline cleaning.   
 
Lastly, the issues raised in this comment do not identify any new significant impacts that would 
require evaluation in an EIR or cause a revision to the ND. 
 
Response 2-34 
 
This comment acknowledges that the GHG analysis in the Draft ND addresses GHGs to be 
generated from increased electricity use and due to combustion emissions during construction.  
This comment claims that the Draft ND did not take into account additional GHG emissions 
from the LARC’s switch to dirtier crude oil feedstock.  This comment disagrees with the 
conclusion that no significant increase in GHG emissions will occur because GHG emissions due 
to electricity will be offset by California’s cap and trade program.  This comment requests more 
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specific information to be provided that pertains to the actual peak GHG emissions during 
construction over a shorter time frame, instead of being amortized over 30 years. 
 
As discussed in Response 2-9 and 2-10, the proposed project will not affect the feedstock at the 
LARC as the various crude oil types are currently and will continue to be received, blended, and 
refined regardless of the proposed project.  Thus, the commenter makes an incorrect claim that 
the proposed project will “switch to dirtier crude feedstocks.”  Therefore, with no change in 
feedstocks, only GHG emissions associated with the increased electrical demand are associated 
with operation of the proposed project and correctly included in the Draft ND.   
 
The commenter’s doubts about the effectiveness of the cap and trade program are based on an 
outdated article which was written in 2009, prior to the implementation of the cap and trade 
program.  However, the cap and trade program is now being implemented with almost two years of 
auctions.  Further, because power plants are an essential part of the cap and trade program and are 
thus required to:  a) offset all of their emissions; and, b) reduce their GHG emissions over time, 
there will be no statewide increases in GHG even if there is an increase in power used by the 
proposed project.  GHGs are a pollutant that does not have localized impacts.  For these reasons, 
no change in operational GHG emissions is expected from the proposed project. 
 
Regarding the methodology for calculating GHG emissions and determining significance, on 
December 8, 2008, the SCAQMD adopted a policy resolution approving a GHG significance 
threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year (MT/yr) for SCAQMD’s lead agency projects applicable 
to stationary sources (such as this project), rules/regulations, and plans (SCAQMD, 2008)7.  The 
project emissions to be included in the GHG analysis are direct, indirect, and, to the extent 
information is available, life cycle emissions during construction and operation.  With regard to 
how to calculate GHG emissions from construction, the approved policy resolution specifies 
construction GHG emissions need to be amortized over the life of the project, defined as 30 years, 
added to the operational emissions, and compared to the 10,000 MT/yr annual threshold, per the 
methodology outlined in SCAQMD Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold Guidance 
Document (SCAQMD, 2008).  For this reason, the GHG emissions calculations for construction 
emissions do not and cannot contemplate a shorter time frame or a peak as suggested in the 
comment. 
 
The details pertaining to the GHG emission calculations are summarized in the ND pages 2-27 
through 2-28, including Table 2-6.  In addition, the detailed GHG emission calculations, 
including all applicable assumptions, are provided in Appendix A of the ND (see pages A-1 
through A-16).  GHG emission estimates include estimates of carbon dioxide, methane, and 
nitrous oxide, as required by the above SCAQMD guidance.  
 
The commenter states that unregulated GHGs were omitted from analysis and requests that 
further analysis be conducted, but provides no evidence as to what chemicals the commenter 
believes are not analyzed.  Only GHGs effected by the proposed project were analyzed in the 
draft Negative Declaration, i.e.. carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide.  No other GHGs are 
                                                            
7 SCAQMD Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October 
2008 (http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/2008/December/081231a.htm).   
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associated with the proposed project.  Additionally, the comment requests additional analysis of 
the unnamed GHGs, without delineating any project-related impact.  Thus, as held by the court in 
Parker Shattuck v. Berkeley City Council, (2013) 222 Cal. App. 4th 768, such a request for 
additional analysis does not constitute substantial evidence of a significant impact on the 
environment.  Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response 2-35 
 
This comment claims that the GHG emissions are “grossly” underestimated because 
unconventional crude oils such as shale and tar sands will be processed at the LARC as a result 
of the proposed project.  This comment claims that the ND states that there will be no changes in 
downstream refinery processing without providing the existing baselines for the downstream 
units or the baseline amounts of crude oil transported to the LARC via rail, ship, and pipeline.  
This comment claims that the proposed changes to the LARC are:  1) the same type of changes 
that would be needed to allow the increased processing of unconventional crude oils; 2) changes 
that would be consistent with Phillips 66’s stated plans; and, 3) changes to crude oil feeds that 
require increased processing to remove sulfur, to crack heavy hydrocarbons, and for coking 
operations.  This comment claims that the ND fails to provide any evidence and instead provides 
conclusory statements that there will be no changes. 
 
With regard to the comment alleging that GHG emissions will increase because the LARC will 
start processing unconventional crude oils, Responses 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10 explain why the 
proposed project will not change the various types of crude oils currently being refined at the 
LARC.  SCAQMD staff believes the GHG calculations as presented in the ND accurately depict 
the effects of the proposed project.  With regard to how these GHG emissions were calculated, 
see Response 2-34, as well as pages 2-27 and 2-28, and Appendix A of the ND. 
 
With regard to the comment that the ND does not provide the current crude oil baseline data to 
support the claim that crude oil processing will not change for downstream units, Response 2-10 
contains the crude oil purchase baseline data from 2002 to 2013 as proof that the refinery already 
receives and refines blends of crude oil that originate from Bakken shale and Canadian tar sands, 
as well as many other types of crude oil from various sources.  The proposed project will not 
have any impact on the types of crude oils processed at the Refinery because the type of crude oil 
processed is and will continue to be determined by availability of crude oil on the market.  The 
Refinery currently processes crude oil blends that consist of a variety of crude oils including the 
North American crude oils mentioned by the commenter.  While the individual crude oils 
purchased by the Refinery continually change with market availability and demand, the crude oil 
blend that is processed through the Crude Unit must stay consistent to meet the processing 
constraints of the Refinery operations.  The commenter's opinions do not take into account the 
processing of a crude oil blend, and thus do not reflect the operations at the Refinery.   
 
With regard to the claims that the proposed changes to the LARC are:  1) the same type of 
changes that would be needed to allow the increased processing of unconventional crude oils; 2) 
changes that would be consistent with Phillips 66’s stated plans; and, 3) changes to crude oil 
feeds that require increased processing to remove sulfur, to crack heavy hydrocarbons, and for 
coking operations, see Responses 2-8, 2-10, 2-18 and 2-26 through 2-29. 
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Lastly, in response to the claims that the ND fails to provide any evidence and instead provides 
conclusory statements that there will be no changes downstream, all of the evidence regarding 
the proposed project and associated emission calculations support the preparation of a ND as no 
significant impacts were identified.  The commenter’s opinions about the proposed project are 
based on a misunderstanding of the proposed project combined with speculation extrapolated 
from various articles, reports, websites, and other references.  If the proposed project included 
the commenter’s claim of changes to downstream processing, Phillips 66 would be required to 
submit SCAQMD applications to change the heater firing rate of the Crude Unit, for example, 
and this project does not contemplate any such modifications. 
 
Response 2-36 
 
This comment refers again to the commenter’s Exhibit J regarding the Valero refinery in Benicia 
and claims that refineries have a “price incentive to purchase heavy, sour Canadian tar sands 
over Bakken light sweet crude” and that tar sands require more energy to process.  This comment 
also cites a report (presented by the commenter as Exhibit N) that claims heavier and high sulfur 
crude oils require more energy to process, which in turn means more GHG emissions will be 
generated.  This comment refers to the practice of using hydrogen to remove sulfur as part of the 
cracking/oil refining process.  This comment requests that additional analysis be conducted in the 
form of an EIR and it should fully disclose the refinery’s baselines (e.g., actual levels of 
operation) and not just permitted levels for the following equipment because these baselines will 
provide evidence as to whether the following downstream baselines will change:  1) Crude Unit, 
including heaters; 2) hydrotreaters; 3) cracking unit; 4) coking unit; 5) hydrogen unit production; 
and, 6) outside hydrogen purchases.  Lastly, this comment claims that the EIR should also 
identify refinery modifications that have occurred previously and future planned modifications. 
 
The issues raised are not germane to the proposed project because, as explained previously in 
Responses 2-9 and 2-10, no changes are proposed to the current crude oil being received, the 
resulting quality of the blended crude oil, or refining processes so no new or additional GHGs 
will result from the proposed project.  For these same reasons, the commenter has not provided 
any evidence that supports the preparation of an EIR for the proposed project because no 
significant impacts were identified for the proposed project.  Further, the Draft ND does not need 
to be revised to include a baseline of the Crude Unit and heaters, hydrotreaters, cracking unit, 
coking unit, hydrogen unit production, and outside hydrogen purchases because no direct or 
indirect changes to these units are proposed.  Further, previous modifications at the LARC have 
no bearing on this current project as any past changes at the LARC have long been implemented 
and are considered part of the baseline.  Similarly, the proposed future modifications at the 
refinery (i.e., the proposed project) have already been disclosed in the Draft ND.  Therefore, the 
commenter’s suggested changes to the ND are not necessary and are not required. 
 
