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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-86 
 

Communities for a Better Environment, Earthjustice, East Yards Communities for 
Environmental Justice, and Coalition for a Safe Environment 

 
Comment G1-86.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.1 
 
The comment is introductory to the comment letter and summarizes the parties who the comment 
letter is representing.  No response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-86.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.2 
 
The SCAQMD acknowledges the receipt of the technical report prepared by Julia May.  The 
technical report has been identified as Comment Letter 81 addressed separately in Responses 
G1-81.1 through G1-81.122. 
 
Comment G1-86.3 
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Response G1-86.3 
 
The DEIR contained a full analysis of all environmental impacts as required by CEQA.  OEHHA 
has indicated that the CalEnviroScreen tool was not developed to address CEQA analyses or 
impacts.298  CalEnviroScreen is not directly applicable to analysis of impacts in accordance with 
CEQA because it compares the relative burdens on communities but does not provide an 
absolute measure of those burdens.  For this same reason, the tool is not a substitute for a formal 
risk assessment determining health impacts.  While the DEIR is not required to analyze 
environmental justice impacts specifically, the DEIR analysis of localized air quality impacts 
addresses the environmental justice concerns raised by the comment.  See Master Response 14 
for additional information regarding environmental justice. 
 
Comment G1-86.4 
 
 
 
  

                                                            
298  http://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/how-use. 
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Response G1-86.4 
 
See Response G1-81.2 that addresses the issues of the proposed project scope raised in that 
comment letter.  The proposed project objectives are provided in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  The 
proposed project description is provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR. 
 
The project does not involve the merger of the two facilities as claimed in the comment.  In 
addition, the comment implies that the project is a significant expansion in operations and that it 
will increase PM10 emissions.  As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is 
neither an expansion nor a merger.  Tesoro acquired the Carson Refinery and began integrating 
the operations with its Wilmington Refinery in 2013.  The proposed project involves the further 
integration of the facilities, and entails a large local emission reduction (see Section 2.2 of the 
DEIR), including PM10. 
 
Response G1-81.97 specifically addresses the claim in the comment that Carson and Wilmington 
Operations have high PM emissions.  To support this claim, the comment provides information 
from a seven-year old study that describes racial disparity in exposure to PM10 emissions at the 
facility level.  It should be noted that the study cited to support the comment that the BP Carson 
Refinery (now Carson Operations) and the Wilmington Operations were the top and second 
worst polluters in the state, refers to pollution disparity impact (PDI) which is not the same as 
total emissions.299  PDI is a way showing the extent to which a facility, based on location, may 
disproportionately expose people of color compared to non-Hispanic whites to PM10 emissions 
at the facility level based on the population already living within certain distances of the facilities 
in question.  The higher the population density, the greater the PDI, which is one measure of 
environmental justice.  Nonetheless, the PDI is not a measure of the amount of PM10 emissions 
from the Refinery.  As explained Section 4.2.2.2. of the DEIR, the proposed project will result in 
local reductions of PM10 emissions largely attributed to the shutdown of the Wilmington 
Operations FCCU. 
 
 

                                                            
299  The citation in the comment refers to: Pastor, M. Ph.D.; Morello-Frosch, R., Ph.D., MPH; Sadd, J., Ph.D.; 

Scoggins, J. M.S.  2009.  Minding the Climate Gap What’s at Stake if California’s Climate Law isn’t Done Right 
and Right Away.  https://dornsife.usc.edu/assets/sites/242/docs/mindingthegap_executive_summary.pdf.  
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The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.1 
through G1-81.19 and  Comments G1-81.97 through G1-81.99.  The issues raised in the 
comments are responded to in detail in Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.19 and Responses    
G1-81.97 through G1-81.99. 
 
Comment G1-86.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.5 
 
The comment summarizes the previous comment made and claims that the proposed project 
includes not only pollution but also risk associated with storing, transporting, and processing 
LPG and other oil products.  All impacts for the proposed project were analyzed in the DEIR, 
including potential hazards in Section 4.3.2.1.  Feasible mitigation has been proposed where 
required (see Sections 4.2.3 and 4.3.3 of the DEIR) and is further explained in Master Response 
9.  The comment does not identify any additional feasible mitigation. 
 
Comment G1-86.6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.6 
 
The DEIR fully and accurately describes the proposed project in Section 2.7 and the proposed 
project objectives in Section 2.2.  As described in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 of the DEIR and 
Master Response 4, the Refinery is currently processing various crude oils and the proposed 
project is not designed to, and will not in fact, facilitate a change in the slate of crude oils 
purchased by the Refinery or the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery, except to the extent 
that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow the processing of a slightly heavier crude 
oil blend.300   Responses G1-81.20, G1-81.22 through G1-81.24, and G1-78.94 explain in further 

                                                            
300  For clarity, the list of individual crude oils that can be or is purchased to be mixed together to be processed in the 

Refinery is called the “crude oil slate.”  The resultant proportional mix of crude oils is called the “crude oil 
blend.” 
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detail that the proposed project will not result in a significant change in the crude oil blend 
processed by the Refinery and clarify that it is correct to say that Tesoro makes ongoing efforts, 
evidenced by its corporate statements, to provide “advantaged crude oil”, as that term is used by 
Tesoro (i.e., any economically advantaged crude oil capable of being processed at each of 
Tesoro’s refineries).  Since the proposed project does not include any physical changes to the 
Refinery that would enable a significant change to the crude oil blend that is processed, no 
additional analysis is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Section 4.1.2.5 of the DEIR, Master Response 8 and Response G1-81.25 explain in detail that the 
Vancouver Energy Project is not related to the proposed project and that statements made by 
Tesoro regarding sourcing “advantaged crude oils”, including Bakken crude oil, are typically 
made with regard to its West Coast System, not specifically the Los Angeles Refinery.  The 
proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing crude oil from any particular location.  
In order words, the improved offloading efficiency provides a benefit regardless of the types of 
crude oil transported by marine vessel.  It should be noted that according to Tesoro 
approximately 80 percent of the crude oil processed at the Refinery is received by marine 
vessels. 
 
Comment G1-86.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.7 
 
The DEIR fully and accurately describes the proposed project in Section 2.7.  The comment is a 
summary of the comment's understanding of law regarding a project description in general.  It 
does not comment on the proposed project itself, therefore no response is necessary under 
CEQA. 
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Comment G1-86.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.8 
 
The comment summarizes portions of the DEIR and references Comment Letter 81, further 
claiming that the proposed project intends to change the crude oil processed by the Refinery to 
Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oil.  The DEIR has fully described the proposed project and 
analyzed the impacts thereof.  As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F 
of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a 
blend of various crude oils and the proposed project is not designed to, and will not in fact, 
facilitate a change in the slate of crude oils purchased by the Refinery or the crude oil blend 
processed at the Refinery, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may 
allow the processing of a slightly heavier crude oil blend.   
 
The comment suggests that certain project elements, including new and replacement storage 
tanks, piping modifications and hydrotreater modifications are evidence of a planned change in 
the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.  None of these elements of the project are 
designed to or would facilitate a change in the crude oil blend used by the Refinery. 
 
Responses G1-78.123 and G1-81.39 explain that the new and replacement storage tanks are not 
evidence of a planned change in the crude oil blend or the sourcing of crude oils processed by the 
Refinery. 
 
Response G1-81.90 explains the purpose of the pipeline modifications and clarifies that they are 
not evidence of a planned change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery. 
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Response G1-81.38 explains that the hydrotreater modifications, which are designed to increase 
sulfur removal from gasoline and distillate blendstocks, are not evidence of a planned change in 
the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery. 
 
Comment G1-86.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.9 
 
The comment references and makes the same claims as Comment Letter 81, which has been 
responded to in Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.122. 
 
The capacity of the Refinery is addressed in Master Response 5 and Responses G1-81.21,        
G1-78.142, G1-78.187, and G1-78.208.  These responses describe in detail that the rated 
capacity of the Refinery is based on crude oil capacities actually achieved by the Refinery in the 
past, rather than any increase resulting from the proposed project.  Master Response 6 addresses 
the potential crude oil capacity increase of 6,000 bbl/day that was appropriately evaluated in the 
DEIR. 
 
Master Response 13 explains that there are no agreements, requirements, or enforceable 
commitments that require Tesoro to shut down the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  Tesoro's 
acquisition of the Carson operations was fully evaluated by the Federal Trade Commission and 
the State of California, the appropriate agencies to conduct and approve such an acquisition.  The 
evaluations did not include a requirement of the proposed project that includes the shutdown of 
the FCCU, nor were any conditions placed on the approval that would require the FCCU to be 
shutdown.  The proposed project objective of shutting down the Wilmington Operations FCCU 
is accurately described in the DEIR (see Section 2.2), “Making process modifications that 
improve efficiency and enable shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU . . . providing 
substantial emission reductions on-site and reducing carbon intensity.” 
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Comment G1-86.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.10 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the impacts of the proposed project.  The proposed project differs from 
the Chevron Richmond project in the case cited in the comment, in that Chevron proposed 
modifications to the refinery processing units to allow the processing of different crude oil 
blends and externally-sourced gas oils containing higher levels of sulfur than those currently 
processed in order to continue producing competitive transportation fuels and lubricating oils.  
Chevron proposed hydrogen purity improvements to enable the refinery to process crude oil 
blends with higher sulfur content.  See Sections 2.5.4.1 through 2.5.4.3 of the DEIR and Master 
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Response 4, which establish how the proposed project is distinguishable from the Chevron 
project. 
 
As described in the DEIR (see page 2-52), “[c]onstruction of the [proposed] project will not 
affect where the Refinery obtains crude oil.  The project is not designed to enable the Refinery to 
change its feedstock or crude oil blend.  The Refinery will continue its practice of seeking cost-
effective or “advantaged crude oils” that can be blended with other crude oils and feedstocks to 
create the necessary blends suitable for Refinery operations.  As explained in Section 2.5.4.1, 
even if the Refinery brings in more North American crude oil, which would occur independent of 
the proposed project, the Refinery crude oil blend properties must remain within the existing 
operating envelope and therefore will not result in the need for more intensive processing such as 
additional heat or sulfur removal.  Any shifts within the existing operating envelope, for example 
more or less sulfur, would have negligible impacts on operating emissions because the 
acceptable crude oil blends already vary, are tailored to complement the existing Refinery 
configuration, and the Refinery already operates at all ranges within the envelope.”   
 
Unlike the Chevron Richmond project, the proposed project does not include improvements to 
enable the refinery to process higher sulfur crude oils.  The Chevron Richmond project included 
a number of refinery modifications to handle increased sulfur including: (1) the construction of a 
new recycle hydrogen amine contactor in the FCCU Hydrotreater; (2) modifications to a fresh 
amine storage tank; (3) construction of a new rich amine storage tank; (4) construction of a new 
amine regenerator; (5) upgrades to the sour water processing system; (6) construction of a new 
acid gas scrubber; (7) construction of a new fresh caustic tank; (8) construction of a new spent 
caustic tank; (9) modifications to the existing sulfur recovery units; and, (10) installation of a 
new sulfur loading rack.  All of these modifications at Chevron, as well as the construction of a 
new hydrogen plant, allowed the processing of high sulfur crude oils and gas oils.  These types 
of modifications are not proposed as part of the proposed project (see Section 2.7 of the DEIR).  
Therefore, the proposed project differs from Chevron and the DEIR fully analyzed the potential 
impacts of the proposed project.301  
 
The comment treats the term "advantaged crude" as a synonym for Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  Master Response 4 addresses this claim.  Attachment C, the Declaration of Douglas 
Miller,302 further describes the term "advantaged crude" as used and intended by Tesoro.  
Statements made by Tesoro regarding sourcing “advantaged crude oils”, including Bakken or 
heavy Canadian crude oil, are typically made with regard to its West Coast system303, which 

                                                            
301 Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70; Chevron Refinery 

Modernization Project DEIR, Section 3.3. 
302 See Attachment C, Declaration of Douglas Miller, Vice President, California Value Chain Strategy of Tesoro 

Companies, Inc. 
303 The reference to the “West Coast system” that appears in Tesoro’s corporate presentations and statements is a 

term that is used with varying meanings based on the context of the presentation or statement.  Analyst day and 
earning statements presentations are given to an audience that routinely participates in the presentations and is 
familiar with Tesoro’s corporate structure and financial performance, as such some of the references are not as 
explicit as would be to an uninformed audience.  At times, it refers to Tesoro’s four west coast refineries, but it 
can also refer to those four refineries as well as Tesoro Logistics or distribution system to third-party clients on 
the west coast.  Thus, awareness of the context surrounding the use of this phrase is always necessary to 
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includes the Kenai Refinery in Alaska, the Anacortes Refinery in Washington, and the two 
California refineries in Martinez and Los Angeles, not specifically the Los Angeles Refinery.  
And, “advantaged crude” refers to a crude oil that is attractive from a business point of view, 
whether because of price or efficiency in refining yield.  As explained in Response G1-78.94, it 
is correct to say that Tesoro makes ongoing efforts to provide “advantaged crude oil”, as that 
term is used by Tesoro (i.e., any economically advantaged crude oil capable of being processed 
at each of Tesoro’s refineries).  Providing “advantaged crude oil” to Tesoro refineries, including 
the Los Angeles Refinery, is occurring independent of the proposed project.   
 
The comment’s reference to using Washington in the transport of “advantaged crudes” to the 
Refinery implicates implies a connection to the Vancouver Energy Project.  As explained in 
Section 4.1.2.5 of the DEIR and Master Response 8, the Vancouver Energy Project is wholly 
independent from the proposed project and is undergoing separate environmental review by the 
Washington State EFSEC, which includes evaluation of transportation hazards.  Additionally, as 
described in Master Response 8, the Final EIS has not yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy 
Project, and the project has not been approved.  The Draft EIS for that project lists possible 
sources of the crude oil.304  A majority of crude oil processed by the Refinery arrives via marine 
vessel.  The improved offloading efficiency provides a benefit regardless of the types of crude oil 
transported by marine vessel.  The Vancouver Energy Project does not depend on the proposed 
project, and the proposed project does not depend on the Vancouver Energy Project.  Each 
project has separate independent purpose. 
 
The comment claims that the proposed project intends to change the crude oil processed by the 
Refinery to Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oil.  See Response G1-86.6 for a summary 
response to the issues raised regarding a change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery 
and references to other detailed responses that address the issues raised in the comment, and 
Master Response 4 for a complete description of these issues.  All modifications and potential 
impacts associated with the proposed project have been fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR. 
 
Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oils were included in the blend processed by the Refinery in 
the baseline period.  However, the assumption in the comment, that Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oils are chemically and physically different from other crude oils processed by the 
Refinery, is not accurate.  The numerous responses containing detailed information that address 
different properties claimed to be associated with Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oil that 
could have potential emission or hazard impacts are listed in Table 78.94-1 of Response          
G1-78.94. 
 
Because crude oils are blended prior to processing and the proposed project does not involve 
physical modifications to the Refinery processing equipment that would enable the Refinery to 
process a significantly different blend of crude oil, the properties of the individual crude oils that 
have been or will be processed by the Refinery do not need to be separately analyzed.  Any pre-

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

304  Draft EIS for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal Project available at http://www.efsec. 
wa.gov/Tesoro%20Savage/SEPA%20-%20DEIS/DEIS%20PAGE.shtml. 
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blending impacts were included as part of the new and replacement storage tanks evaluations 
(see Response G1-78.122).  It should be noted that the emissions and hazards associated with 
storage and pipeline transfer impacts potentially related to the new and modified crude oil 
storage tanks were fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR based on worst-case properties of 
crude oils that have been or will be processed by the Refinery which includes Bakken and heavy 
Canadian crude oil (see Response G1-78.157). 
 
The comment also suggests that there would be additional community and worker health and 
safety risks associated with processing “advantaged crude oil” at the Refinery.  As explained in 
detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and 
Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and the 
proposed project is not designed to, and will not in fact, facilitate a change in the slate of crude 
oils purchased by the Refinery or the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the 
extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow the processing of a slightly heavier 
crude oil blend. 
 
Comment G1-86.11 
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Response G1-86.11 
 
The comment references Comment letter 81 and the same references in Comments G1-81.22 
through G1-81.24.  See Responses G1-81.22 through G1-81.24 and Attachment C, the 
Declaration of Douglas Miller,305 that explain the proper/accurate context of the various Tesoro 
corporate statements and slides .  The claims in the comment alleging that Tesoro's corporate 
statements to investors reflect a different project objective, i.e. to change the crude oil blend 
processed by the Refinery, have taken those corporate statements out of context.  There are no 
corporate statements that state or even imply that the proposed project is designed to facilitate a 
change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.  In making this claim, the comment 
pieces together unrelated statements and draws an inaccurate conclusion.   
 
Corporate statements regarding crude oil access are unrelated to the proposed project.  As stated 
in Response G1-78.94, it is correct to say that Tesoro makes ongoing efforts to provide 
“advantaged crude oil” to each of Tesoro’s refineries (see Master Response 4 and Attachment C 
for a description of “advantaged crude oil” as defined by Tesoro).  The activities to supply 
“advantaged crude oils” to Tesoro refineries are not enabled by the proposed project.  Providing 
“advantaged crude oil” to Tesoro refineries, including the Los Angeles Refinery, is occurring, 
and will continue independent of the proposed project. 
 

                                                            
305 See Attachment C, Declaration of Douglas Miller, Vice President, California Value Chain Strategy of Tesoro 

Companies, Inc. 
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There is no evidence to support the claim that integration of Carson and Wilmington Operations 
improved flexibility to increase crude oil supply variety.  However, Tesoro's acquisition of the 
Carson Operations, resulted in opportunities to share crude oil and transportation fuels via 
systems that were already connected via third-party facilities.  These systems are part of the 
existing setting. 
 
Response G1-78.136 addresses the Tesoro statement regarding Bakken crude oil that was 
diverted to the Los Angeles Refinery during maintenance at the Anacortes Refinery.  The 
comment is correct and confirms that Bakken crude oil has been processed at the Los Angeles 
Refinery.   
 
Comment G1-86.12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.12 
 
Master Response 8 and Responses G1-78.139 and G1-81.25 explain that the Vancouver Energy 
Project is an independent project undergoing separate environmental review and is unrelated to 
the proposed project. 
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The comment takes statements made by Tesoro's President and CEO, Greg Goff, out of context.  
The comment cited includes an inaccurate reference that implies the Los Angeles Refinery is 
associated with a statement made during Tesoro's First Quarter of 2014 conference call (see 
Comment Letter G1-81 Attachment 13, page 11).  The actual statement made during the call is, 
"There is no restriction[s] on how much we choose to move to Vancouver, Washington and then 
supply our West Coast system."  There is no reference to the Los Angeles Refinery, and the 
statement does not indicate that the Refinery can take an entire shipment from the Vancouver 
Energy Project when it is completed.  The comment improperly inserts the words “Los Angeles 
Refinery” which are not actually in the statement.  See Response G1-78.141 for further 
discussion of this statement. 
 
It should be noted that statements made by Tesoro regarding sourcing “advantaged crude oils”, 
including Bakken or heavy Canadian crude oil, are typically made with regard to its West Coast 
system, which includes the Kenai Refinery in Alaska, the Anacortes Refinery in Washington, 
and the two California refineries in Martinez and Los Angeles, not specifically the Los Angeles 
Refinery.  Corporate statements regarding crude oil access are unrelated to the proposed project.  
There are no corporate statements that state or even imply that the proposed project is designed 
to facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.  As stated in Response 
G1-78.94, it is correct to say that Tesoro makes ongoing efforts to provide “advantaged crude 
oil” to each of its U.S. refineries (see Master Response 4 and Attachment C for a description of 
“advantaged crude oil” as that term is used by Tesoro).  Providing “advantaged crude oil” to 
Tesoro refineries, including the Los Angeles Refinery, is occurring and will continue 
independent of the proposed project. 
 
The majority of crude oil processed by the Refinery arrives via marine vessel.  The proposed 
project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing crude oil from any particular location.  In other 
words, the improved offloading efficiency provides a benefit regardless of the types of crude oil 
transported by marine vessel. 
 
As described in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 of the DEIR, the Refinery is currently processing a 
blend of various crude oils and the proposed project is not designed to, and will not in fact, 
facilitate a change in the slate of crude oils purchased by the Refinery or the crude oil blend 
processed at the Refinery, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may 
allow the processing of a slightly heavier crude oil blend.  As explained in Response G1-78.104, 
the Refinery receives the majority of its crude oil via marine vessel, and all waterborne crude oil 
deliveries would benefit from the increased offloading efficiency that the new and replacement 
storage tanks would provide.   
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Comment G1-86.13 
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Response G1-86.13 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing various crude oils and the 
proposed project is not designed to, and will not in fact, facilitate a change in the slate of crude 
oils purchased by the Refinery or the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery, except to the 
extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow the processing of a slightly heavier 
crude oil blend.  Response G1-78.107 explains that the proposed project will not enable the 
Refinery to process a crude oil blend containing a significant amount of Bakken crude oil as 
implied in the comment.  In order to process any significant quantities of Bakken or heavy 
Canadian crude oil, these crude oils would need to be mixed with other crude oils into blends 
similar to current crude oil blends that are suitable for processing by the Refinery. 
 
The comment inaccurately claims that the DEIR states the Refinery is constrained from 
processing Bakken crude oil.  On page 4-6, the DEIR accurately states, "The Los Angeles 
Refinery has limited ability to process Bakken crude oil and other light sweet crude oils, and no 
modifications are being proposed in the Tesoro Refinery Integration and Compliance Project that 
would increase the ability of the Refinery to process Bakken crude oil."  The fact that Bakken 
crude oil has already been included in the blend processed by the Refinery, does not contradict 
the DEIR, rather it supports the statements that crude oils, including Bakken crude oil, are 
blended to fit the existing operating envelope of the Refinery.  Response G1-78.136 addresses 
the Tesoro statement regarding Bakken crude oil that was diverted to the Los Angeles Refinery 
during maintenance at the Anacortes Refinery.  The comment is correct in that Bakken crude oil 
has been processed at the Los Angeles Refinery and that the Refinery can process Bakken and 
heavy Canadian crude oils in limited quantities, within the crude oil blend processed at the 
Refinery.  The proposed project does not enable the processing of Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oils. 
 
Response G1-78.150 specifically addresses the limitations on blending a mixture of Bakken and 
heavy Canadian crude oils to replace ANS crude oil.  While it is true that some of the properties 
of a blend of 55 percent Bakken and 45 percent Western Canadian Select (WCS) or Cold Lake 
heavy Canadian crude oils will approximate an ANS crude oil look-alike, a closer evaluation of 
the blend properties and distillation cut quality reveals that a straight blend of Bakken and WCS 
or Cold Lake heavy Canadian crude oil is not suited for processing at the Refinery.  This is 
shown in Table 78.150-2 of Response G1-78.150 where differences in nitrogen, sulfur, and 
metals content between the suggested Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oil blends and ANS 
would impact certain operation, throughput, and coke quality based on Tesoro’s proprietary 
assay software program.  Therefore, additional crude oils would need to be added to make a 
blend that would be suitable for processing at the Refinery.  As a result of this necessary 
blending of crude oils to meet current and continuing Refinery constraints, there will be no 
additional emissions impacts caused by the proposed project other than those fully described and 
analyzed in the DEIR.  In addition, any pre-blending impacts were included as part of the new 
and replacement storage tanks evaluations (see Response G1-78.122). 
 
While the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery will not change significantly, it is important 
to note that the potential impacts of operating the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks 
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were thoroughly evaluated in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Crude oil vapor pressure approaching the 
maximum allowable by SCAQMD Rule 463 (TVP limit of 11 psia) was used as the basis of the 
hazards analysis and emission calculations for VOCs and TACs for the new and replacement 
storage tanks and fugitive emissions in the DEIR.  BTEX concentrations of crude oils in new and 
replacement storage tanks and fugitive emissions associated with the proposed project were 
based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of crude oils have been and will be 
processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and Canadian crude oil.  The hybrid speciation was 
prepared by selecting the highest concentration of each toxic compound from the entire speciated 
data set of all the crude oils analyzed (see Response G1-78.157). 
 
There have been previous volatility issues associated with the transport of Bakken crude oil.  
However, regulations have since been adopted that require a reduction in volatility of Bakken 
crude oil that is transported.  For example, in December 2014, the Industrial Commission of 
North Dakota issued an order regarding conditioning of Bakken crude oil and limiting the RVP 
of crude oil provided for transport to 13.7 RVP.  Thus, Bakken crude oil transported to the West 
Coast will be pipeline quality (i.e., qualified for safe transport) and will not have as high a vapor 
pressure as the Bakken crude oil produced at the wellhead.  As with other U. S. crude oil 
production operations, the order adopted by the State of North Dakota will require that crude oil 
production facilities remove a significant portion of the light ends (ethane, propane, butane and 
pentane) prior to offering the crude oil for shipment to refineries for processing. 
 
Because of Bakken crude oil’s purported volatility, concerns were raised in the media as to 
whether Bakken crude oil was properly classified as a Class 3 hazardous material under U.S. 
DOT regulations.  A Class 3 hazardous material is generally a flammable or combustible liquid 
that does not meet the regulatory classification requirements for other hazardous characteristics, 
such as toxicity, corrosivity, radioactivity or explosiveness.  However, those concerns have since 
been resolved by repeated analysis and testing that demonstrates Bakken crude oil to be a Class 3 
hazardous material, similar to other light sweet crude oils.  After considering the information, the 
PHMSA Deputy Administrator testified to Congress that Bakken crude oil is accurately 
classified as a Hazard Class 3 Flammable Liquid.306  This is consistent with the sampling and 
testing Tesoro has completed on Bakken crude oil.  Therefore, Bakken crude oil is not classified 
as an explosive material. 
 
The total sulfur content of the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery is not expected to 
change because the crude oil blend will not change significantly.  Potential corrosion issues 
associated with various sulfur compounds are further described in Response G1-78.111. 
 