Regarding GHG emissions, as stated in the Draft ND (page 2-28):   
 

“The Refinery is subject to GHG emission reductions pursuant to AB32, the state-wide 
GHG reduction plan.  In December 2010, CARB adopted regulations establishing a cap 
and trade program for the largest sources of GHG emissions in the state that altogether 
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are responsible for about 85 percent of California’s GHGs.  Among these are fossil-fuel 
fired power plants, including both plants that generate power within California’s borders, 
and those located outside of California that generate power imported to the state.  GHG 
emissions from this universe of sources were capped for 2013 at a level approximately 
two percent below the emissions level forecast for 2012, and the cap will steadily 
decrease at a rate of two to three percent annually from now to 2020.  Sources regulated 
by the cap must reduce their GHG emissions or buy credits from others who have done 
so.  This means that the additional power utilized at the LARC as a result of the proposed 
project cannot result in an increase in GHG emissions from the increased use of third-
party power, compared to GHG emissions at the time of issuance of the NOP.  The 
proposed project does not affect compliance with the requirements of AB32, since no 
change in GHG emissions at LARC from operation of the proposed project are expected.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with AB32, the applicable GHG 
reduction plan, policy, and regulations that have been adopted to implement AB32. 

 
Thus, the SCAQMD’s GHG significance threshold for industrial sources would not be 
exceeded.  Based on the preceding analysis, implementing the proposed project is not 
expected to generate significant adverse cumulative GHG air quality impacts.” 

 
As analyzed in the Draft Negative Declaration (page 2-37), the electricity increase associated 
with the proposed project of 0.025 MW is a negligible portion of the electricity generated by 
SCE.  Thus, the corresponding GHG emissions are also negligible.  SCE and Phillips 66 
Refinery are also subject to the AB32 cap and trade program such that SCE and the Refinery has 
been required to report annual GHG emissions and has an emissions cap that declines every year.  
Sources regulated by the cap must reduce their GHG emissions or buy credits to offset GHG 
emissions from others who have done so.  Therefore, the overall operations at the Refinery 
would not result in a significant increase in GHG emissions.  
 
Response 2-37 
 
This comment quotes the project description in the ND and the reasoning behind the proposed 
project and acknowledges that the new and modified tanks can enable a reduction in expensive 
port wait times for large tankers.  This comment claims that the proposed increase in storage 
capacity will allow the refinery to enable a future refinery expansion by increasing its processing 
capacity.  The comment claims that because Phillips 66 has stated its plans per the commenter’s 
Exhibit D to expand its business into exporting refinery products to other countries from the 
West Coast refineries, then the increased storage capacity that would occur as a result of the 
proposed project is really part of a future refinery project to expand operations at the LARC.  
This comment claims that future expansions of the LARC should be evaluated as part of this 
proposed project in an EIR.  Lastly this comment claims that Phillips 66 has plans to separate the 
storage of unconventional crude oils with varying characteristics from other storage. 
 
The proposed project allows for increased storage capacity of crude oil and not refined products 
that would be exported.  The SCAQMD permit to construct/operate defines the tank product as 
“crude.”  If the facility was to use these tanks in the future for some other product, it would 
require a permit modification which would be subject to CEQA.  Phillips 66 has not presented 
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SCAQMD staff with any plans to modify the storage tanks in this manner.  This comment 
repeats issues previously raised (e.g., increased crude oil storage means increased refining 
capacity and Phillips 66’s stated plans to expand its business) in Comments 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, and 2-
15.  For a discussion that explains the proposed project and relates why the proposed project 
does not include expansion of any other refinery units (e.g., increase crude throughput processed 
by the LARC), see Responses to 2-8, 2-9, 2-10 and 2-15. 
 
With regard to the claim that future expansions of the LARC should be evaluated in an EIR as 
part of the proposed project, the commenter is incorrect to suggest that the ND for the proposed 
project evaluate a hypothetical future project or projects as part of the proposed project.  There 
are no permit applications or other information that would suggest that the project is greater in 
scope than what has been presented in the ND.  Phillips 66 has not presented SCAQMD staff 
with any plans of future projects for expansion specific to the LARC.  The commenter is relying 
on a statement made in Phillips 66’s 2012 Summary Annual Report to speculate that LARC is 
contemplating refinery expansions as a direct consequence of increasing crude oil storage 
capability even though there is nothing in the proposed project to support such a claim.  The 
commenter does not present any fair argument supported by substantial evidence that the 
proposed project will specifically cause or allow the LARC to expand.  Further, the commenter 
has only alleged that a future project or projects will occur, without providing any specificity or 
citations that identify the LARC as part of a future project that was not considered in the ND.   
 
When determining the significance of the environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA 
Guidelines §15064 (d) states that the lead agency shall consider direct physical changes in the 
environment which may be caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
changes which may be caused by the project.  CEQA Guidelines §15064 (d)(3) goes on to 
explain that an indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably 
foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project and a change which is speculative or 
unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable.  For these reasons, SCAQMD staff does not 
believe that the commenter has provided any evidence to support the claim about future projects 
at the LARC and thus, the future project or projects alleged by the commenter are speculative 
and would not qualify as reasonably foreseeable requiring evaluation in an EIR. 
 
Lastly, regarding the comment claiming that Phillips 66 may have plans to separate the storage of 
unconventional crude oils with varying characteristics from other storage, it is unclear what the 
commenter is suggesting.  The various crude oils that are delivered to the LARC are generally 
stored separately.  The crude oils are blended in line as they are fed to the Crude Unit.  This will 
not change as a result of the proposed project.  The commenter does not indicate that this will 
have any environmental impacts, therefore, no further response is required.    
 
Response 2-38 
 
This comment claims that the VOC emissions calculated for construction and operation are close 
to their applicable significance thresholds,  and because the VOC emissions from the oil layer in 
the water draw surge tank were not calculated and were not included in the Draft ND, these 
emissions, when accounted for, will cause a significant increase in VOC emissions. 
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Contrary to the comment, all emissions from the proposed project have been included in the 
Draft ND and the VOC emissions calculated are in fact below the air quality significance 
thresholds for construction and operation.  Construction emissions are discussed in the Draft ND 
on pages 2-13 through 2-17 and detailed emission calculations are included in Appendix A.  
Similarly, operational emissions are discussed in the Draft ND on pages 2-18 through 2-26 and 
detailed emission calculations are included in Appendices A and B.  In particular, the emission 
calculations specific to the oil layer in the water draw surge tank (new Water Tank 2643) were 
accounted for by assuming that the entire water draw surge tank contained crude oil.  The 
emission calculations for the water draw surge tank were calculated to be 4.27 pounds of VOC 
per day during operation and assumed the entire tank contained crude oil, which is a conservative 
assumption that overestimated actual emissions (see Draft ND Table 2-4 and Appendix A).  For 
this reason, the Draft ND did not underestimate VOC emissions from the water draw surge tank.  
In fact, because the Draft ND used worst-case assumptions to provide a conservative estimate of 
the VOC emissions, they likely overestimate the actual VOC emissions that will occur.  
Therefore, the commenter’s opinion that the emissions from the project have been 
underestimated is incorrect.   
 
Response 2-39 
 
This comment claims that the VOC emissions from tank cleaning and degassing in preparation 
for the new tank and modification of existing tanks were not identified and calculated in the 
Draft ND.  This comment claims that effects on operation and cleaning of storage tanks specific 
to removing waxy buildup occurring from storing shale oil should be evaluated in an EIR. 
 
The proposed installation of a geodesic dome on each existing crude oil storage tank is the only 
physical modification to these tanks.  This modification does not cause increased cleaning 
emissions because the dome is installed above the existing floating roof at the wall height of the 
storage tanks.  Therefore, cleaning of the tanks prior to installing a geodesic dome is not 
required.  Further, the future cleaning schedule of the existing storage tanks would not be 
affected by installing the geodesic domes.  Installing geodesic domes reduce VOC emissions 
from the operation of the tanks, but do not change the operation of the tanks, so tank cleaning 
schedules would not be affected.  Therefore, no additional emissions from the cleaning of the 
existing storage tanks would occur due to the proposed project.   
 