The comment asserts the DEIR must be withdrawn or recirculated to reflect the proposed 
project’s enabling of processing Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oil and their impacts.  
However, as explained above, the DEIR accurately discloses that the Refinery is currently 
processing a blend of various crude oil (including Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oil) and the 
proposed project does not enable a significant change to the crude oil blend.  Therefore, the 

                                                            
306 Written statement of Timothy P. Butters Before the Subcommittees on Energy and Oversight Committee on 

Science, Space and Technology, U.S. House of Representatives at page 12 (Sept. 9, 2014). 
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DEIR does not need to be withdrawn or recirculated since no additional analysis is necessary 
under CEQA. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81, raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.37.  The 
issues raised in the comment are responded to in detail in Response G1-81.37. 
 
Comment G1-86.14 
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Response G1-86.14 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.39.  
The issues raised in the comment are addressed in detail in Response G1-81.39. 
 
The comment speculates that the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will be used for 
other purposes, besides more efficient marine vessel offloading, due to the size and throughput of 
the proposed tanks.  The storage tank capacity and throughput referenced in the comment is 
necessary to accommodate the offloading of marine vessels in one trip, rather than having the 
vessel partially offload and then wait at anchor until additional land-based storage is available. 
The comment erroneously assumes that increased storage capacity equals increased refinery 
throughput.  This is not correct, as explained in Master Response 6, Response G1-78.180, and 
Response G1-81.39. 
 
The comment also suggests that volume of crude oil storage capacity in the proposed project is 
significant in comparison to the existing crude oil storage capacity at the Refinery and the 
Carson Crude Terminal.  Response G1-78.126 provides a detailed description of the existing 
tanks at the Refinery and the Carson Crude Terminal that are capable of storing high TVP crude 
oil based on the Refinery’s current Title V permit.  Specifically, there are 61 storage tanks at 
Carson Operations capable of storing crude oil with vapor pressures from 7 to 11 psi.  At the 
Carson Crude Terminal, all 5 existing storage tanks are capable of storing crude oil with TVP up 
to 11 psi.  There are 66 storage tanks at Wilmington Operations capable of storing crude oil with 
TVP from 7 to 11 psia TVP.  The total existing crude oil storage capacity is 11.0 million barrels.  
Upon completion of the proposed project, the crude oil storage capacity will be 14.4 million 
barrels. 
 
It should be noted that the emissions and hazards associated with the new and modified crude oil 
storage tanks were fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR based on worst-case properties of 
crude oils that have been and will be processed by the Refinery (see Response G1-78.157).  This 
includes using the vapor pressure approaching the maximum allowable by SCAQMD Rule 463 
(TVP limit of 11 psia) as the basis of the emission calculations for VOCs and TACs for the new 
and replacement storage tanks and fugitive emissions in the DEIR. 
 
There are no modifications included in the proposed project that would allow the Refinery to 
increase capacity, other than the 6,000 bbl/day fully analyzed in the DEIR. See Master Response 
6 for additional information regarding this issue. 
 
The comment asserts the project description must be amended to reflect the storage tank 
modification’s increased throughput and end uses and possible crude oil switch utility.  
However, as explained above, the DEIR project description in Section 2.7 is accurate and the 
proposed new and modified storage tanks have been fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  
The comment has no evidence to support claims of revision of the DEIR.   
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81, raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.39 
through 81.51.  The issues raised in the comments are responded to in detail in Responses G1-
81.39 through 81.51. 
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Comment G1-86.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.15 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.38.  
The issues raised in the comment are addressed in detail in Response G1-81.38.  Responses            
G1-78.138 and G1-78.142 further address the additional sulfur removal needed at the Refinery 
for Tier 3 compliance. 
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As described in Master Response 4, it is important to understand that since no modifications to 
the SRPs are included in the proposed project, the actual sulfur removal capacity of the Refinery 
will not change as a result of the proposed project.  While there are proposed project elements 
that would increase hydrotreating of gasoline blending components, there will also be less gas oil 
requiring hydrotreating.  As described in Section 4.1.2.3 of the DEIR, the proposed project will 
enable the Refinery to decrease, if not eliminate, its third-party gas oil purchases.  These changes 
in demand for sulfur removal via hydrotreating essentially offset each other and the sulfur 
removal capacity remains within the capacity of the existing SRPs.  The proposed project is not 
designed to, and the Refinery cannot accommodate, a change in the range of sulfur allowed in 
the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery as explained in Master Response 4.   
 
The quote by Mr. Goff simply states that a part of the project involves Tier 3 compliance; 
contrary to the unsupported conclusion in the comment, it does not state that additional sulfur 
treatment is added beyond the need for Tier 3 compliance. The Refinery currently meets the Tier 
3 gasoline sulfur content for most (80 to 90 percent) of the gasoline produced.  However, after 
January 1, 2017, Tesoro’s entire gasoline pool production average sulfur content will need to 
meet the Tier 3 requirement of 10 ppm.  Therefore, modifications to the gasoline blending stream 
(naphtha) hydrotreating units are planned to meet this compliance requirement for additional 
sulfur removal (see Section 2.7.2 of the DEIR). 
 
Even though hydrotreating unit modifications are part of the proposed project to comply with 
Tier 3 compliance for gasoline produced, there is no SRP modification in the proposed project to 
change the range of sulfur in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.  Therefore, the claim 
made in the comment that the proposed project enables the Refinery to bring in significantly 
more high sulfur crude oil is not true.  
 
Response G1-78.111 provides a detailed description of the root cause of the Chevron Richmond 
incident and measures Tesoro has put in place to ensure the type of failure involved in the 
Chevron Richmond incident will not occur at the Refinery. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.39 
through 81.51.  The issues raised in the comments are responded to in detail in Responses              
G1-81.39 through 81.51. 
 
Comment G1-86.16 
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Response G1-86.16 
 
The proposed project is not designed to, and will not in fact, facilitate a switch to a different 
blend of crude oils.  In addition, as explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix 
F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing 
a blend of various crude oils and will continue to do so with or without the proposed project.  
The proposed project is not designed to, and will not in fact, facilitate a change in the slate of 
crude oils purchased by the Refinery or the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to 
the extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow the processing of a slightly 
heavier crude oil blend. 
 
Response G1-86.10 explains in detail that the proposed project does not include any 
modifications that would allow a change the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except as 
described in Section 2.5.4 of the DEIR. 
 
As explained in Master Response 4, the Refinery processes a crude oil blend that is designed to 
fit within the operating constraints of the Refinery.  The DEIR acknowledges that there is a 
permit description change that would allow the Refinery to process 6,000 bbl/day of additional 
crude oil capacity, the impacts of which were fully analyzed.  The conclusions reached in the 
comment are not supported by facts. 
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Comment G1-86.17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.17 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.21 
and other previous comments.  The issues raised in the comment are addressed in detail in 
Response G1-81.21.  Master Response 5 and Responses G1-78.142, G1-78.187, and G1-78.208 
describe in detail that the rated capacity of the Refinery is based on crude oil capacities actually 
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achieved by the Refinery in the past, rather than any increase resulting from the proposed 
project.  Master Response 6 describes the potential crude oil capacity increase of 6,000 bbl/day 
that was appropriately evaluated in the DEIR. 
 
Comment G1-86.18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.18 
 
The shutdown of the FCCU was not a condition of the acquisition of the BP Carson Refinery by 
Tesoro.  See Master Response 13 and Responses G1-86.9 above and G1-81.92 that respond to 
the comment further. 
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Comment G1-86.19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.19 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.39 
through G1-81.51.  The issues raised in the comment are responded to in detail in Responses   
G1-86.14 above and G1-81.39 through G1-81.51. 
 
Comment G1-86.20 
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Response G1-86.20 
 
No facilities exist or are proposed to load crude oil onto marine vessels from the storage tanks at 
the Carson Crude Terminal.  In general, the Refinery imports crude oil and produces 
transportation fuels such as gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel for consumption in the U.S.  Marine 
Terminal 1 is connected to the Carson Crude Terminal via pipeline.  Furthermore, Marine 
Terminal 1, the Refinery’s large marine vessel unloading terminal, has no capabilities to load 
crude oil onto marine vessels.  In order to load crude oil onto marine vessels, SCAQMD permits 
would be required to allow the installation of a marine vapor recovery system meeting the 
requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1142 and BACT.  No such modifications are included in the 
proposed project to enable crude oil loading at Marine Terminal 1.  Therefore, the capabilities 
for exporting crude oil from the marine terminals will not change with the proposed project. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.52.  
The comment combines unrelated statements regarding Tesoro Logistics business strategy and 
the Vancouver Energy Project and concludes inaccurately that the new and replacement crude oil 
storage tanks will be used for third party business and export.  The issues raised in the comment 
are responded to in detail in Response G1-81.52.  Master Response 6 provides details explaining 
the size of the new and replacement storage tanks. 
 
The comment speculates, without any supporting evidence, that the new and replacement storage 
tanks could be used to sell crude oils transferred from the Vancouver Energy Project to other Los 
Angeles refineries.  As described in Master Response 8, the Final EIS has not yet been issued for 
the Vancouver Energy Project, nor has the project been approved.  Additionally, as described in 
Section 4.1.2.5 of the DEIR, the Vancouver Energy Project is wholly independent from the 
proposed project and is undergoing separate environmental review by the Washington State 
EFSEC. 
 
As further described below, it is not reasonable or foreseeable to assume that the proposed 
project’s new and replacement storage tanks will be used to sell crude oils transferred from the 
Vancouver Energy Project to other Los Angeles refineries, as claimed in the comment.  As 
described in Response G1-78.139, the Vancouver Energy Project is proposed to transport crude 
oil to any West Coast refinery, not just Tesoro refineries and not just the Los Angeles Refinery.  
As explained in Master Response 8, the source of the crude oil that is transported through the 
Vancouver Energy Project will be determined by the customers of that project.  The Vancouver 
Energy Project is designed to transport the crude oils that customers purchase: the Vancouver 
Energy Project will not source the crude oil.  Therefore, any crude oil transported from the 
Vancouver Energy Project by other Los Angeles refineries (at some future date, after the 
Vancouver Energy Project is permitted and constructed) would be transported directly to the 
refinery that purchased the crude oil.  Using the proposed project’s new and replacement storage 
tanks to distribute crude oil transported from the Vancouver Energy Project would involve 
double-handling the material, which would be inefficient and costly.  The comment provided no 
evidence that the new and replacement storage tanks would be used in the manner described and 
it is not reasonable or foreseeable to assume that this would occur. 
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Comment G1-86.21 
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Response G1-86.21 
 
As explained in Section 4.1.2.5 of the DEIR and Master Response 8, the Vancouver Energy 
Project is wholly independent from the proposed project and is undergoing separate 
environmental review by the Washington State EFSEC.  As such, CEQA does not apply to the 
Vancouver Energy Project.307  Moreover, the proposed project does not depend on the 
Vancouver Energy Project, nor does Vancouver Energy Project depend on the proposed project.  
Each project has separate independent purpose. 
 
                                                            
307  PRC Section 21080(b)(4). 
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The Vancouver Energy Project is proposed to transport crude oil to any West Coast refinery, not 
just Tesoro refineries and not just the Los Angeles Refinery.  As explained in Master Response 
8, the source of the crude oil that is transported through the Vancouver Energy Project will be 
determined by the customers of that project.  The Vancouver Energy Project is designed to 
transport the crude oils that customers purchase: the project will not source the crude oil. 
 
The comment summarizes case law on piecemealing that is not applicable to the proposed 
project, because the Vancouver Energy Project is independent from the proposed project.  The 
comment provides no evidence to support claims of piecemealing.  Further, the comment does 
not explain why the two projects are related.  The Vancouver Energy Project would not require 
modification to the crude oil storage tanks at the Refinery in order to deliver crude oil.  As 
previously described, the Refinery can already receive crude oil via marine vessel from any 
source.  Since the majority of crude oil processed by the Refinery is delivered via marine vessel, 
all marine deliveries will benefit from the new and replacement storage tanks. 
 
The comment cites the McGovern Report (see Appendix F of the DEIR) as the source for its 
claim of, “. . . the declining availability of the more expensive Californian and Alaskan oils that 
have historically been used by LARIC.”  While the McGovern Report notes the declining 
production from Alaska and California oil fields, it does not opine about the relative price of 
Alaska and California crude oil.  As further explained below, California crude oil is 
competitively priced with other crude oils such that it is attractive for local refiners to purchase.  
The reference to LARIC in the comment is not appropriate.  It should be noted that LARIC is the 
acronym that is used for the “Los Angeles Refinery Integration and Compliance” project, or the 
proposed project.  It is not the acronym for the Los Angeles Refinery.  While the Refinery has 
historically processed crude oil, LARIC has not, nor is the proposed project related to processing 
any particular type of crude oil. 
 
Responses G1-81.59, G1-78.178, and G1-78.186 address Alaska and California crude oil 
production in detail.  Production of Alaska crude oil continues to decline.  However, California 
crude oil production has leveled and remains steady in recent years. As described in Master 
Response 4, any changes in the sources of crude oil processed by the Refinery would occur with 
or without the proposed project. 
 
California crude oil is competitively priced with other crude oils such that it is attractive for local 
refiners to purchase (see Figure 78.178-2 and Declaration of Douglas Miller308).  Therefore, the 
claim in the comment that California crude oil is "more expensive" is inaccurate and unsupported 
by evidence.  As stated in the Declaration of Douglas Miller, California crude oil is delivered to 
the Refinery via pipeline, and is a relatively small portion of the total crude oil delivery to the 
Refinery.  While California crude oil continues to be an available and attractive crude oil supply 
source for the Refinery, the majority of crude oil is delivered to the Refinery via marine vessel 
from other sources. 
 