Cleaning activities are regulated under SCAQMD Rule 1149 – Storage Tank and Pipeline 
Cleaning and Degassing, which regulates the degassing of tanks by requiring vapor control 
equipment during the degassing process to minimize VOC emissions.  While all storage tanks 
require periodic cleaning, some cleaning techniques can be accomplished without actually 
opening up the tanks, which essentially eliminates most of the VOC emissions that would occur 
during cleaning.  The proposed project will add one new storage tank and this tank will also be 
expected to have a cleaning schedule similar to the existing storage tanks affected by the 
proposed project (i.e., the Refinery currently cleans its existing storage tanks approximately once 
every 20 years per the recommendation of API 653).  Nonetheless, the cleaning schedule would 
not be expected to increase VOC emissions on a daily basis because only one tank at a time is 
usually taken out of service for tank cleaning.  Further, the proposed project will not increase 
peak daily emissions because tank cleaning activities associated with the proposed new storage 
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tank will not overlap with the tank cleaning schedule associated with existing storage tanks 
because no two storage tanks would be cleaned at the same time as tank cleaning is very 
infrequent (i.e., approximately once every 20 years).  Further, VOC emissions are minimized by 
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1149 (e.g., emissions must be controlled by liquid balancing, 
negative pressure displacement, refrigerated condenser or any other control method to capture 
VOC emissions during degassing and tank cleaning). Finally, while operational emissions 
associated with the new tank have been estimated to be 29 lb/day of VOC emissions, during 
degassing and cleaning of the new tank, the operational emissions (i.e., 29 lbs/day) would not be 
emitted.  VOC emissions from tank cleaning and associated degassing are less than during 
operation.  The emissions from tank cleaning occur at a consistent rate regardless of the size of 
the tank, (i.e., a larger tank may take more time to clean but would not change the peak daily 
emissions).  For example, in October 2014, Crude Tank 513 (identical to 510 and 511, see Figure 
1-4) was degassed and cleaned generating a peak daily VOC emissions rate of 1.5 lbs/day, which 
is less than the operational emissions.  Therefore, there will be a reduction in the peak daily 
emissions and no significant VOC emissions are expected due to tank cleaning activities.   
 
Shale oil crude oils such as Bakken crude oil tends to be light (a relatively lower carbon-content 
compared to heavy crude oil) and sweet (low sulfur), but according to the commenter, it can 
cause a waxy buildup.  As explained in Response 2-21, the LARC has been receiving, storing, 
and refining Bakken crude oil since November 2012.  As explained in Response 2-33, the LARC 
has not experienced waxy buildup that required unscheduled or additional maintenance.  The 
LARC has received and processed various types of crude oils for decades and, with or without 
the proposed project, will continue to receive various types of crude oils.  The proposed project 
will not cause any change in the type of crude oil received. 
 
Thus, there has been no increase in the need for tank cleaning activities associated with wax 
buildup in the existing crude oil storage tanks and no increased need in chemicals to break up 
waxes.  Lastly, the issues raised in this comment do not identify any new significant impacts that 
would require evaluation in an EIR or cause a revision to the ND. 
 
Response 2-40 

This comment claims that the CEQA document should specifically identify, describe, and 
quantify fugitive emissions from pipeline cleaning and degassing activities, including pipeline 
lengths, connectors, construction activities, operation, and maintenance activities. 
 
The existing pipelines at LARC are generally designed to accommodate passage of instrumented 
inspection devices (referred to as “smart pigs”) or subject to nondestructive inspection 
techniques.  “Smart pigs" are internal instrumented inspection tools used for acquiring pipeline 
data as well as conducting pipeline cleaning.  The pipelines at LARC do not generate emissions 
associated with maintenance, cleaning, and/or inspection activities because they are flushed with 
non-volatile materials such as water or aqueous-based cleaners prior to the use of smart pigs.  
Pipeline inspections typically occur every five years.  The proposed project would install a tie-in 
to existing crude oil piping at the LARC to connect the new storage tank to the pipeline from the 
marine terminal.  No modifications to the marine terminal or the pipeline from the marine 
terminal to the LARC are proposed.  The manifold is used to direct the flow of crude oil to the 
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existing storage tanks and the tie-in will facilitate crude oil transfers to the proposed new storage 
tank.  No change in inspection or maintenance schedules would be required and the additional 
tie-in will be incorporated into the routine inspection and maintenance of the existing manifold.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an increase in VOC emissions associated 
with pipeline inspection or cleaning.   
 
Lastly, with regard to the comment that the ND identify and quantify sources of fugitive 
emissions from components such as valves, flanges, and pumps, the fugitive emissions 
associated with these components have already been included in the Draft ND (see Draft ND, 
Table 2-4 and Appendix A, page A-17).   
 
Response 2-41 
 
This comment claims that if flares are used to control degassing emissions from tanks and 
pipelines, then the Draft ND should identify the gas volumes, flare hydrocarbon destruction 
efficiency, and VOC, NOx, SOx, particulate matter and other emissions. 
 
Because flares are not used to control tank or pipeline degassing gas volumes, flare hydrocarbon 
destruction efficiency, and emissions associated with flaring activities, are not germane to the 
proposed project and therefore, are not addressed in the Draft ND.  In addition, regarding tank 
and pipeline degassing emissions, see also Responses 2-39 and 2-40.   
 
Response 2-42 
 
This comment claims that Phillips 66’s intention to expand the use of unconventional crude 
means that there will be additional emissions from the use of diluents during transport, piping, 
tank loading, and continued operation.  The comment cites the commenter’s Exhibit P as 
evidence that diluents, when blended with unconventional crude oils, add toxics such as benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene to the crude oil.  The comment also claims that because the 
diluents are highly reactive ozone precursors, they need to be identified and evaluated as toxic air 
contaminants in the Draft ND. 
 
 The issue raised about expanding the use of unconventional crude oils is not germane to the 
proposed project because, as explained previously in Responses 2-8, 2-9 and 2-10, no changes to 
the crude oil received, crude blending processes, or crude refining processes are proposed.  With 
regard to the comment that the toxics present in unconventional crude oils need to analyzed as 
part of the proposed project, the various crude oil types are already being received and will 
continue to be received.  In addition, the Draft ND evaluated the potential toxic air contaminant 
emissions associated with the proposed new crude oil storage tanks (see Draft ND pages 2-22 
through 2-25 and Appendix B).  As stated in the Draft ND on page 2-23: 
 

“The emission estimates of TACs for the proposed new crude oil storage tank, water 
draw surge tank, and storage tank modifications are based on U.S. EPA TANKS 4.0.9d 
with a hybrid liquid speciation of crude oils at the Refinery.  The hybrid liquid speciation 
was created by selecting the maximum TAC present in each speciation of crude oil at the 
LARC and combining them into one speciation.  This combination assures that the 
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speciation is conservative when estimating TAC emissions from any type of crude oil.  
All tank emission rates are based on annualized emission rates from the TANKS model.  
Fugitive emissions are based on the Method 2 of the SCAQMD Guide for Fugitive 
Emissions Calculations (SCAQMD, 2003) with the hybrid speciation.  The calculated 
emissions are presented in Appendix B.”  

 
Therefore, the TAC emissions associated with the proposed project included all of the highest 
individual TAC concentrations measured from any of the facility’s crude oil analyses so that a 
worst-case estimate of TAC emissions was evaluated in the Draft ND (see Draft ND page 2-23).  
The individual crude oil speciations used in the emission estimates were based on actual 
laboratory analyses such that the presence of any diluents used prior to the transport, piping, tank 
loading, and continued processing of the crude oil were included in the analysis.  It should be 
noted that no additional diluents are added to the crude oil once it arrives at the LARC.  
Therefore, the Draft ND evaluated a worst-case estimate of TACs which included the potential 
presence of diluents and determined that both the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
associated with the proposed project would be less than significant.  The cancer risk at the 
Maximum Exposed Individual Resident and the Maximum Exposed Individual Worker was 
determined to be 0.1 cancer cases in one million at both locations, which is substantially less 
than the significance threshold of 10 cancer cases in one million.   
 
The noncancer risk estimates were also determined to be less than significant.  The maximum 
acute hazard index was determined to be 0.0015, and the maximum chronic hazard index was 
determined to be 0.0005, both of which are substantially less than the significance threshold of 
1.0.  Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project from TAC emissions were determined to be 
less than significant (see Draft ND pages 2-22 through 2-25 and Appendix B).   
 
Response 2-43 
 
This comment claims that because the LARC currently has rail capacity to unload 
unconventional crude oil and because Phillips 66 has publicly announced that it intends to import 
unconventional crude oil by rail, the emissions from the transportation of crude oil by rail must 
be addressed and analyzed in the Draft ND as part of the proposed project.  This comment also 
claims that the Draft ND should address the potential for expanded rail deliveries of crude oil to 
be stored in the new storage tank or the two modified storage tanks. 
 
As mentioned in Responses 2-15, 2-16, and 2-17, the proposed project analyzed in the Draft ND 
does not include modifications that would increase the number of deliveries of crude oil via rail 
car, ship, truck, barge or pipeline, nor is it a foreseeable consequence of this project.  This project 
will allow the offloading of a crude oil tanker in one visit, regardless of the type of crude oil it 
carries.  There has been no evidence presented to suggest that the use of larger tank vessels by 
shipping companies will dictate where crude oil will come from.  The use of larger crude oil 
tankers, as explained in Response 2-8, is the result of shipping companies' desire to reduce the 
costs in transporting cargo.  This use of larger ships requires the facilities to offload the larger 
ships.  Therefore, emissions from the rail transport of crude oil are not associated with the 
proposed project and, as such, have not been included in the Draft ND.  Any future increase in 
deliveries of unconventional crude oil by rail is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the 
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proposed project.   To provide assurance that the new storage tank 2640 and the two modified 
storage tanks (510 and 511) subject to the proposed project will not store crude oil from other 
delivery methods, such as railcar, a permit condition will be imposed that will require the use of the 
storage tanks to only receive and store crude oil from marine vessels.  In addition, the permit 
condition will require records to be maintained to demonstrate compliance. 
 
Response 2-44 
 
This comment cites the commenter’s Exhibit B and claims that refining unconventional crude 
oils can cause planned turnarounds or maintenance to occur earlier than usual and additional air 
emissions would be generated.  This comment also claims that the processing of unconventional 
crude oils can cause unplanned refinery shutdowns, which in turn can increase emissions of 
VOCs, PM, H2S, other criteria pollutants, toxics such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons due 
to startup/shutdown, maintenance, flaring, and venting to pressure relief devices, as well as 
increased risk of fires and explosions causing safety risks for workers and neighbors. 
 
The issues raised are not germane to the proposed project because, as explained previously in 
Responses 2-9 and 2-10, no changes to the crude oil being received, crude oil blending 
processes, or crude refining processes are proposed so no additional hazards would result from 
the proposed project.  Since the proposed project will not have an effect on the crude blend 
specifications, the impacts noted in the commenter's exhibit attributed to processing a heavier 
crude oil than the Refinery is designed to handle, including increased unplanned shutdowns, will 
not occur as a result of the proposed project.  Planned shutdowns and maintenance activities will 
continue regardless of the proposed project.  For this reason, the ND does not need to be revised 
to address shortened turnarounds, unplanned refinery shutdowns and the associated emissions of 
such events. 
 
Response 2-45 
 
This comment claims that because the project is incorrectly portrayed as a relatively minor 
change and because numerous environmental impacts are missing from the analysis, there is 
evidence of significant environmental impacts that would require the proposed project to be 
evaluated in an EIR.  This comment claims that the preparation of an EIR for the proposed 
project would remedy the problem by providing a full scoping and evaluation of the named and 
unnamed impacts.  Lastly, this comment states that the “implications” of the project for the 
Wilmington portion of the Phillips 66 refinery “must be fully identified.” 
 
As explained in the individual responses to the issues raised throughout this letter, the SCAQMD 
staff disagrees with the commenter’s unsubstantiated opinion that the proposed project may 
cause significant adverse impacts that would require preparation of an EIR.  This opinion is 
based on erroneous assumptions regarding the scope of the proposed project, a misunderstanding 
of the refining process and generalized references regarding potential impacts of various crude 
oil types that the commenter attempts to attribute to the proposed project.  As summarized 
below, the commenter does not present any fair argument supported by substantial evidence that 
the proposed project will specifically cause or allow the LARC to expand.   
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• As discussed in Response 2-9 and 2-10, LARC currently receives, blends and refines 
crude oils from various places around the world (see Table F-1).  The proposed project 
will not change the various types of crude oil received (including “unconventional 
crudes”) already received, blended and refined at LARC. 

 
• The proposed project will not increase the amount of crude oil being refined or products 

produced from refining activities. 
 

• As discussed in Responses 2-9 and 2-10, the modifications to the Brine Stripper will 
assist the refinery in treating sour water, but will not increase the amount of crude oil that 
can be processed at LARC (see Figure F-3). 
 

• The proposed project does not include any modifications to rail loading racks and would 
not allow LARC to transport more crude oil via rail.   

 
Further, the comments that comprise this letter reflect a core misunderstanding of what 
constitutes the proposed project and, perhaps more importantly, what it is not.  Based on the 
exhibits presented in the letter, the commenter failed to provide evidence that proves the 
proposed project description misrepresents the project and that the ND underestimates and/or 
ignores impacts.  Public Resources Code §21082.2 (c) and CEQA Guidelines §15064 (f)(5) state, 
“[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly 
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial 
evidence.”  Because the proposed project was prepared utilizing accurate information, facts and 
appropriate assumptions instead of relying on speculation and unsubstantiated opinion, the 
proposed project did not result in significant adverse environmental impacts.  Therefore, an EIR 
was not warranted or required for the proposed project. 
 
Lastly, no modifications to the LARW are included in the proposed project.  The addition of a 
crude oil storage tank at LARC to improve efficiency of receiving crude oil by ship has no 
impact on the operations at the LARW.   
  



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-78 

 
  

3-1 

3-2 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-79 

 
  

3-3 

3-4 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-80 

 
  

3-4 
cont. 

3-5 

3-6 

3-7 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-81 

 
  

3-7 
cont. 

3-8 

3-9 

3-10 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-82 

 
  

3-11 

3-13 

3-12 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-83 

 
  

3-13 
cont. 

3-14 

3-16 

3-15 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-84 

 
  

3-16 
cont. 

3-17 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-85 

 
  

3-17 
cont. 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-86 

 
  

3-18 

3-19 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-87 

 
  

3-19 
cont. 

3-20 

3-21 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-88 

 
  

3-21 
cont. 

3-22 

3-23 

3-24 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-89 

 
  

3-24 
cont. 

3-25 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-90 

 
  

3-26 

3-27 

3-28 

3-29 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-91 

 
  

3-29 
cont. 

3-31 

3-30 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-92 

 
  

3-31 
cont. 

3-34 

3-33 

3-32 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-93 

 
  

3-34 
cont. 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-94 

Responses to Comment Letter No. 3 
 

Communities For A Better Environment, Ms. Yana Garcia et al 
October 9, 2013 

 
Response 3-1 
 
This comment explains that Comment Letter No. 3 is submitted on behalf of Communities for a 
Better Environment (CBE) in opposition to the proposed project.  This comment claims that the 
proposed project poses adverse environmental impacts and that an EIR should be required for a 
project that may have a substantial impact on the environment.  This comment claims that the 
project description in the ND is inadequate and this inadequacy has caused a failure in the 
identification and analysis of significant environmental impacts that would require a full EIR 
analysis.  
 
The SCAQMD understands that these comments have been prepared by CBE.  As discussed in 
detail in responses to Comment Letter No. 2 which was also submitted on behalf of CBE and 
which contains similar concerns (see Comment 2-1, for example), the SCAQMD disagrees that 
an EIR is required for the proposed project.  The SCAQMD, as lead agency for the proposed 
project, upon reviewing the environmental effects of the proposed project and in light of the 
comments received, determined that no substantial evidence has been presented that the 
proposed project may have one or more significant effects.  Therefore, with no substantial 
evidence that the proposed project may have one or more significant effects, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines §15064 (f)(3), the SCAQMD determined the preparation of a ND is the 
correct course of action.  More detailed responses regarding the commenter’s claims of 
significant impacts that would warrant the preparation of an EIR are addressed separately, later 
in this letter. 
 
Response 3-2 
 
This comment expresses concern that the SCAQMD may not be able to fully address the wide 
range of potentially significant impacts that this project may have on the environment and the 
surrounding community’s residents.  This comment explains that the comments submitted in this 
letter are in conjunction with the comments previously raised in Comment Letter No. 2. 
 
The SCAQMD understands that these comments have been submitted in conjunction with 
Comment Letter No. 2 (and its exhibits) and responses to this letter have been prepared and can 
be found in Responses 2-1 through 2-45. 
 
The comment does not specify why the SCAQMD would be unable to analyze the environmental 
impacts that this project may have on the environment and the surrounding community’s 
residents.  The SCAQMD’s mission statement is based on the belief that all residents have a 
right to live and work in an environment of clean air and is committed to undertaking all 
necessary steps to protect public health from air pollution, with sensitivity to the impacts of its 
actions on the community and businesses.  To accomplish this mission, the SCAQMD staff is 
comprised of hundreds of professionals with expertise and extensive analytical experience in 
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various highly-skilled fields, including but not limited to chemical engineering, mechanical 
engineering, petroleum engineering, and chemistry, who are amply capable of conducting 
complex analyses of  air quality and other environmental impact topics for environmental 
analysis of permit and rule projects as well as interpreting and implementing various local, state, 
and federal environmental regulations to effectively and efficiently attain and maintain air 
quality standards.  The SCAQMD has conducted the appropriate analyses required to conclude 
that the proposed project has no significant impacts and an EIR is not required. 
 
Response 3-3 
 
This comment states that the purpose of CEQA is to ensure public participation in environmental 
decision making and that lead agencies are required to make a good faith, full disclosure of all 
information regarding the potential impacts of a proposed project and that the failure to include 
relevant information precludes informed decision making and public participation.  The 
comment continues by explaining the “fair argument” standard that requires an EIR to be 
prepared if a fair argument can be made that there is substantial evidence that the project will 
have a significant effect on the environment.  In addition, this comment claims that CEQA must 
be interpreted to afford the fullest protection to the environment and that the “fair argument” 
standard is a low threshold which favors environmental review through an EIR over a ND.  This 
comment provides citations of case law to support this comment. 
 