                                                            
308  See Attachment C, Declaration of Douglas Miller, Vice President, California Value Chain Strategy of Tesoro 

Companies, Inc. 
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The comment includes the misleading statement that, “Without increased supply from the Tesoro 
Savage Terminal of affordable alternative crudes, it is not likely that the LARIC would attempt 
to expand its capacity or update its equipment to process dirtier crude . . .”, and that the proposed 
project would allow “about 420,000 bbl/day of increased throughput”.  Master Responses 6 and 
7 describe in detail that the proposed project will not increase the crude oil processing capacity 
of the Refinery beyond the 6,000 bbl/day increase associated with the permit description 
modification of the DCU H-100 heater described in the DEIR.  As described in detail in Sections 
2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94, the 
proposed project is not designed to facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the 
Refinery, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow processing 
of a slightly heavier crude oil blend. 
 
The comment claims inaccurately that, "The LARIC's profitability, success, and overall 
objectives hinge on the reliable and abundant supply of crude oil that will come from the Tesoro 
Savage Terminal.”  There is no evidence to support this statement.  As explained above, the 
proposed project does not depend on the Vancouver Energy Project, nor does Vancouver Energy 
Project depend on the proposed project.  Each project has separate independent purpose.  The 
proposed project’s objectives and profitability are based on improving process efficiency through 
integration (see page 2-3 of the DEIR).  The proposed project objectives are listed in Section 2.2 
of the DEIR. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81, raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.22 
through G1-81.32.  The issues raised in the comments are responded to in detail in Responses 
G1-81.22 through G1-81.32. 
 
Comment G1-86.22 
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Response G1-86.22 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.96 
and G1-81.89 through G1-81.91.  The issues raised in the comments are responded to in detail in 
Responses G1-81.96 and G1-81.89 through G1-81.91. 
 
Comment G1-86.23 
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Response G1-86.23 
 
The comment does not provide support for its claims that the DEIR failed to consider a 
reasonable range of alternatives or that it failed to consider alternatives that would meet project 
objectives while mitigating one or more environmental impacts.  Chapter 6 of the DEIR explains 
how SCAQMD identified its range of four alternatives (in addition to a No Project alternative) 
that would achieve most of the proposed project objectives (as the objectives of the proposed 
project are to further integrate the Tesoro Wilmington and Carson Operations).  The comment’s 
claim that the DEIR distorted the No Project alternative is explained in Response G1.86.26 
below. 
 
Comment G1-86.24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.24 
 
The comment suggests that the DEIR should have considered an alternative that only furthers 
increasing synergies between the Wilmington and Carson sites to lower GHG emissions, to the 
exclusion of other articulated project goals.  However, the DEIR established seven objectives for 
the proposed project, and CEQA requires consideration of alternatives “which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project.”309  These objectives are listed in the DEIR on 
pages 2-3 to 2-4 in the Project Description chapter and again on pages 6-1 to 6-2 in the Project 
Alternatives chapter, and described in Response G1-81.121.  Because the suggested alternative 
in the comment would only meet one or two objectives, the DEIR does not need to consider it. 
Moreover, the comment does not identify the impacts which the offered alternative would 
mitigate.  SCAQMD appropriately analyzed project alternatives by describing “a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project . . . which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project[.]”310   
 
As described in Master Response 13, the comment incorrectly claims that the shutdown of the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU was a condition of approval for Tesoro's acquisition of the BP 
Carson Refinery and ARCO branded service stations, and therefore, the baseline for air quality 

                                                            
309  CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a) (emphasis added); see also Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 

Cal.App.4th 1490, 1509 (An “EIR [i]s not required . . . to analyze the effects of an alternative that would not 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.”) 

310  CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a). 
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impacts should not include emissions from the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  Consistent with 
applicable law, the District properly concluded that the baseline includes the existing operation 
of the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  The Federal Trade Commission and the California 
Attorney General both reviewed Tesoro's proposed acquisition to ensure that the acquisition 
would not violate federal and state antitrust laws.  After a nine-month review, on May 17, 2013, 
the agencies announced that they had resolved any potential antitrust concerns with the proposed 
acquisition.   
 
During the antitrust review process, Tesoro submitted documents to the FTC and the California 
Attorney General stating that Tesoro intended to make certain modifications at the combined 
Refinery that would allow Tesoro to achieve specified “synergies” between the Wilmington and 
Carson Operations.  Among other changes, Tesoro explained, Tesoro planned to replace some of 
the combined Refinery’s fluid catalytic cracking unit (“FCCU”) capacity with additional 
hydrotreater capacity.   
 
In connection with her approval of the acquisition, the Attorney General entered into an 
agreement with Tesoro.  In this agreement Tesoro agreed to maintain CARBOB capacity for 
three years, maintain the ARCO brand, and not eliminate jobs for a period of two years.  Tesoro 
also agreed to provide an annual report on the actions taken to achieve the specified synergies, 
including actions designed to replace FCCU capacity with hydrotreater capacity.311   
 
Thus, it is not accurate to say that the Attorney General required Tesoro to shut down the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU as a condition of approval.  Rather, the Attorney General required 
Tesoro to provide an annual report on the implementation of Tesoro’s existing plans to modify 
the combined Refinery by, among other things, replacing FCCU capacity with hydrotreater 
capacity.  Moreover, operation of the Wilmington Operations FCCU is part of the baseline 
environmental conditions and the proposed project enables the Wilmington Operations FCCU to 
be shutdown. 
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 and Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR and Master Response 13, emission 
reductions are appropriately credited to the proposed project.  Further information about the 
purchase of the BP Carson Refinery by Tesoro can be found on Page 2-1 of the DEIR.  Section 
4.2.2.2 of the DEIR explains that the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions 
in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  
The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be 
less than significant.  The proposed project will result in local reductions in GHG emissions as 
discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and as summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26 of the 
DEIR). 
 

                                                            
311 See Attachment E, Kathleen Foote for Kamala Harris, letter to Robert Weisenmiller, May 17, 2013.  In the letter, 

the Attorney General uses the term “distillate desulfurization unit” to refer to additional hydrotreating capacity.  
The letter notes that replacing FCCU capacity with “desulfurization” capacity will benefit the environment by 
reducing emissions and greenhouse gases.  
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Master Response 6 explains that the potential crude oil capacity increase of 6,000 bbl/day was 
appropriately evaluated in the DEIR and that the proposed tanks will reduce marine vessel 
emissions in the Port.  
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.39 
through G1-81.51.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed responded to in detail in 
Responses G1-81.39 through G1-81.51. 
 
Comment G1-86.25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.25 
 
The comment states that the range of alternatives is also deficient because the project description 
does not recognize a changing crude oil slate.  The Alternatives analysis in Chapter 6 of the 
DEIR analyzed a full range of alternatives.  As explained in Master Response 4, the proposed 
project will not enable a change in the types of crude oils processed at the Refinery beyond what 
is occurring in the baseline.  Accordingly, the DEIR does not need to analyze project alternatives 
that limited the Refinery to a particular crude oil slate.  
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and 
the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the 
Refinery, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow processing 
of a slightly heavier crude oil blend.  Master Response 4 also explains that sources of crude oils 
have and will continue to vary with or without the proposed project.  Thus, analysis of the 
emissions impacts associated with increased use of any particular type of crude oil is not 
necessary as it is not a result of the proposed project.  The comment has provided no evidence 
that the proposed project will allow changes to overall crude oil quality. 
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The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.37 
and G1-81.53 through G1-81.67.  The issues of various crude oil properties are addressed and 
responded to in detail in Responses G1-81.37 and G1-81.53 through G1-81.67.  
 
It should be noted that the DEIR fully analyzed the maximum impacts associated with the new 
and replacement storage tanks.  As explained in Response G1-78.157 the crude oil storage tanks 
and associated fugitive emissions were analyzed in the DEIR based on a worse-case hybrid 
analysis of crude oil properties currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including 
Bakken and Canadian crude oil.  Limiting the types of crude oils processed at the Refinery 
would not reduce any of the proposed project impacts that were found to be significant. 
 
Comment G1-86.26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.26 
 
The No Project alternative assumed that the proposed project would not be carried out to any 
degree—no changes would be made at the Refinery—and thus none of the proposed objectives 
would be met.  This is an appropriate description of the No Project alternative (see CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.6(e)).  The proposed project includes modifications to meet federal 
requirements, and the DEIR analyzed the impact of the No Project alternative and concluded that 
if the proposed project in its entirety were not carried out, the facility could be in violation of 
federal regulatory requirements unless it sells the non-compliant portion of its gasoline outside 
the U.S.  This approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(3)(A), which 
describes the approach to take when a project is the revision of an ongoing operation.  In such a 
case, the “No Project” alternative “will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy or 
operation into the future.” 
 
While not clear, the comment possibly suggests that that the approach taken should have been 
the one provided for under CEQA Guideline § 15126.6(e)(3)(B) which says:  “If disapproval of 
the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as the proposal 
of some other project, this “no project” consequence should be discussed.  In certain instances, 
the no project alternative means "no build" wherein the existing environmental setting is 
maintained.  However, where failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation of 
existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the project's 
non-approval…”  The comment suggests that the DEIR should have analyzed an alternative that 
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assumed only the modifications required to comply with state, federal, and local emissions 
requirements would be implemented.  That the DEIR analyzed a No Project alternative, as 
required by CEQA, does not mean that the DEIR implied that the proposed project was the only 
means of accomplishing certain objectives, like the objective to comply with federal, state, and 
local rules and regulations.  To the contrary, the DEIR recognizes that Alternative 3, Alternative 
4, and Alternative 5 would achieve that regulatory compliance objective, but were not superior to 
the proposed project on other grounds (see pages 6-51 to 6-53 of the DEIR). 
 
All options for meeting Tier 3 gasoline compliance involve substantial Refinery modifications.  
As suggested by the comment, a hypothetical No Project alternative with Tier 3 compliance was 
analyzed.  Table 86.26-1 summarizes the emissions associated with two Tier 3 gasoline 
compliance alternatives and the proposed project.  As shown in Table 86.26-1, the hypothetical 
No Project Alternative with Tier 3 Compliance elements and Alternative 3 would both result in 
CO emission increases only (due to compliance with market-based programs).  Both the 
hypothetical No Project Alternative with Tier 3 Compliance elements and Alternative 3 are 
substantially equivalent to the No Project Alternative analyzed in the DEIR for operational 
impacts.  However, the No Project Alternative with Tier 3 Compliance elements would have 
construction impacts that the No Project Alternative analyzed in the DEIR would not have.  
Additionally, none of the options; hypothetical No Project Alternative with Tier 3 Compliance 
elements, Alternative 3, or the No Project Alternative analyzed in the DEIR would meet all the 
project objectives stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.   
 
The proposed project as analyzed in the DEIR would result in CO emission reductions and less 
than significant emission increases in other pollutants attributed to mobile sources.  As explained 
in Master Response 6, the DEIR conservatively did not include the emission benefits from the 
reduction in ship anchorage emissions that would occur due to the efficiency improvements 
crude oil deliveries.  The operational efficiency improvements of the proposed project and the 
reduction in carbon intensity of process activities would not be realized from implementation of 
the No Project Alternative, Alternative 3, or the hypothetical No Project Alternative with the Tier 
3 Compliance elements.  Therefore, none of the No Project Alternative or the hypothetical No 
Project Alternative with the Tier 3 Compliance elements or Alternative 3 would be the 
environmentally superior alternative. 
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Table 86.26-1 

Comparison of Potential Projects to Comply with U.S. EPA Tier 3 Regulations 

Alternative 
Emissions (lb/day) 

Emissions 
(metric 

ton/year) 
NOx SOx CO PM10 VOC CO2e 

No Project Alternative(a) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Total -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Hypothetical No Project Alternative with Tier 3 Compliance Elements(b) 
LHU Heater (Increased 
Utilization) 

6.00 1.50 0.36 1.87 0.62 2,376.70 

LHU Mods (Carson) -- -- -- -- 14.34 -- 
HTU 1 (Wilmington) -- -- -- -- 3.50 -- 
HTU 2 (Wilmington) -- -- -- -- 3.80 -- 
Mid Barrel Distillate Treater 
(Carson) 

-- -- -- -- 2.15 -- 

Total(e) 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Alternative 3(c) 

Gasoline Hydrotreater 17.49 14.39 74.67 16.00 14.93 52,253.89 
Total(e) 0.00 0.00 74.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Proposed Project(d) 
Total 38.18 <0.01 -589.28 1.16 49.09 0.89 

(a) Under the No Project Alternative as presented in the DEIR, the Wilmington Operations FCCU will continue to 
operate and no emission reduction will be achieved.  No Tier 3 gasoline will be produced. 

(b) Under the Hypothetical No Project Alternative with Tier 3 Compliance Elements, the Wilmington Operations 
FCCU will continue to operate and no emission reduction will be achieved.  Emissions excerpted from DEIR 
Appendix B-3, pages B-3-45 and B-3-46.  NOx, SOx, PM, and VOC emissions assume neutrality due to market-
based credit trading programs.  CO2e emissions calculated using GHG emissions reporting methodology and 
assume neutrality due to the AB32 Cap and Trade Program. 