The ND provides a detailed project description and analyses of the 17 environmental resource 
areas pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines and environmental checklist.  The ND was distributed 
for a 30-day public review and comment period.  Thus, the proposed project has been meeting 
the CEQA mandates and requirements for public participation and provided in good faith all the 
information relevant to a range of impacts.  
 
SCAQMD staff is well aware of the purpose of CEQA, the fair argument standard and the 
corresponding case law citations that elaborate how the fair argument standard has been 
interpreted by the various courts.  It is important to understand, however, that in order to apply 
the fair argument standard, evidence based on facts must be presented to support any allegation 
that a proposed project may cause a significant effect on the environment.  Unsubstantiated 
opinion and speculation do not qualify as evidence.  See e.g. Porterville Citizens for Responsible 
Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 885. 
 
Response 3-4 
 
This comment states that the conclusion of no significant adverse impacts for the proposed 
project is erroneous and contradicts substantial evidence.  This comment states that the purpose 
of an initial study is to determine whether the potential impacts of the project are significant and 
whether the preparation of an EIR is necessary.  This comment states that because a ND only 
briefly explains why a project will not have a significant effect on the environment, a lead 
agency must preserve the purpose of CEQA.  This comment states that an initial study is proper 
when there is no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment.  This comment provides multiple citations of case law to support this comment. 
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Comments 2-1, 2-18, 2-27, 2-28, 2-30, 2-31, 2-32, 2-33, 2-36, 2-37, 2-39, and 2-45 raised 
various issues  arguing that certain information was not included in the ND. This allegedly 
missing information was characterized in Comment Letter No. 2 as substantial evidence that 
would reveal significant adverse environmental impacts causing an EIR to be prepared.  As 
explained in Responses 2-1, 2-18, 2-27, 2-28, 2-30, 2-31, 2-32, 2-33, 2-36, 2-37, 2-39, and 2-45, 
all of the information provided in Comment Letter No. 2 was evaluated by SCAQMD staff and 
was determined to be an amalgam of misplaced, unsubstantiated opinion based on a core 
misunderstanding of the proposed project and the refining process in general.  As such, the 
claims in this comment and the previous comments alleging that an EIR should have been 
prepared to address the issues raised have been shown as not applicable to the proposed project.  
Further, since the issues raised were determined to be inapplicable to the proposed project, the 
commenter failed to identify new impacts that would cause a re-evaluation and recirculation of 
the ND or a change in the type of document prepared for the proposed project.  Thus, since no 
significant impacts were identified for the proposed project, a ND is the appropriate CEQA 
document. 
 
In addition, the commenter seems to imply that the only way to satisfy CEQA’s purposes and 
goals is to prepare an EIR because the preparation of any other type of CEQA document, in this 
case, a ND, is merely making a “token observance” of CEQA’s requirements.  However, CEQA 
Guidelines §§15070 to 15075 contain the criteria, requirements and procedures for the 
preparation of a ND for projects whose analysis determined potential impacts to be less than 
significant, such as the proposed project.  Further, the SCAQMD believes that the ND prepared 
for the proposed project, which includes an Initial Study (environmental checklist) provides a 
robust analysis supported by substantial evidence that adequately informs both decision makers 
and the public as to potential impacts and environmental consequences from the proposed project 
before a permit decision is made.  Lastly, the Draft ND was released for a 30-day public review 
and comment period from September 10, 2013 through October 9, 2013, thus complying with the 
requirements in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15073 to provide a review opportunity for 
the public, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and other public agencies with jurisdiction 
over resources affected by the proposed project. 
 
The ND was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15070 and Public Resources Code 
(PRC) §21080.  PRC §21080 (c) states the following: 
 
 “If a lead agency determines that a proposed project, not otherwise exempt from this 

division, would not have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall 
adopt a negative declaration to that effect.  The negative declaration shall be prepared for 
the proposed project in either of the following circumstances:   
 
(1) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead agency, 

that the project may have a significant effect on the environment. 
 

(2) An initial study identifies potentially significant effects on the environment, but (A) 
revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant 
before the proposed negative declaration and initial study are released for public 
review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no 
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significant effect on the environment would occur, and (B) there is no substantial 
evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead agency, that the project, as 
revised, may have a significant effect on the environment.” 

 
The Initial Study, within the ND (see Chapter 2), analyzed the environmental impacts associated 
with the proposed project and concluded, based on substantial evidence that the environmental 
impacts (including air quality, hazards, as well as cumulative impacts) are not significant.  An 
EIR is required only if there is substantial evidence in the record that the project may have a 
potentially significant environmental impact (CEQA Guidelines §15070 and PRC §21080).  
Substantial evidence, defined in CEQA Guidelines §15384, means “facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion support by facts.”  It does not include 
“argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate” (CEQA Guidelines §15384 (a)).  A lead agency has some discretion to 
determine whether particular evidence is substantial and to assess the credibility of evidence.  
This comment and the aforementioned comments from Comment Letter No. 2 do not point to or 
provide such substantial evidence.  In fact, this comment makes no specific claims of new 
impacts that were not contemplated during the analysis of this project.  A project that does not 
have potentially significant adverse impacts shall be analyzed in a negative declaration.  Since no 
“substantial evidence” was provided that demonstrated potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts that may result from the proposed project, the preparation of an EIR is 
not required.    
 
Response 3-5 
 
This comment claims that the Initial Study contained in the ND is inadequate because it does not 
contain sufficient evidence or analysis of the potential environmental effects of the proposed 
project.  This comment claims that because the analysis in the ND glosses over significant 
components of the proposed project, the project description is inadequate.  Lastly, this comment 
claims that when an accurate project description is revealed, the evidence will support the 
preparation of an EIR for the proposed project. 
 
The analysis in the ND was not glossed over as suggested by the commenter.  Instead, the ND 
was carefully prepared in accordance with the project description information provided in the 
applications for a permit revision submitted by Phillips 66 and evaluated by SCAQMD Staff in 
accordance with the procedures in CEQA Guidelines §15070 et al.  The information provided in 
the applications are signed and certified by a responsible official as true and accurate and 
reviewed by SCAQMD engineering and CEQA staff, and other staff for accuracy and evaluation 
of all potential direct and indirect impacts from the proposed project.  An Initial Study was 
prepared for the proposed project and is included in Chapter 2 of the Draft ND.  The Initial Study 
consists of an environmental checklist which evaluated 17 environmental topic areas included on 
the Initial Study checklist including aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality and 
GHG emissions, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, 
noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, solid and hazardous waste, 
transportation and traffic, and mandatory findings of significance.   The Initial Study analyzed all 
of the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts associated with the proposed project and 
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concluded, based on substantial evidence that the environmental impacts from the proposed 
project, including cumulative impacts, would not be significant.   The ND did not identify any 
substantial evidence from which a fair argument could be made that the project would cause any 
significant adverse impacts.  The comment letter failed to provide any such substantial evidence. 
 
Contrary to commenters’ implication that an analysis in an EIR would be more robust than an 
analysis in a ND, when the impacts are demonstrated to be less than significant, the analysis and 
conclusions in either document would be the same.  For effects not found to be significant per 
CEQA Guidelines §15128, an EIR shall “contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons for 
determining that various effects on the environment of a project are not significant and 
consequently were not discussed in detail in the EIR.”  See also; Protect the Historic Amador 
Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal. App. 4th 1099, 1109.  “Once the agency has 
determined that a particular effect will not be significant, however, the EIR need not address that 
effect in detail.” 
 
See also Response 2-8 regarding the adequacy of the project description.   
 
Response 3-6 
 
This comment cites the key elements of the project description and claims that the proposed 
changes are characterized as minor changes for the benign purpose of increasing crude oil 
storage capacity.  This comment claims that the project description is inaccurate because the 
components to be affected by the proposed project have broad implications for the refinery’s 
intent to process heavier crude oils and this point, while not disclosed in the ND, could cause 
significant adverse environmental impacts that would require a comprehensive analysis in a full 
EIR.  
 
SCAQMD staff does not deny that the project components have potential impacts or 
implications, however, those impacts were thoroughly analyzed in the Draft ND and determined 
to be not significant.  Response 2-8, as well as Responses 2-9 and 2-10, contain detailed 
explanations regarding the proposed project and the purpose of the various equipment changes 
described in the project description.  SCAQMD staff respectfully disagrees with the 
commenter’s opinion that the project is committed “to process heavier crude” and there is no 
evidence, let alone substantial evidence, to support these assumptions. As a result, the potential 
significant impacts from these “broad implications” are speculation.  The referenced responses 
will show that the allegations in this comment are incorrect and unsubstantiated. 
 