(c) Under Alternative 3, the Wilmington Operations FCCU will to operate and no emission reduction will be 
achieved. The emissions include criteria pollutant emissions from the heaters only; fugitive component VOC 
emissions from the reactors associated with the unit have not been included because estimates were not available.  
Emissions calculated based on a total heat input of 120 mmBtu/hr (see DEIR Section 6.3.3) and emissions 
factors of 0.0061 lb/mmBtu for NOx, 0.0050 lb/mmBtu for SOx, 0.0259 lb/mmBtu for CO, 0.0056 lb/mmBtu for 
PM, and 0.0052 lb/mmBtu for VOC by multiplying total heat input and the respective emission factor.  NOx, 
SOx, PM, and VOC emissions assume neutrality due to market-based credit trading programs.  CO2e emissions 
calculated using GHG emissions reporting methodology and assume neutrality due to the AB32 Cap and Trade 
Program. 

(d) Emissions from DEIR Table 4.2-4.  NOx, SOx, PM, and VOC emissions assume neutrality due to market-based 
credit trading programs.  CO2e emissions assume neutrality due to the AB32 Cap and Trade Program.  
Remaining emissions increases are related to mobile sources not subject to market-based programs.  The DEIR 
conservatively did not consider the emission reductions from fewer ship anchorage events that are expected to be 
-1,365 lb/day of NOx, -23 lb/day of SOx, -169 lb/day of CO, -51 lb/day of PM, and -248 lb/day of VOC, which 
will reduce the impacts of the proposed project. 

(e) Regulation XIII compliance requires offsetting the project direct stationary source emissions increases.  Indirect 
stationary source emissions increases comply with Regulation XIII – New Source Review 
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Comment G1-86.27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.27 
 
As explained in Response G1-86.26 above, the No Project alternative accurately assumes the 
project will not be carried out.  Also, the hypothetical No Project alternative with Tier 3 
compliance elements and Alternative 3 were accurately analyzed. 
 
Comment G1-86.28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.28 
 
The comment summarizes CEQA guidelines and case law and is a general comment that the 
DEIR incorrectly establishes the proposed project baseline.   
 
No specific concerns regarding the baseline are identified in the comment.  The baseline utilized 
for the proposed project is explained in Master Response 12. 
 
  



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2451 

Comment G1-86.29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.29 
 
The proposed project does not change the crude oil capacity of the Refinery, other than the 
potential 6,000 bbl/day increase that was fully analyzed in the DEIR.  See Master Response 6 
that explains that the crude oil capacity is not expanding other than as analyzed in the DEIR.  
The volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing on Refinery crude oil 
processing capacity, which is limited by other refining processes and limitations.  In addition, 
since unit throughput does not necessarily impact emissions from process units, SCAQMD 
permits for refinery process units rarely involve throughput limitations (see Master Response 5).  
Therefore, throughput or production data was not relied on to evaluate the impacts of the 
proposed project. 
 
The comment also suggests that the DEIR should provide data regarding baseline crude oil 
throughput to the Refinery.  See Response G1-86.33 below for a description of this issue. 
 
Comment G1-86.30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.30 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.21.  
The issues raised in the comment are addressed in detail in Response G1-81.21.  Master 
Response 5 and Responses G1-78.142, G1-78.187, and G1-78.208 describe in detail that the 
rated capacity of the Refinery is based on crude oil capacities actually achieved by the Refinery 
in the past, rather than any increase resulting from the proposed project.  Master Response 6 
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addresses the potential crude oil capacity increase of 6,000 bbl/day that was appropriately 
evaluated in the DEIR. 
 
Comment G1-86.31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.31 
 
The comment suggests that baseline storage tank throughput data is required for existing tanks.  
For new storage tanks, a baseline throughput of zero and maximum proposed throughputs was 
analyzed.  For storage tanks with increased utilization, the incremental usage was analyzed.312  
Tank throughputs were analyzed using appropriate baselines. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.39 
through G1-81.51.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Responses      
G1-81.39 through G1-81.51.  The tank throughputs that are evaluated in the DEIR are 
conservative (large) estimates of throughput that may be needed to offload the largest marine 
vessels that dock at the Carson Crude Terminal.  As part of its Title V permitting program, the 
SCAQMD imposes throughput limitations on tanks that store petroleum products.  The permit 
holder is required to maintain throughputs below the permitted level.  Therefore, the throughputs 
analyzed in the DEIR conservatively evaluate the maximum throughput that is required to 
quickly offload VLCCs plus a “compliance margin” to ensure that the actual unloading rate 
always remains below the allowable level, which is still below the permitted level.  The 
comment provides no evidence of the claim that increased tank throughput will result in 
undisclosed impacts.  
 
Response G1-78.126 provides a detailed description of the existing tanks at the Refinery and the 
Carson Crude Terminal that are capable of storing high TVP crude oil based on the Refinery’s 
current Title V permit. 
 

                                                            
312 The project increment, incremental increase, or incremental change is derived from the comparison of the post-

project peak activity to the pre-project actual achieved baseline activity. 
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The comment references an SCAQMD permit engineer’s question regarding the No. 51 Vacuum 
Unit heater.  As shown in Figures 2-8 and 2-10 of the DEIR, the Carson Operations No. 51 
Vacuum Unit does not accept crude oil feed, whereas the Wilmington DCU does accept crude oil 
feed.  Therefore, no modification to the DEIR was required, once the clarification was made to 
the SCAQMD permit engineer. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the proposed project will not increase crude oil processing 
capacity beyond the 6,000 bbl/day analyzed in the DEIR. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.80.  
The issues raised in the comment are addressed in detail in Response G1-81.80. 
 
Comment G1-86.32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.32 
 
The DEIR has properly analyzed the impacts from the 6,000 bbl/day increase in Refinery 
capacity.  See Master Responses 5 and 6 that further address this issue. 
 
The comment erroneously assumes that increased storage capacity equals increased Refinery 
throughput.  This is not correct, as explained in Master Response 6, Response G1-78.180, and 
Response G1-81.39. 
 
Comment G1-86.33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.33 
 
The comment assumes that the proposed project will facilitate a change to a new crude oil slate.  
That assumption is incorrect.  The proposed project is independent of any plan to purchase 
specific crude oils.  Moreover, regardless of the specific crude oils Tesoro will purchase in the 
future, the proposed project will not result in a change in process emissions - other than disclosed 
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and analyzed in the DEIR - because the proposed project does not significantly change the 
operating envelope for the crude oil blends that are processed at the Refinery.  That is, based on 
the Refinery’s unique configuration of equipment, the crude oil blends processed at the Refinery 
after construction of the proposed project will be substantially the same as the crude oil blends 
that the Refinery currently processes. 
 
Since the proposed project does not include any physical changes to the Refinery that would 
enable a significant change to the crude oil blend that is processed, no additional analysis is 
necessary under CEQA. 
 
Further, Master Response 2 explains that Tesoro’s crude oil slate is trade secret, confidential 
business information and further, as described above, the DEIR did not rely on any of this 
information in the required analysis pursuant to CEQA.  Therefore, the suggested information is 
not necessary to evaluate proposed project impacts and need not be provided. 
 
For additional non-proprietary information regarding the crude oil baseline and properties, see 
Response G1-78.94 and the McGovern Report in Appendix F of the DEIR.  The geographic 
source location of crude oil does not define its properties, but a wide range of crude oil properties 
have been analyzed in the DEIR, including the hydrid speciation for TACs in tanks and worst-
case allowable emissions in Refinery units. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.33 
through G1-81.34.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Response       
G1-81.33 through G1-81.34. 
 
Comment G1-86.34 
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Response G1-86.34 
 
 
As explained in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and 
Response G1-78.94, the Refinery purchases a variety of crude oils and blends them to meet the 
specifications of the Refinery’s operating envelope.  The proposed project is not designed to 
facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that the 
DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow processing of a slightly heavier crude oil blend.  
Therefore, the comment’s comparison of the proposed project to the Chevron Richmond Project 
is misplaced. 
 
The proposed project differs from the Chevron Richmond project in that Chevron proposed 
modifications to the refinery processing units to allow the processing of different crude oil 
blends and externally-sourced gas oils containing higher levels of sulfur than those currently 
processed in order to continue producing competitive transportation fuels and lubricating oils.  
Chevron proposed hydrogen purity improvements to enable the refinery to process crude oil 
blends with higher sulfur content.  See Sections 2.5.4.1 through 2.5.4.3 and 2.7 of the DEIR and 
Master Response 4 which explain how the proposed project is distinguishable from the Chevron 
project. 
 
Unlike the Chevron Richmond project, the proposed project does not involve the physical 
modification of any Crude, DCU, Hydrogen, or Sulfur Recovery units that would enable the 
Refinery to process a different crude oil blend. See Master Response 4 and Responses G1-78.20-
G1-78.21 for further information regarding the Chevron Richmond Project, its ensuing litigation, 
and why its decision is not applicable to the proposed project. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81, raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.35 
through G1-81.37, and repeats Comment G1-86.13.  The issues raised in the comments are 
responded to in detail in Responses G1-81.35 through G1-81.37 and G1-86.13.  
 
The proposed project does not include Refinery modifications that enable the Refinery to process 
a different crude oil blend and the DEIR appropriately analyzed the potential impacts of the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-86.35 
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Response G1-86.35 
 
See Response G1-86.33 above for a response to the comment. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.26 
through G1-81.32 and G1-81.35 through G1-81.36.  The issues raised in the comments are 
addressed in detail in Responses G1-81.26 through G1-81.32 and G1-81.35 through G1-81.36. 
 
Comment G1-86.36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.36 
 
See Responses G1-86.29 and G1-86.34 above for a response to the comment. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.21.  
The issues raised in the comment are addressed in detail in Response G1-81.21. 
 
Comment G1-86.37 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.37 
 
See Response G1-86.29 above for a response to the comment. 
 
Response G1-86.13 also responds to crude oil properties and while the crude oil blend processed 
by the Refinery will not change significantly, it is important to note that the potential impacts of 
operating the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks were thoroughly evaluated in Chapter 
4 of the DEIR.  Crude oil vapor pressure approaching the maximum allowable by SCAQMD 
Rule 463 (TVP limit of 11 psia) was used as the basis of the hazards analysis and emission 
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calculations for VOCs and TACs for the new and replacement storage tanks and fugitive 
emissions in the DEIR.  BTEX concentrations of crude oils in new and replacement storage tanks 
fugitive emissions associated with the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid 
analysis of the toxic content of crude oils have been and will be processed at the Refinery, 
including Bakken and Canadian crude oil.  The hybrid speciation was prepared by selecting the 
highest concentration of each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude 
oils analyzed (see Response G1-78.157).  Table 81.4-1 in Response G1-81.4 lists additional 
responses that provide more details on the potential crude oil characteristic impact issues. 
 
It should be noted that geographic location of the source of crude oil does not define crude oil 
properties.  Crude oil properties can have a wide range and high degree of variation within a 
region, which is why crude oils are mixed to create a blend that will fit within the operating 
envelope of the Refinery. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.35 
through G1-81.36.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Response        
G1-81.35 through G1-81.36. 
 
Comment G1-86.38 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.38 
 
The comment claims that the proposed project includes modifications that would enable a higher 
sulfur crude oil blend to be processed by the Refinery.  As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 
and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94, the 
Refinery is currently processing various crude oils and the proposed project is not designed to 
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facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that the 
DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow processing of a slightly heavier crude oil blend.  
The assumption that the proposed project will introduce “a larger mass of sulfur into the 
refinery” is inaccurate and not supported with evidence. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.59 
through G1-81.63 and G1-81.66 through G1-81.67.  The issues raised in the comment are 
addressed in detail in Responses G1-81.59 through G1-81.63 and G1-81.66 through G1-81.67.  
As explained in Response G1-81.65, heavy Canadian crude oil has been blended and processed 
in limited quantities at the Refinery.  An increase in sulfur content of the crude oil blend cannot 
be accommodated at the Refinery without modifications to the SRPs as described in Section 
2.5.4.1 of the DEIR (see also Master Response 4).  While it is true that to process a higher sulfur 
content crude oil additional sulfur recovery capacity is required, as described in Master Response 
4, the Refinery operates near capacity in the existing SRPs and the proposed project does not 
modify the SRP capacity.  Therefore, the Refinery is restricted to the current operating envelope 
and must maintain the crude oil blend currently processed at the Refinery. 
 
See Response G1-78.111 for further information regarding sulfur in the crude oil blend that can 
be processed at the Refinery. Similarly, as explained in Response G1-78.172, based on Tesoro’s 
Master Crude Oil Assays, several Middle Eastern crude oils currently processed by the Refinery, 
have sulfur contents of approximately three percent, which is in the range of heavy Canadian 
crude oils processed by the Refinery of 3.7 and 3.8 percent sulfur.  As with heavy Canadian 
crude oil, these crude oils are mixed into the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery to make a 
blend that will fit into the operating envelope for the Refinery.  The suggested impacts in the 
comment associated with processing a heavier blend of crude oil; additional cracking, coking and 
hydrogen use, will not occur. 
 