The cited reference to the City of Redlands v San Bernardino County, 96 Cal. App. 4th 406 case 
law does not support their contention that the ND must look at the supposed “broader 
implications” of the project as the comment provides no factual evidence that explains why 
offloading a ship in one visit instead of two visits implies that the project’s true intent is for the 
LARC to be able to process heavier crude oils.  In Redlands, the county failed to look at direct 
implications the project will have on the environment, and summarily dismissed the possibility 
of any impacts without analysis.  For the proposed project, the SCAQMD has fully analyzed all 
impacts, direct and indirect, that are germane to the project.  The commenter seeks to improperly 
go beyond the scope of the project by including unrelated impacts and speculating on what may 
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occur in the future at the Refinery.  The commenter has misunderstood the nature and objectives 
of the proposed project as increasing crude oil storage capacity does not mean that there will be 
an increase in the amount of crude oil refined at the LARC.  In order to increase the amount of 
crude oil refined at the LARC, applications would be required to modify the existing SCAQMD 
permits.  However, no applications have been received by the SCAQMD that request such a 
change to the LARC, thus, the proposed project does not include any permit modifications that 
would allow the increase in crude oil throughput at the Refinery.  Nor are any such changes 
contemplated. Nor does the project cause any change in the types of crude oil received and 
processed. 
 
Response 3-7 
 
This comment claims that the technical specifications and process changes described in project 
description, in particular, the changes to the Brine Stripper, the Sour Water Stripper, and the new 
heat exchangers, are evidence of the project’s commitments to process heavier crude oils.   
 
This comment raises the same issues that are previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-9, and 2-
10. 
 
Response 3-8 
 
This comment claims that adjustments to the desalter train are needed to process heavier crude 
oil, such as tar sand crude oils, and implies that these changes are an objective of the proposed 
project.   
 
This project does not involve any modifications to the Desalter.  The commenter is confusing the 
Brine Stripper, which treats wastewater, with a Desalter, which treats crude oil.  This comment 
raises the same issues that were previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 2-11, and 2-
12. 
 
Response 3-9 
 
This comment claims the new heat exchangers are the type of modifications that are required to 
process heavier crude oils, including Canadian tar sands and that the change in the brining or de-
salination process has direct implications on the operations of the entire Refinery.  The heat 
exchangers involved in this proposed project relate to the water treatment system, not the crude 
oil processing system. 
 
This comment raises the same issues that are previously addressed in Responses 2-3, 2-8, 2-9, 2-
10, and 2-11. 
 
Response 3-10 
 
This comment claims that the initial study is misleading as it fails to identify the modifications 
designed to allow processing of heavier crude oils and obscures potential significant impacts 
associated with the increase in storage capacity. 
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The commenter is confusing the Brine Stripper, which treats wastewater, with a Desalter, which 
treats crude oil.  This comment raises the same issues that were previously addressed in 
Responses 2-9 and 2-10. 
 
Response 3-11 
 
This comment claims that the project description in the initial study is inadequate because the 
proposed project is related to projects at other Phillips 66 refineries.   
 
This comment raises the same issues that were previously addressed in Responses 2-8, and 3-6. 
 
Response 3-12 

This comment claims that the initial study did not describe or assess the relationship between the 
proposed project and projects at other Phillips 66 refineries in California.  As explained further in 
Response 3-14, the commenter attempts to improperly expand the project to encompass the 
operations of independently operating refineries located hundreds of miles away.  There is no 
connection between the Phillips 66 San Francisco Refinery, which is comprised of two separate 
facilities commonly referred to as the Rodeo Refinery and the Santa Maria Refinery, and LARC.  
There are no pipelines or other physical connections between the San Francisco Refinery and 
LARC.  Any other projects that may be conducted at the San Francisco Refinery are not the 
result of nor are they caused by the LARC tank project, and likewise, the tank project is not 
causally linked to any San Francisco Refinery (including the Santa Maria Refinery) project.  
Therefore, as further discussed in Responses 3-13 through 3-15, no piecemealing of projects has 
occurred between LARC and the Rodeo or Santa Maria Refinery. 
 
This comment also raises the same issues that are previously addressed in Responses 2-8, and 3-
6. 
 
Response 3-13 
 
This comment claims that a proposed Propane Recovery Project at the Phillips 66 Rodeo 
Refinery suggests the refinery will use denser, higher sulfur crude oils and provides comments 
on the Phillips 66 Draft EIR for the Proposed Propane Recovery Project at its Rodeo Refinery.  
 
The project at the Rodeo Refinery in Northern California, located over 350 miles from the 
LARC, is unrelated to the proposed project, as discussed further in Responses 2-29 and 3-14.  
The Rodeo Refinery operates separately and distinctly from the LARC.  The operations are not 
connected, do not overlap or relate to one another in any way.  Therefore, this comment is not 
germane to the proposed project because it does not address any concern or issue specifically 
related to the adequacy of the ND, so no response is required.   
 
In response to the comment that a new rail project is being proposed at the Phillips 66 Rodeo 
Refinery, since the proposed project evaluated in the Draft ND is for the LARC, the new rail 
project in Rodeo in Northern California is not relevant to the proposed project at the LARC. 
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Also, note that the commenter has misrepresented the project at the Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery 
indicating that the project “entails increasing the Rodeo Refinery’s capacity to process higher-
density, and higher sulfur-content crudes.”  Rather, the Rodeo Refinery project would recover 
butane and propane from refinery fuel gas to sell as a commodity instead of the current refinery 
activity of burning butane and propane as a fuel at the refinery.  See the Phillips 66 Propane 
Recovery Project, Recirculated Draft EIR, (SCH No. 2012072046) available at http://www.ca-
contracostacounty2.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/View/26612. 
 
Response 3-14 
 
This comment claims that technical specifications described in the ND demonstrate the intent to 
change the Phillips 66 refinery operations to process different crude oil slates, implying a change 
in the sources of crude oil.  In addition, this comment claims that it is Phillips 66’s goal to link 
the Rodeo Refinery Propane Recovery Project and the current storage tank project at LARC.   
 
This comment raises the same issues that are previously addressed in Responses 2-8 through 2-
20, 3-6, and 3-13.   
 
Additionally, the commenter attempts to improperly expand the project to encompass the 
operations of two independently operating refineries located hundreds of miles away by pointing 
to a very generalized corporate-statement that the refining operations will continue to do what 
the refineries have always done in optimizing sources of crude oil.  There is no connection 
between the Phillips 66 San Francisco Refinery, which is comprised of two separate facilities 
commonly referred to as the Rodeo Refinery and the Santa Maria Refinery, and LARC.  There 
are no pipelines or other physical connections between the San Francisco Refinery and LARC.  
Any of the projects the commenter has listed, as well as any other projects that may be conducted 
at the San Francisco Refinery are not the result of nor are they caused by the LARC tank project, 
and likewise, the tank project is not causally linked to any San Francisco Refinery project.  These 
two refineries operate independently, have independent utility, and are fully functional 
independent of the other refinery and any projects conducted at the separate facilities.  The only 
connection between the facilities is that they are owned by the same corporation.  Further, the 
commenter does not offer any facts to supports its claim that these facilities or their projects are 
operationally related.  Thus, the commenter’s conclusion amounts to unsubstantiated opinion and 
does not constitute substantial evidence of a significant impact.  
 
Response 3-15 
 
This comment claims that the proposed project “plays a crucial role in Phillips 66’s industry-
wide effort to shift its crude supply throughout all of its refineries” and will provide LARC 
flexibility to blend multiple types of crude oil.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8 through 2-13, and 3-
14.  The proposed project will not have an impact on the type or amount of crude oil processed at 
the Refinery.  The Refinery currently blends the crude oils received at the Refinery to meet the 
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processing specifications and equipment limitations of the LARC.  These specifications and 
limitations will not change as a result of the proposed project. 
 
Response 3-16 
 
This comment summarizes information from a Phillips 66 website outlining the company’s plans 
to use “advantaged crudes” which the commenter claims includes heavy crude oil from Canada 
and Latin America, lighter Canadian grades and West Texas intermediate crude oil.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-9, 2-13, 2-15 
through 2-20, and 3-14. 
 
Response 3-17 
 
This comment continues to summarize information claiming that it is the goal of Phillips 66 to 
shift to 100 percent “advantaged crude” within two years.  The commenters claim that there is a 
single large project to shift crude oil to “advantage crude” in all of its California refineries and 
the proposed storage tank project is integral to the larger project.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Response 2-15 through 2-20.  The 
commenter incorrectly assumes that "advantaged crude" means a high sulfur crude oil.  As used 
by Phillips 66, advantaged crude means any economic crude that is capable of being processed at 
the refinery.  In order to process the crude oil at the Refinery, the design of the LARC requires 
the sulfur content of the crude blend to remain between one and three percent.  Some advantaged 
crudes may be higher in sulfur and some may be lower.  Contrary to the commenter's 
assumptions, the Refinery is not proposing any changes to the refining process that would enable 
it to process higher sulfur crude oils without blending to meet the Refinery's specifications.  
Further, this project will not have any impact on the types of crude processed at the Refinery.  
The proposed project merely allows large marine vessels to offload in one visit rather than two, 
but does not change the type of crude carried by those marine vessels or received by the 
Refinery.  The commenter has not provided a nexus between increased storage capacity and 
processing 100 percent "advantaged crude" oils.  The LARC currently receives crude oils from 
varying locations through the world as demonstrated in Table F-1. 
 