Additionally, as explained in Section 2.5.4.1 of the DEIR, total sulfur is one of the critical 
parameters that is evaluated to determine whether a crude oil blend will fit into the operating 
envelope for the Refinery.  As such, sulfur species that exist in the crude oil blends processed by 
the Refinery will not change as a result of the proposed project.  Therefore, the information 
sought by the comment was not relied upon to determine the potential impacts of the proposed 
project and need not be provided. 
 
Comment G1-86.39 
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Response G1-86.39 
 
As described in Master Response 13, the comment incorrectly claims that the shutdown of the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU was a condition of approval for Tesoro's acquisition of the BP 
Carson Refinery and ARCO branded service stations, and therefore, the baseline for air quality 
impacts should not include emissions from the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  Consistent with 
applicable law, the District properly concluded that the baseline includes the existing operation 
of the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  The Federal Trade Commission and the California 
Attorney General both reviewed Tesoro's proposed acquisition to ensure that the acquisition 
would not violate federal and state antitrust laws.  After a nine-month review, on May 17, 2013, 
the agencies announced that they had resolved any potential antitrust concerns with the proposed 
acquisition.   
 
During the antitrust review process, Tesoro submitted documents to the FTC and the California 
Attorney General stating that Tesoro intended to make certain modifications at the combined 
Refinery that would allow Tesoro to achieve specified “synergies” between the Wilmington and 
Carson Operations.  Among other changes, Tesoro explained, Tesoro planned to replace some of 
the combined Refinery’s fluid catalytic cracking unit (“FCCU”) capacity with additional 
hydrotreater capacity.   
 
In connection with her approval of the acquisition, the Attorney General entered into an 
agreement with Tesoro.  In this agreement Tesoro agreed to maintain CARBOB capacity for 
three years, maintain the ARCO brand, and not eliminate jobs for a period of two years.  Tesoro 
also agreed to provide an annual report on the actions taken to achieve the specified synergies, 
including actions designed to replace FCCU capacity with hydrotreater capacity.313   
 
Thus, it is not accurate to say that the Attorney General required Tesoro to shut down the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU as a condition of approval.  Rather, the Attorney General required 
Tesoro to provide an annual report on the implementation of Tesoro’s existing plans to modify 
the combined Refinery by, among other things, replacing FCCU capacity with hydrotreater 
capacity.  Moreover, operation of the Wilmington Operations FCCU is part of the baseline 
environmental conditions and the proposed project enables the Wilmington Operations FCCU to 
be shutdown. 
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 and Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR and Master Response 13, emission 
reductions are appropriately credited to the proposed project.  Further information about the 
purchase of the BP Carson Refinery by Tesoro can be found on Page 2-1 of the DEIR.  Section 
4.2.2.2 of the DEIR explains that the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions 
in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  
The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be 
less than significant.  The proposed project will result in local reductions in GHG emissions as 

                                                            
313 See Attachment E, Kathleen Foote for Kamala Harris, letter to Robert Weisenmiller, May 17, 2013.  In the letter, 

the Attorney General uses the term “distillate desulfurization unit” to refer to additional hydrotreating capacity.  
The letter notes that replacing FCCU capacity with “desulfurization” capacity will benefit the environment by 
reducing emissions and greenhouse gases.  
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discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and as summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26 of the 
DEIR). 
 
Comment G1-86.40 
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Response G1-86.40 
 
As the Supreme Court explained in the case cited in the comment, CEQA Guidelines “clearly 
establish that the norm for an EIR is analysis against a baseline of existing conditions[,]” and use 
of a future conditions baseline would only be “justified by unusual aspects of the project” 
warranting a departure from CEQA’s norm.  The court wrote: “[t]o comply fully with CEQA's 
informational mandate, the Expo Authority should have analyzed the project's effects on existing 
traffic congestion and air quality conditions.”314  The comment has not identified circumstances 
that would support this departure.   
 
As described in Master Response 13, the comment incorrectly claims that the shutdown of the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU was a condition of approval for Tesoro's acquisition of the BP 
Carson Refinery and ARCO branded service stations, and therefore, the baseline for air quality 
impacts should not include emissions from the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  Consistent with 
applicable law, the District properly concluded that the baseline includes the existing operation 
of the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  For that reason, the shutdown of the Wilmington 
Operations FCCU is also properly excluded from the No Project alternative in Chapter 6 of the 
DEIR (see page 6-5).   
 
The Federal Trade Commission and the California Attorney General both reviewed Tesoro's 
proposed acquisition to ensure that the acquisition would not violate federal and state antitrust 
laws.  After a nine-month review, on May 17, 2013, the agencies announced that they had 
resolved any potential antitrust concerns with the proposed acquisition.   
 
During the antitrust review process, Tesoro submitted documents to the FTC and the California 
Attorney General stating that Tesoro intended to make certain modifications at the combined 
Refinery that would allow Tesoro to achieve specified “synergies” between the Wilmington and 
Carson Operations.  Among other changes, Tesoro explained, Tesoro planned to replace some of 
the combined Refinery’s fluid catalytic cracking unit (“FCCU”) capacity with additional 
hydrotreater capacity.   
 
In connection with her approval of the acquisition, the Attorney General entered into an 
agreement with Tesoro.  In this agreement Tesoro agreed to maintain CARBOB capacity for 
three years, maintain the ARCO brand, and not eliminate jobs for a period of two years.  Tesoro 
also agreed to provide an annual report on the actions taken to achieve the specified synergies, 
including actions designed to replace FCCU capacity with hydrotreater capacity.315   
 
Thus, it is not accurate to say that the Attorney General required Tesoro to shut down the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU as a condition of approval.  Rather, the Attorney General required 
Tesoro to provide an annual report on the implementation of Tesoro’s existing plans to modify 
the combined Refinery by, among other things, replacing FCCU capacity with hydrotreater 
                                                            
314 Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Const. Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 451, 454. 
315 See Attachment E, Kathleen Foote for Kamala Harris, letter to Robert Weisenmiller, May 17, 2013.  In the letter, 

the Attorney General uses the term “distillate desulfurization unit” to refer to additional hydrotreating capacity.  
The letter notes that replacing FCCU capacity with “desulfurization” capacity will benefit the environment by 
reducing emissions and greenhouse gases.  
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capacity.  Moreover, operation of the Wilmington Operations FCCU is part of the baseline 
environmental conditions and the proposed project enables the Wilmington Operations FCCU to 
be shutdown. 
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 and Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR and Master Response 13, emission 
reductions are appropriately credited to the proposed project.  Further information about the 
purchase of the BP Carson Refinery by Tesoro can be found on Page 2-1 of the DEIR.  Section 
4.2.2.2 of the DEIR explains that the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions 
in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  
The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be 
less than significant.  The proposed project will result in local reductions in GHG emissions as 
discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and as summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26 of the 
DEIR). 
 
The emissions impact analysis in the DEIR provides the public and decision makers with a clear 
understanding of the emissions increases or reductions resulting from the proposed project and 
including a portion of the proposed project in the baseline, as suggested by the comment, would 
distort that analysis.  
 
As such, the DEIR correctly determined the applicable baseline within its discretion and the 
circumstances of the proposed project did not warrant invocation of the future baseline exception 
described in Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Const. Authority.  See Response 
G1-78.210 for a summary of how Wilmington Operations FCCU emissions were calculated and 
Master Response 12 for a further description of the appropriate baseline as utilized by the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-86.41 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.41 
 
Page 2-1 of the DEIR referred to in the comment correctly states that the proposed project is being 
undertaken in order to more fully integrate Refinery operations.  As described in Master Response 13, 
the comment incorrectly claims that the shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU was a 
condition of approval for Tesoro's acquisition of the BP Carson Refinery and ARCO branded 
service stations, and therefore, the baseline for air quality impacts should not include emissions 
from the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  Consistent with applicable law, the District properly 
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concluded that the baseline includes the existing operation of the Wilmington FCCU.  The 
Federal Trade Commission and the California Attorney General both reviewed Tesoro's 
proposed acquisition to ensure that the acquisition would not violate federal and state antitrust 
laws.  After a nine-month review, on May 17, 2013, the agencies announced that they had 
resolved any potential antitrust concerns with the proposed acquisition.   
 
During the antitrust review process, Tesoro submitted documents to the FTC and the California 
Attorney General stating that Tesoro intended to make certain modifications at the combined 
Refinery that would allow Tesoro to achieve specified “synergies” between the Wilmington and 
Carson Operations.  Among other changes, Tesoro explained, Tesoro planned to replace some of 
the combined Refinery’s fluid catalytic cracking unit (“FCCU”) capacity with additional 
hydrotreater capacity.   
 
In connection with her approval of the acquisition, the Attorney General entered into an 
agreement with Tesoro.  In this agreement Tesoro agreed to maintain CARBOB capacity for 
three years, maintain the ARCO brand, and not eliminate jobs for a period of two years.  Tesoro 
also agreed to provide an annual report on the actions taken to achieve the specified synergies, 
including actions designed to replace FCCU capacity with hydrotreater capacity.316   
 
Thus, it is not accurate to say that the Attorney General required Tesoro to shut down the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU as a condition of approval.  Rather, the Attorney General required 
Tesoro to provide an annual report on the implementation of Tesoro’s existing plans to modify 
the combined Refinery by, among other things, replacing FCCU capacity with hydrotreater 
capacity.  Moreover, operation of the Wilmington Operations FCCU is part of the baseline 
environmental conditions and the proposed project enables the Wilmington Operations FCCU to 
be shutdown. 
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 and Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR and Master Response 13, emission 
reductions are appropriately credited to the proposed project.  Further information about the 
purchase of the BP Carson Refinery by Tesoro can be found on Page 2-1 of the DEIR.  Section 
4.2.2.2 of the DEIR explains that the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions 
in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  
The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be 
less than significant.  The proposed project will result in local reductions in GHG emissions as 
discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and as summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26 of the 
DEIR). 
 
  

                                                            
316 See Attachment E, Kathleen Foote for Kamala Harris, letter to Robert Weisenmiller, May 17, 2013.  In the letter, 

the Attorney General uses the term “distillate desulfurization unit” to refer to additional hydrotreating capacity.  
The letter notes that replacing FCCU capacity with “desulfurization” capacity will benefit the environment by 
reducing emissions and greenhouse gases.  
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Comment G1-86.42 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.42 
 
As explained in Responses G1-86.39 through G1-86.41, the official evaluation of Tesoro's 
acquisition of the Carson operations did not include the shutdown of the FCCU, nor were any 
conditions placed on the approval that would require the FCCU to be shutdown contrary to the 
comment’s assertions.  See Master Response 13 for a further description.  
 
The Supreme Court did not require the application of a future baseline in Neighbors for Smart 
Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Const. Authority, and the circumstances that would have permitted 
use of the future baseline exception discussed in that case are not presented by the proposed 
project.  The comment’s comparison to the hypothetical example in Smart Rail is not analogous 
to the proposed project because the shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU is not “a pre-
existing requirement.”  The Smart Rail hypothetical assumed that “regulations already adopted” 
would guarantee emissions reductions below a new project’s emissions levels; however, the 
shutdown of the Wilmington FCCU is not akin to an emissions-reducing regulation already 
adopted prior to a project.  It is instead a part of the proposed project that will not occur absent 
the project.  Because shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU and its associated emission 
reductions would not occur in the absence of the proposed project, it was proper for the DEIR to 
use a standard existing conditions baseline that did not include future emission reductions from 
the shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU. 
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Comment G1-86.43 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.43 
 
The comment inaccurately claims that the DEIR states that the proposed project will purchase 
ERCs to offset proposed project VOC emissions.  As explained on page 4-17 and 4-18 of the 
DEIR, the DEIR notes that SCAQMD Regulation XIII emissions offsetting is required for 
317.33 lb/day of VOC emissions and not the 401.15 lb/day of VOC emissions as claimed in the 
comment.  The Refinery already holds ERCs which were mostly generated from prior equipment 
shutdowns  from Tesoro’s Refinery and Logistics operations, and the Refinery intends to use 
these ERCs for the proposed project instead of purchasing credits from the market. 
 
As explained in Master Response 6 and the DEIR, there will be increases in fugitive VOC 
emissions associated with the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks, but overall VOC 
emissions resulting from the proposed project will be less than significant and, as such, no 
mitigation is required (see DEIR at Table 4.2-4, page 4-18, pages 4-22 through 4-23, and 
supporting data in Appendix B3, see page B-3-7 and Table 6).  In order to obtain necessary 
permits for the proposed project, a New Source Review analysis is required.  New Source 
Review requires VOC offsetting as a condition of obtaining a permit pursuant to SCAQMD 
Regulation XIII (see page 4-18 of the DEIR) and offsets must be surrendered prior to the 
approval and issuance of a permit.  Without such offsetting, the proposed project permits cannot 
be obtained.  Therefore, this offsetting is properly categorized as part of the proposed project and 
the DEIR analysis accurately accounts for the offsets required.   
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Comment G1-86.44 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.44 
 
Lotus v. Department of Transportation317 does not present an analogous situation to the proposed 
project.  As explained in Response G1-86.43, the VOC emissions are less than significant as a 
result of offsets required pursuant to SCAQMD’s New Source Review Regulation XIII.  Under 
that regulation, Tesoro must obtain offsets before it can obtain permits for the proposed project.  
Therefore, unlike the measures that the Lotus court found that were improperly included in the 
project, the offsetting is an integral part of the proposed project itself and is not considered a 
mitigation measure.318  See Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR, page 4-18, pages 4-22 through 4-23, and 

                                                            
317 Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal. App. 4th. 
318 Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (Alleghany Properties, Inc.) (2006) 142 CA4th 

1018. 
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Appendix B3 page B-3-7 and Table 6, and Response G1-78.223 for additional description of this 
issue. 
 