Response 3-18 
 
This comment continues to claim that Phillips 66’s larger project to shift its crude oil source and 
quality is comprised of numerous improperly piecemealed small projects, including the Rodeo 
Refinery Propane Recovery project and the proposed storage tank project at LARC.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-9, 2-10, and 2-15 
through 2-20.  Storing crude oil is always a refinery function.  The commenter fails to provide a 
nexus between storing more crude oil to a goal of processing more "advantaged crude" oil.  No 
link is identified indicating that the proposed project is part of a larger project. 
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Response 3-19 
 
This comment provides a summary of other comments raised in the comment letter, re-stating 
that the ND has ignored the true environmental impacts of the proposed project; the switch in 
crude oil quality has direct impacts on hazards (including flaring refinery breakdowns, and 
explosions), air quality, and climate change that must be analyzed in an EIR.   
 
As discussed earlier, there is no change in crude oil quality as a result of the proposed project. 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-10, 2-28 through 
2-35, and 2-38 through 2-44. 
 
Response 3-20 

This comment claims that the environmental baseline and setting are incomplete as the 
applicable baseline is the overall average quality of crude oil by volume and the proposed project 
would increase the use of “advantaged crudes.”   
 
The commenter incorrectly assumes that increasing crude oil storage capacity will result in a 
change in the quality of the crude oil blend that is processed at the Refinery.  This assumption is 
not based on any project specific facts and is incorrect.  The project allows the LARC to offload 
a ship in a single call.  It does not change the type or amount of crude that is run at the LARC.  
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-9, 2-21, and 2-24. 
 
Response 3-21 
 
This comment claims that there is a fair argument that the project will result in significant GHG 
emissions when an appropriate baseline is used and claims the project could conflict with 
existing state, regional, and local policies to reduce GHG emissions.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-9, 2-34, 2-35, and 
2-36. 
 
Response 3-22 
 
The comment claims that the project will result in potentially significant GHG emissions 
indirectly from the increased energy intensity required to process lower quality crude oils and 
directly from the refining process itself.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-34, 2-35, and 2-
36. 
 
Response 3-23 
 
This comment claims that the project will result in increased GHG emissions associated with 
refinery operations including the transportation of crude oil and fugitive VOC emissions.  The 
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comment appears to claim that the refining of lower quality crude oils will increase VOC and 
NOx emissions.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-16, 2-23, 2-34, 2-
35, and 2-36.  The commenter implies VOCs and tropospheric ozone are related to GHGs and 
were omitted from the GHG analysis, but provides no evidence as to the nexus between VOCs 
and GHGs, and no evidence that the analysis of GHG impacts was inadequate.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 
 
Response 3-24 
 
This comment asserts that the potential GHG emissions from the proposed project, including 
enabling Phillips 66 to process dirtier crude oils, must be evaluated with other projects in the 
Wilmington-Carson area.  The comment further asserts that the GHG cumulative impact is not 
global and does not necessarily render the significance threshold of 10,000 MT/yr CO2eq a 
“cumulative” one.   
 
This comment raises issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 2-23, 2-34, 2-35, 
and 2-36. 
 
In addition, as discussed in the Draft ND on page 2-27, on December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD 
adopted an interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for projects where the SCAQMD is the 
lead agency (SCAQMD, 2008).  This interim threshold is set at 10,000 metric tons of CO2 
equivalent emissions per year.  The approved policy stated that projects with incremental 
increases below this threshold will not be cumulatively considerable.  The total GHG emissions 
associated with the proposed project were determined to be 106 metric tons per year, which is 
well below the threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year.  Therefore, the GHG emissions were 
determined to be less than significant and not cumulatively considerable.   

CEQA Guidelines §15022(a) states that a public agency shall adopt objectives, criteria, and 
specific procedures consistent with CEQA and these [State] Guidelines for administering its 
responsibilities under CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines §15022(d) states further, “In adopting 
procedures to implement CEQA, a public agency may adopt the State CEQA Guidelines through 
incorporation by reference.  The agency may then adopt only those specific procedures or 
provisions described in subsection [15022] (a) which are necessary to tailor the general 
provisions of the guidelines to the specific operations of the agency.”  The SCAQMD previously 
adopted the state guidelines and has since adopted specific provisions such as regional and 
localized air quality significance thresholds.  The SCAQMD adopted GHG significance 
thresholds consistent with the CEQA Guidelines §15022 provision to tailor a public agency’s 
implementing guidelines by adopting criteria relative to the specific operations of the SCAQMD. 

Specifically with regard to thresholds of significance, CEQA Guidelines §15064.7(a) states, 
"Each public agency is encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of significance that the 
agency uses in the determination of the significance of environmental effects.”  Subsection (b) of 
the same section states further, “Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as part 
of the lead agency’s environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, 



Appendix F:  Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery – Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 
 
 
 

F-105 

rule or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by 
substantial evidence.”  SCAQMD’s staff recommended GHG significance threshold has 
undergone a public review process as part of stakeholder working group meetings that are open 
to the public. The GHG significance thresholds were approved by the SCAQMD Governing 
Board for projects where the AQMD is the lead agency.  While the commenter criticizes the 
significance threshold established by the SCAQMD for GHGs, the commenter’s opinion does 
not provide any evidence that supports the use of an alternative threshold, nor provide evidence 
of a significant impact. 

The SCAQMD has properly evaluated the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 
project including the proposed project’s GHG emissions (see pages 2-21 to 2-22 of the ND).  
The SCAQMD guidance on addressing cumulative impacts for air quality is as follows.  “As 
Lead Agency, the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and 
cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or 
EIR.”  “Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the 
SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable.  This is the reason project-specific and cumulative 
significance thresholds are the same.  Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific 
thresholds are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.”  8  This approach is 
summarized in the Cumulative Impact Analysis Requirements Pursuant to CEQA, from the 
SCAQMD Cumulative Impacts Working Group 2003 White Paper that summarizes the 
SCAQMD approach to the preparation of cumulative air quality analysis. 

This approach was upheld by the Court in Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental 
Development v City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 CA 4th 327, 334.  The Court determined that 
where it can be found that a project did not exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District’s established air quality significance thresholds, the City of Chula Vista properly 
concluded that the project would not cause a significant environmental effect, nor result in 
cumulatively considerable increase in these pollutants.  The court found this determination to be 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.7, stating, “The lead agency may rely on a threshold 
of significance standard to determine whether a project will cause a significant environmental 
effect.”  The court found that, “Although the project will contribute additional air pollutants to an 
existing nonattainment area, these increases are below the significance criteria…”  “Thus, we 
conclude that no fair argument exists that the Project will cause a significant unavoidable 
cumulative contribution to an air quality impact.”  As in Chula Vista, here the District has 
demonstrated, when using accurate and appropriate assumptions, that the project will not exceed 
the established SCAQMD significance thresholds. See also, Rialto Citizens for Responsible 
Growth v City of Rialto (2012) 208 CA4th 899.  Here again the court upheld the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District’s approach to utilizing the established air quality significance 
thresholds to determine whether the impacts of a project would be cumulatively considerable.  
Thus, it may be concluded that the project will not cause a significant unavoidable cumulative 
contribution to an air quality or GHG impact.   
 

                                                            
8 See, SCAQMD Cumulative Impacts Working Group White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address 
Cumulative Impacts From Air Pollution, August 2003,  Appendix D, Cumulative Impact Analysis Requirements 
Pursuant to CEQA, at D-3.  Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/2003/030929a.html. Accessed: August, 2013. 
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CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1) requires that a “lead agency consider whether the cumulative 
impact is significant and whether the effects of the project are cumulatively considerable.”  As 
summarized in the Draft ND (see page 2-86), “For the environmental topics checked as areas 
potentially affected by the proposed project (e.g., aesthetics, air quality and GHG emissions, 
energy, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, 
solid and hazardous waste, and transportation and traffic), the analysis indicated that project 
impacts would be less than significant because they would not exceed any project-specific 
significant thresholds.  Based on these conclusions, incremental effects of the proposed project 
would be minor and, therefore not considered to be cumulatively considerable as defined by 
CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1).  Since impacts from the proposed project are not considered to 
be cumulatively considerable, the proposed project has no potential for generating significant 
adverse cumulative impacts.” (see page 2-86 of the Draft ND).  As stated above, projects that 
exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be 
cumulatively considerable.  Projects that do not exceed the project-specific significance 
thresholds are not considered to be cumulatively considerable.  The analysis in the Draft ND 
found no significant impacts.  Therefore, the analysis in the Draft ND regarding cumulative 
impacts (see pages 2-86) properly concluded that no significant adverse cumulative impacts 
would be expected due to the proposed project.  The commenter has not provided any evidence 
to the contrary.   
 