Comment G1-86.45 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.45 
 
As explained in Responses G1-86.43 and G1-86.44, without the VOC offsets at issue, the 
permits required for the proposed project cannot be issued.  Therefore, this offsetting is an 
integral part of the proposed project itself and is not considered a mitigation measure.  See Table 
4.2-4 of the DEIR, page 4-18, pages 4-22 through 4-23, and supporting data in Appendix B3, see 
page B-3-7, and Table 6, and Response G1-78.223 for additional description of this issue.  
Additionally, as described in Responses G1-78.212 through G1-78.222, the DEIR accurately and 
correctly calculated the potential increase in VOC emissions from the proposed project.  Based 
on these calculations combined with the offsets required pursuant to pursuant to SCAQMD 
Regulation XIII, the overall VOC emissions resulting from the proposed project will be less than 
significant as described in the DEIR and Master Response 6 and, as such, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
Comment G1-86.46 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2469 

Response G1-86.46 
 
As explained in Response G1-86.45, no mitigation is required for VOC emission impacts 
because they are less than significant.  See Table 4.2-4, page 4-18, pages 4-22 through 4-23, and 
supporting data in Appendix B3 page B-3-7 and Table 6 of the DEIR, Master Response 6, and 
Response G1-78.223 for additional description of this issue.  Further, as explained in Responses 
G1-86.43 through G1-86.45, the VOC offsets raised by the comment are not considered 
mitigation measures.  Without the VOC offsetting at issue, the permits required for the proposed 
project cannot be issued.  Therefore, the offsetting is an integral part of the proposed project 
itself and is not being utilized as mitigation measures as asserted in the comment.   
 
As explained on pages 4-17 and 4-18 of the DEIR, the DEIR notes that SCAQMD Regulation 
XIII emissions offsetting is required.  The Refinery already holds valid ERCs which were mostly 
generated from previous equipment shutdowns from Tesoro’s Refinery and Logistics operations, 
and the Refinery intends to use these ERCs for the proposed project instead of purchasing ERCs 
from the market.  The Refinery does not plan to use offsets from the SCAQMD’s internal bank, 
which was involved in the Ninth Circuit case cited in the comment.  Each ERC issued by the 
SCAQMD is subject to public and U.S. EPA review as well as extensive engineering analysis to 
ensure they are valid.  The SCAQMD will ensure any ERCs used comply with all applicable 
rules and regulations.  The proposed permit includes evaluation of the applications received that 
are subject to offsets.  On August 24, 2016, SCAQMD staff provided all the information 
requested through the public records request submitted by Earthjustice (dated May 9, 2016).  The 
requested information was not relied upon for the analysis in the DEIR and, therefore, did not 
need to be provided prior to the close of the public comment period. 
 
Comment G1-86.47 
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Response G1-86.47 
 
Responses G1-86.43 through G1-86.46 explain that while fugitive VOC emissions associated 
with the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will increase, the overall increase in 
operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be less than 
significant.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.  See Table 4.2-4, page 4-18, pages 4-22 
through 4-23, and supporting data in Appendix B3 page B-3-7 and Table 6 of the DEIR, and 
Master Response 6. 
 
In order to obtain necessary permits for the proposed project, a New Source Review analysis is 
required.  As explained in Response G1-78.223, New Source Review requires VOC offsetting as 
a condition of obtaining a permit pursuant to SCAQMD Regulation XIII.  Without such 
offsetting, the proposed project permits cannot be issued.  Therefore, the required offsetting is 
properly categorized as an integral part of the proposed project, not as a mitigation measure. 
 
As explained on pages 4-17 and 4-18 of the DEIR, the DEIR notes that Regulation XIII 
emissions offsetting is required.  The Refinery already holds ERCs which were mostly generated 
from previous equipment shutdowns from Tesoro’s Refinery and Logistics operations, and the 
Refinery intends to use these ERCs for the proposed project instead of purchasing ERCs from 
the market.  Therefore, the local impact from VOC is less than significant.   
 
The proposed project has been fully analyzed for health risks (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  
As explained in Master Response 3, the proposed project’s contribution from emissions, 
including VOC emissions, to local health effects will be less than significant.  A detailed 
response regarding potential health impacts associated with the proposed project can be found in 
Master Responses 3 and 14 which describe the localized impacts to the surrounding 
communities.   
 
Comment G1-86.48 
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Response G1-86.48 
 
The comment suggests that the Refinery cannot rely on early investments in reduction of NOx 
emissions from stationary sources to offset proposed project construction emissions.  No 
evidence is provided to support the claim in the comment.  It is true that these NOx emission 
reductions will achieve part of the overall reductions needed for the Refinery to meet RECLAIM 
NOx requirements that will be phased in over the next six years, until 2022.  However, the 
Refinery will implement certain stationary source NOx reductions before the reductions are 
required for RECLAIM compliance, in order to coincide with and offset emissions from peak 
construction activity for the proposed project.  Construction emissions are temporary, only 
occurring during construction of the proposed project.  Early implementation of NOx controls 
from Refinery stationary sources will result in local NOx emission reductions to offset local 
construction emissions from the Refinery during the peak proposed project construction period.  
Without this enforceable requirement, there is no guarantee that the concurrent emission 
reductions will occur.  In addition, the early implementation of NOx controls will not result in 
generation of NOx RTCs but will result in the Refinery buying less RTCs from the RECLAIM 
market since the Refinery is short on NOx RTCs due to prior NOx RTC reductions required by 
RECLAIM.  Therefore, there will be no generation or selling of any RTCs as claimed in the 
comment. 
 
Comment G1-86.49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.49 
 
The DEIR properly takes into account the potential sale or use of ERCs or RTCs.  For example, 
as shown in the DEIR, the proposed project will eliminate 529.81 lb/day of NOx emissions from 
equipment at the Refinery (see Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR, page 4-17).  However, from a regional 
perspective, the proposed project’s impact will be “neutral,” rather than beneficial because 
Tesoro will retain 491.63 lb/day in RECLAIM trading credits.  See page 4-18 of the DEIR for 
further description on the NOX emission impacts. 
 
As a result of NSR or Cap-and-Trade programs that exist for NOx, SOx, PM10, PM2.5, and 
GHG, the DEIR reflects that the proposed project will be regionally neutral.   
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Comment G1-86.50 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.50 
 
The comment is a summary of the specific comments to follow in this section of Comment Letter 
86 that are responded to in more detail in Responses G1-86.51 through G1-86.54.  The DEIR 
(see Section 4.2.2.2 and pages 5-18 to 5-19) and Master Response 16 explain that the operational 
air quality impacts were correctly determined to be less than significant.  The SCAQMD’s 
methodology for determining cumulative impact analyses was correctly applied to support its 
finding that the operational air quality impacts of the proposed project are not cumulatively 
considerable. 
 
Comment G1-86.51 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.51 
 
The Southern California International Gateway (“SCIG”) Project is included in the DEIR on 
Table 5.2-2, page 5-18, as one of the projects that has the potential for operational activities that 
could overlap with the proposed project operational activities.  The comment is correct that a 
superior court recently set aside certification of the EIR for the SCIG project, and accordingly 
the emission reductions associated with the SCIG project should not be considered in the 
environmental analysis of the proposed project.  However, the invalidation of the SCIG EIR does 
not alter the analysis or conclusions in the DEIR because the SCIG emission reductions were not 
considered in the determination of cumulative impacts from the proposed project. 
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Moreover, the DEIR disclosed the fact that the SCIG emission reductions listed  in the DEIR 
were tentative and annotated the references to SCIG with a disclaimer that the SCIG 
environmental analysis “has been challenged and is being litigated” or is “subject to revision 
pending outcome of ongoing litigation” (see pages 5-17, 5-18, 5-20, and 5-23 of the DEIR).  In 
the FEIR, references to SCIG emission calculations and other data in Chapter 5 have been 
removed. 
 
The conclusion in the DEIR that the operational emission impacts of the proposed project are not 
cumulatively significant did not rely upon the emission reductions reported in the SCIG EIR.  
The emissions from the cumulative projects were listed in Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2.-2 of the DEIR 
for informational purposes.  But the emissions are not summed in order to determine cumulative 
impacts.  As explained in Master Response 16, consistent with SCAQMD’s policy, the 
operational emissions of the proposed project are below significance thresholds for all pollutants 
and thus, are not considered cumulatively considerable.  Accordingly, the removal of the SCIG 
project does not affect the cumulative impacts emissions findings of the DEIR for the proposed 
project. 
 
Additionally, as provided in the DEIR (see Table 4.2-4 and page 5-19), the overall regional 
change in emissions associated with implementing the proposed project is a reduction in 
emissions of CO and a less than significant increase in VOC, NOX, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 
emissions.  The ground level concentrations of criteria pollutants of concern will be below the 
SCAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds at all offsite receptors.  As such, the proposed 
project’s criteria pollutant emissions are not cumulatively considerable and do not contribute to 
cumulative operational emission impacts.  This determination is based upon SCAQMD’s CEQA 
significance thresholds and policies and does not rely upon any reductions from the SCIG 
Project. 
 
Comment G1-86.52 
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Response G1-86.52 
 
The DEIR correctly calculates that the overall regional change in emissions associated with 
implementing the proposed project is a reduction in emissions of CO and a less than significant 
increase in VOC, NOX, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions and the ground level concentrations of 
criteria pollutants of concern will be below the SCAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds at all 
offsite receptors.  See Section 4.2.2.2, page 5-19, and Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR for further 
description of these emission calculations.  As such, according to SCAQMD methodology, the 
proposed project’s criteria pollutant emissions are not cumulatively considerable and do not 
contribute to cumulative operational emission impacts.  See Master Response 16 for further 
description of the proposed project’s cumulative impact analysis.  Response G1-86.51 above 
explains the DEIR’s treatment of the SCIG Project, and how its emission reductions were not 
considered in the DEIR’s cumulative impacts determination.  
 
The chart (Table 12) provided in the comment letter is not an accurate representation of the 
information in the DEIR.  The emissions from the cumulative projects were listed in the DEIR in 
Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2.-2 for informational purposes.  But, the emissions are not summed (as Table 
12 would suggest) in order to determine cumulative impacts.  As explained in Master Response 
16, consistent with SCAQMD’s policy, the operational emissions of the proposed project are 
below significance thresholds for all pollutants and thus, are not considered cumulatively 
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considerable.  Accordingly, the removal of the SCIG project does not affect the cumulative 
impacts emissions findings of the DEIR for the proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-86.53 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.53 
 
As explained in Master Response 16, the SCAQMD’s methodology is appropriate when 
addressing air quality impacts because project-specific air emissions are already evaluated in the 
SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan and regional programs like RECLAIM on a 
cumulative basis in the context of emissions occurring Basin-wide.  When the impact analysis 
for a particular environmental resource area examines the impact of the project in the context of 
existing and future conditions that incorporates other contributors to that impact, that analysis is 
cumulative. This approach to cumulative air quality impacts analysis was found to be consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7 and ultimately upheld by the Court in Citizens for Responsible 
Equitable Environmental Development v City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App.4th 327, 334. 
This method was also approved by the court in Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of 
Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899, 928.  
 
Comment G1-86.54 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.54 
 
As explained in Reponses G1-86.51 to G1-86.53, the DEIR accurately concludes that the overall 
regional change in emissions associated with implementing the proposed project will be less than 
significant.  See DEIR page 5-19 and Table 4.2-4, for further description of these emission 
calculations.  Utilizing those findings, the DEIR correctly applies SCAQMD methodology 
regarding cumulative impact analyses, which supports the determination that the proposed 
project’s criteria pollutant emissions are not cumulatively considerable and do not contribute to 
cumulative operational emission impacts.  See Master Response 16 for further description of the 
SCAQMD’s methodology regarding cumulative impact analyses.  The comment does not 
provide any evidence that triggers recirculation of the DEIR. 
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Comment G1-86.55 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.55 
 
The proposed project will not facilitate any changes in the crude oil slate delivered to the 
Refinery as explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master 
Response 4, and Response G1-78.94, nor will the proposed project significantly change the basic 
crude oil operating envelope, or acceptable ranges of basic crude oil properties (API gravity and 
sulfur content) specific to the Refinery.  See Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2 of the DEIR for a 
description of the “operating envelope.”  As a result, there will be no associated potential 
impacts of processing various crude oils at the Refinery, such as an increase in GHGs as claimed 
in the comment.  See Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and the McGovern Report in Appendix F of the 
DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94 for further information regarding crude oil 
slate, baseline, and properties. 
 