Finally, the commenters’ opinion that the scale of a cumulative GHG impact is not global is not 
supported by fact. GHGs are a pollutant that do not have localized impacts.   
 
Response 3-25 
 
This comment asserts that the use of the GHG significance threshold makes little sense because 
the project is located in an area densely populated with other refineries with current and probably 
future projects enabling them to switch to lower quality crude oil and further claims that the 
threshold masks the fact that the project’s climate change effects will be cumulatively 
considerable.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-34, 2-35, and 3-24.  
No significant increase in GHG emissions will occur because GHG emissions due to electricity 
will be offset by California’s cap and trade program.  The cap and trade program is now being 
implemented in California.  Further, because power plants are an essential part of the cap and trade 
program and are thus required to:  a) offset all of their emissions or buy offsets from others that 
over controlled; and, b) reduce their GHG emissions over time, there will be no statewide increases 
in GHG even if there is an increase in power used by the proposed project.  For these reasons, no 
change in operational GHG emissions is expected from the proposed project. 
 
The commenter opines that the use of the GHG significance criteria established by the 
SCAQMD makes little sense.  As explained in Response 3-24, the courts have upheld the 
SCAQMD’s significance criteria.  The commenter has suggested an alternate significance 
threshold by which to measure the impacts of this project.  Rather the commenter bases the 
inadequacy of the analysis provided in the ND on conjecture that there will be future phases of 
this project.  The commenter has not provided any concrete evidence that there are additional 
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elements to the project.  The commenter has not provided any proof that there are plans to 
modify the LARC in a manner that contradicts the project description.  There are no additional 
elements to the proposed project beyond what was analyzed in the ND.  As stated in Public 
Resources Code (PRC §21082.2(c)) and in CEQA Guidelines §15064(f)(5), “Argument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or 
erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.”  Thus, the 
cases that commenter cites as justification that an agency “must consider and resolve every fair 
argument that can be made about the possible significant environmental effect of a project” are 
not applicable here.  In Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 322, the court 
found that there were additional elements to a project that were not analyzed.  Additionally, the 
commenter’s speculation regarding additional project elements has not provided substantial 
evidence of a significant effect.  Therefore, the Protect the Historic Amador Water Ways v. 
Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal. App. 4th 1099, 1109 and Communities for a Better 
Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98,114 cases cited by 
commenter also are inapplicable.  The commenter has not demonstrated that the SCAQMD has 
applied the significance threshold in a way “that would foreclose the consideration of other 
substantial evidence tending to show the environmental effect to which the threshold relates 
might be significant,” nor has the commenter provided any information that would amount to 
any such substantial evidence or indicates that the agency has not considered any substantial 
evidence due to the application of its significance threshold.  (Protect the Historic Amador Water 
Ways v. Amador Water Agency).  Further, the commenter has not provided any support for 
abandoning the duly adopted significance threshold, nor provided any emissions calculations or 
other concrete evidence that demonstrate that the emissions calculated by the SCAQMD were 
underestimated or otherwise incorrect.  The commenter simply concludes without providing 
supporting evidence that the ND did not correctly assess the impacts of the project.  The 
SCAQMD has examined the entirety of the project and believes that the GHG emissions from 
the project have been calculated correctly and the amount of GHG emissions would not create a  
significant impact. 
 
Response 3-26 
 
The comment claims that the criteria pollutant air quality analysis has errors and underestimates 
the VOC emissions from portions of the project, including the oil layer on the water draw surge 
tank; tank cleaning and degassing; pipeline cleaning and degassing; flaring of tank and pipeline 
gases; rail and truck transport emissions; and unplanned process shutdowns.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-38, 2-39, 2-40, 2-41, 
2-43, and 2-44.   
 
Substantial evidence, defined in CEQA Guidelines §15384, means “facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion support by facts.”  It does not include 
“argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate” (CEQA Guidelines §15384 (a)).  A lead agency has some discretion to 
determine whether particular evidence is substantial and to assess the credibility of evidence.  
The comment does not point to or provide such substantial evidence.   
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Response 3-27 
 
The comment claims that the Draft ND fails to examine the operational impacts that will allow 
the refinery to process heavier crude oils. 
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8 and 2-9 with regards 
to the incorrect assumption that the proposed project will allow LARC to refine heavier crude 
oils. 
 
Response 3-28 
 
This comment claims that the Draft ND argues that the sensitive population exposure is not 
substantial because LARC is located in an industrial area, which is irrelevant as to whether the 
project might expose sensitive populations to air pollution increases.  This comment raises the 
same issues previously addressed in Response 2-42. 
 
The SCAQMD properly conducted a health risk assessment and used it as the basis for the 
determination that the project would not have a significant impact on sensitive receptors (see 
Draft ND on pages 2-22 through 2-25 and Appendix B).  The LARC is located within an 
industrial area as stated by the commenter, and residents are generally not located within 
industrial areas.  The SCAQMD, however, evaluated a worst-case estimate of TACs associated 
with the proposed project and determined that both the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
at locations surrounding the LARC, including industrial, residential, and sensitive receptors, 
would be less than significant.  See Response 2-42 for a more detailed discussion of the TAC 
emissions and the associated health risks.   
 
Response 3-29 
 
The comment claims that VOC emission offsets for the proposed Project could be offset from 
sources in Burbank or Catalina and that local sensitive populations could be impacted.  The 
comment further claims that the ND fails to demonstrate how increases in rail and truck 
shipments will not impact sensitive populations in Carson and Wilmington. 
 
The commenters’ opinions regarding the analysis of traffic impacts are unsubstantiated.  First, 
the total VOC emissions associated with the proposed project are less than significant prior to 
offsets as shown in the Draft ND (see Draft ND Table 2-4 and Appendix A).  Second, as 
evaluated in the Draft ND (see Draft ND pages 2-19 through 2-20), the proposed project will 
result in a decrease in ship emissions in the Port of Los Angeles which is adjacent to the 
Wilmington/Carson area.  The primary purpose of the proposed project is the Company's need for 
more tank capacity to enable the LARC to offload larger crude-cargo-volume ships (e.g., 
Suezmax and Aframax) during one ship call, rather than:  1) off-loading part of the ship; 2) 
sending the ship to anchorage until enough crude oil is processed at the LARC to make room for 
the remainder of the ship’s cargo; and, 3) returning the ship from anchorage to offload the 
remainder of the cargo.  Offloading the cargo during one ship call would eliminate the ship 
emissions from anchorage and the additional maneuvering to and from the berth associated with 
the second ship visit.  See Table 2-5 of the Draft ND for the estimated emission reductions.   
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The commenter correctly summarizes SCAQMD Rule 1303 which allows offsets for fugitive 
VOC emissions to be obtained from the geographic area of the South Coast Air Basin.  VOC 
emissions are regulated as a criteria pollutant since, combined with NOx emissions, VOCs are a 
precursor to the formation of ozone which is not a localized pollutant, but a regional pollutant.    
Consistent with Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 
87 Cal.App.4th 99, 141, the proposed project is designed to comply with laws and regulations.  
The SCAQMD's current regulations require emission offsets.  These offsets are designed to keep 
a project from generating an emissions increase.  Therefore, the proposed project including the 
offset requirements are less than significant and no mitigation is necessary.   Moreover, the 
proposed project’s VOC emissions are less than significant even without considering offsets.   
 
Response 3-30 
 
The comment claims that the Draft ND focuses on changes to waterborne ship traffic but ignores 
the potential shift in increases in shipments via rail and truck.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-15 through 2-20, 
and 2-43. 
 
Response 3-31 
 
The comment claims that the Draft ND ignores the potential increase in hazards associated with 
the used of “advantaged crudes” and references a report prepared for the Phillips 66 Rodeo 
Refinery Propane Recovery Project Draft EIR.  The comment further claims that the use of 
heavy crude oils could result in increased corrosion which could lead to increased emissions, 
unscheduled shutdowns, and increased risks to workers and neighbors health.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-29, 2-30, and 2-42. 
 
The reference to the Greg Karras comments on the northern California refinery cited by the 
commenter is not specific to the operations at LARC and contains no facts specific to the scope 
or impacts of the proposed project; therefore, no response is required.   
 
Response 3-32 
 
This comment claims that the increased sulfur content in crude oil presents a major risk of 
potential hazards and has already caused a major explosion at a refinery in Richmond, California.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-25, 2-26, 2-27, 2-28, 
and 2-29.   
 
Response 3-33 
 
This comment claims that the project will involve a significant change to the quality of crude oil 
held in the new storage tanks which could result in increased hazards at the refinery.  The 
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comment further claims that other factors that are important to the risks include proximity to 
other hazardous operations, staffing plans, and seismic/liquefaction analysis.  
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in Responses 2-8, 2-9, 2-21 and 2-24. 
 
Response 3-34 
 
The comment summarizes the points outlined in the comment letter and claims that the lead 
agency must prepare an EIR to meet its obligations under CEQA and provides court cases to 
support its claim.   
 
This comment raises the same issues previously addressed in all the Responses from comment 
letters 2 and 3.   
 