Additionally, while the proposed project will result in a local GHG emission reduction, the DEIR 
conservatively states that because GHG emissions are part of the AB 32 Cap-and-Trade 
Program, an individual project’s GHG emission reductions will not have an impact on the overall 
Cap-and-Trade pool of allowances.  See Section 5.2.2.3 of the DEIR for a description of the 
proposed project’s GHG emissions and AB 32 Cap-and-Trade Program pool of allowance 
reduction.   
Lastly, the DEIR correctly analyzed the proposed project’s GHG emissions on a cumulative 
basis as explained in Master Response 16, “[D]ue to the complex physical, chemical, and 
atmospheric mechanisms involved in global climate change, it is likely impossible to identify the 
specific impact, if any, to global climate change from one project’s incremental increase in GHG 
emissions.  As such, the project’s GHG emissions and the resulting significance of potential 
impacts are more properly assessed on a cumulative basis.”  See pages 4-7 and 5-21 of the DEIR 
for further description of this issue. 
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Comment G1-86.56 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.56 
 
As explained in Response G1-86.55, the basic crude oil operating envelope will not be 
significantly changed by the proposed project.  Moreover, the decisions with respect to sourcing 
the crude oil slate are made independently of the proposed project.  As such, the life-cycle 
emissions of the Refinery’s crude oil slate (including any potential for increases in GHG at the 
source of any crude oil) are not influenced by the proposed project and none of the additional 
impacts described by the comment are reasonably foreseeably caused directly or indirectly as a 
result of the proposed project.  See Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2 of the DEIR for a description of 
the “operating envelope” and Master Response 4 for further discussion as to why any change in 
the source of crude oil is not a result of the proposed project.  See also Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 
and the McGovern report in Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response          
G1-78.94 for further information regarding crude oil slate, baseline, and properties.   
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As explained in Response G1-81.65, the source of crude oil is determined by multiple factors as 
described in the Declaration of Douglas Miller (see Attachment C).  The proposed project does 
not affect the method for sourcing crude oil.  Lifecycle (“well to wheel”) GHG impacts resulting 
from the extraction and transport of Bakken crude oil is beyond the scope of the DEIR.  The 
DEIR accounts for direct GHG emissions associated with stationary sources, the transport of 
LPG by rail and material transport by truck within the State of California (see Table 5.2-6 of the 
DEIR) and GHG emissions associated with indirect sources including stationary sources and 
increased utilities (see Table 5.2-7 of the DEIR), as required by CEQA Guidelines § 15358.  On 
December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the staff proposal for an interim 
GHG significance threshold for projects where the SCAQMD is lead agency.  While the 
lifecycle emissions are to be considered “to the extent information is available,”319 predicting the 
GHG emissions from the sources of crude oil purchased by Tesoro is not reasonably achievable 
because the source of crude oil varies widely as shown in Master Response 4 Table G0-2.4-1.  
Moreover, the decisions with respect to sourcing the crude oil slate are made independent of the 
proposed project.  In December 2009, the California Natural Resources Agency removed the term 
“lifecycle” from the CEQA Guidelines Appendix F guidance on analysis and mitigation of energy 
impacts from proposed projects in conjunction with its rulemaking pertaining to analysis and mitigation 
of GHG impacts.320  Therefore, lifecycle impacts need not be analyzed. 
 
Additionally, as explained in Response G1-86.55, with respect to GHG emission reductions, the 
DEIR conservatively states that because GHG emissions are part of the AB 32 Cap-and-Trade 
Program, an individual project’s GHG emission reductions will not necessarily have an impact 
on the overall Cap and Trade pool of allowances.  The Cap and Trade Program is designed to 
reduce the overall GHG emissions in California, so an individual project should not be directly 
credited with all of its specific emission reductions when reductions occur at one site, some 
increases may occur at other sites.  Thus, the DEIR quantifies the local reduction of GHG 
emissions from the proposed project but presents a neutral overall regional impact of the 
proposed project because of the Cap and Trade Program.  See Section 5.2.2.3 of the DEIR for 
further description of the proposed project’s GHG emissions.   
 
As explained in Response G1-86.55, the DEIR properly analyzed the proposed project’s GHG 
emissions on a cumulative basis as described in Master Response 16, as “it is likely impossible 
to identify the specific impact, if any, to global climate change from one project’s incremental 
increase in GHG emissions.”  See pages 4-7 and 5-21 of the DEIR for further description of this 
issue. 
 
  

                                                            
319 SCAQMD Board Letter, Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans, 

December 8, 2008, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-
significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 

320 California Natural Resources Agency, 2009.  Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action f or the 
Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gases 
Emissions Pursuant to SB97, December 2009, http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/ 
Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf. 
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Comment G1-86.57 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.57 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and 
will continue to do so with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project is not designed 
to facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that 
the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow processing of a slightly heavier crude oil 
blend.  Unlike the Chevron Richmond project, the proposed project does not involve the physical 
modification of any Crude, DCU, or Sulfur Recovery Units that would accommodate such 
changes in crude oil.  As such, the basic crude oil operating envelope, or acceptable ranges of 
basic crude oil properties (API gravity and sulfur content) specific to the Refinery, will not be 
significantly changed by the proposed project.  See Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2 of the DEIR for 
a description of the “operating envelope.”  As a result, the comment’s comparison of the 
proposed project to the Chevron Richmond Project is incorrect.  See Master Response 4 and 
Responses G1-78.20 and G1-78.21 for further information regarding the Chevron Richmond 
Project, its ensuing litigation, and why its decision is not applicable to the proposed project.  
Additionally, see Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and the McGovern Report in Appendix F of the DEIR, 
Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94 for further information regarding crude oil slate, 
baseline, and properties. 
 
Since any crude oil processed by the Refinery will be blended to meet the crude oil operating 
envelope, the crude oil slate information was not relied upon in the DEIR to determine the 
potential impacts of the proposed project.  Additionally, disclosure of more detailed information 
about crude oil throughput, sources, and crude oil composition data is trade secret information as 
explained in Master Response 2 and not required under CEQA.  See Master Response 2 and 
Response G1-78.208 for a description regarding disclosure of crude oil baseline data. 
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The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.1 
through G1-81.19.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Responses     
G1-81.1 through G1-81.19. 
 
Comment G1-86.58 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.58 
 
Again, as described in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, 
and Response G1-78.94, the proposed project does not involve the physical modification of any 
Crude, DCU, or Sulfur Recovery Units that would accommodate such changes in crude oil, 
contrary to assertions in the comment.  As such, the basic crude oil operating envelope, or 
acceptable ranges of basic crude oil properties (API gravity and sulfur content) specific to the 
Refinery will not be significantly changed by the proposed project.  See Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 
and the McGovern Report in Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response G1-
78.94 for further information regarding crude oil slate, baseline, properties, and changes; 
Response G1-78.111 for further information regarding sulfur in the crude oil blend to be 
processed at the Refinery; and Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2 of the DEIR for a description of the 
“operating envelope.”  Similarly, as explained in Master Response 8, replacing and adding 
storage tanks will not cause any change in the slate of crude oils purchased by Tesoro.  Further, 
as explained in Response G1-78.172, based on Tesoro’s Master Crude Oil Assays, several 
Middle Eastern crude oils currently processed by the Refinery, have sulfur contents of 
approximately three percent, which is in the range of heavy Canadian crude oils processed by the 
Refinery of 3.7 and 3.8 percent sulfur.  As such, irrespective of the crude oil types purchased and 
handled at the Refinery, there will be no associated potential impacts of processing these various 
crude oils, such as an increase in GHGs as claimed in the comment. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.64 
through G1-81.67.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Responses     
G1-81.64 through G1-81.67. 
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Comment G1-86.59 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.59 
 
As explained in Master Response 8, the Vancouver Energy Project is wholly independent from 
the proposed project, and is undergoing separate environmental review by the Washington State 
EFSEC.  As such CEQA does not require analysis of its impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15277).  Additionally, the Refinery has limited ability to process Bakken crude oil and other 
light sweet crude oils or heavy Canadian or other heavy crude oils, and the ability to process 
these oils will not change as a result of the proposed project even if the Vancouver Energy 
Project makes Bakken crude oil more available on the West Coast.  No modifications are 
included in the proposed project that would significantly increase the ability of the Refinery to 
process a different crude oil blend beyond that analyzed in the DEIR.  See Sections 2.5.3 and 
2.5.4 and the McGovern Report in Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response 
G1-78.94 for further description of the limitations on the Refinery’s ability to process a different 
crude oil blend.  
 
Similarly, as explained in Master Response 4, issues pertaining to the production of heavy 
Canadian crude oil (e.g., water consumption, earth moving, ecosystem disturbance, etc.) are not 
germane to the proposed project in that these production activities are not a result of the 
proposed project and will occur independently of the proposed project.  As explained in detail in 
Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response        
G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and will continue to 
do so with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project is not designed to facilitate a 
change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 
heater permit revisions may allow processing of a slightly heavier crude oil blend.  As explained 
in Master Response 6, the proposed project would not result in an increase in crude oil capacity 
beyond the 6,000 bbl/day increase analyzed in the DEIR or result in additional extraction of 
crude oil in Canada or at any location in the world, or increase the quantity of crude oil 
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purchased from Canada.  Because heavy Canadian crude oil is within the range of crude oils 
currently received and blended at the Refinery, refining such crude oils does not create additional 
hazardous waste, increase corrosion, increase the generation of GHG emissions, or increase 
demand for energy. See Master Response 4 regarding the production of heavy Canadian crude 
oil and Master Response 6 regarding the Refinery’s crude oil capacity. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.25 
and G1-81.64 through G1-81.67.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in 
Responses G1-81.25 and G1-81.64 through G1-81.67. 
 
Comment G1-86.60 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.60 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a change in the 
crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit 
revisions may allow processing of a slightly heavier crude oil blend..  This fact has been 
independently verified by a third-party refinery expert that reviewed the proposed project 
elements on behalf of the SCAQMD.  See Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and the McGovern Report in 
Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94 for additional information 
regarding crude oil slate, baseline, and properties.  See also Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2 of the 
DEIR for a description of the “operating envelope.”  This evidence all provides a factual basis to 
support the DEIR because it shows that no physical changes are being made.  It is more accurate 
than forecasting future crude oil purchases that are distorted by market impacts and other 
conditions. 
 
Further, the comment’s comparison of the proposed project to the Chevron Richmond Project is 
inaccurate.  Unlike the Chevron Richmond project, the proposed project does not involve the 
physical modification of any Crude, DCU, or Sulfur Recovery Units that would accommodate 
such changes in crude oil.  See Master Response 4 and Responses G1-78.20 and G1-78.21 for 
further information regarding the Chevron Richmond Project, its ensuing litigation, and why its 
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decision is not applicable to the proposed project.  Because there will be no change in the crude 
oil blend processed by the Refinery, there will be no associated potential impacts from 
processing these various crude oils, such as an increase in GHGs as claimed in the comment.   
Moreover, the decisions with respect to sourcing the crude oil processed by the Refinery are 
made independent of the proposed project.   
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comment G1-81.37.  
The issues raised in the comment are addressed in detail in Response G1-81.37. 
 
Comment G1-86.61 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.61 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and 
will continue to do so with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project is not designed 
to facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that 
the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions  allow a slightly heavier crude oil blend.  The basic crude 
oil operating envelope; or acceptable ranges of basic crude oil properties (API gravity and sulfur 
content) specific to the Refinery will not be significantly changed by the proposed project.  See 
Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2 of the DEIR for a description of the “operating envelope.”  As 
explained in Master Response 4, heavy Canadian crude oil is within the range of crude oils 
currently received and blended at the Refinery; and in fact, is processed frequently by the 
Refinery.  Therefore, refining heavy Canadian crude oils does not create additional hazardous 
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waste, increase corrosion, increase the generation of GHG emissions, or increase demand for 
energy.  As such, a change in the Refinery’s crude oil operating envelope is not a reasonably 
foreseeable consequence of the proposed project as claimed in the comment. 
  
With respect to emissions from process equipment, the DEIR disclosed the properties of the 
crude oil blend that the Refinery is currently processing.  The DEIR also disclosed the origin of 
crude oils purchased by the Refinery generally, by country of origin.  A list of specific crude oil 
delivered to the Refinery is not necessary.  That information has no bearing on process emissions 
or any other impact, because the proposed project is independent of any plans to purchase 
particular crude oil in the future.  Further, disclosure of more detailed information about crude 
oil throughput, sources, and crude oil composition data is trade secret information as described in 
Master Response 2.  CEQA prohibits the District from disclosing this information.  See Master 
Response 2 and Response G1-78.208 for a description regarding disclosure of crude oil baseline 
data. 
 
The proposed project will result in local reductions of GHG as summarized in Table 5.2-8 on 
page 5-26.  The cumulative impact of GHG emissions is described in Section 5.2.2. 
 
As explained in Response G1-81.65, the source of crude oil is determined by multiple factors as 
described in the Declaration of Douglas Miller (see Attachment C).  The proposed project does 
not affect the method for sourcing crude oil.  Lifecycle (“well to wheel”) GHG impacts resulting 
from the extraction and transport of Bakken crude oil is beyond the scope of the DEIR.  The 
DEIR accounts for direct GHG emissions associated with stationary sources, the transport of 
LPG by rail and material transport by truck within the State of California (see Table 5.2-6 of the 
DEIR) and GHG emissions associated with indirect sources including stationary sources and 
increased utilities (see Table 5.2-7 of the DEIR), as required by CEQA Guidelines § 15358.  In 
December 2009, the California Natural Resources Agency removed the term “lifecycle” from the 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix F guidance on analysis and mitigation of energy impacts from 
proposed projects in conjunction with its rulemaking pertaining to analysis and mitigation of 
GHG impacts.321  Therefore, lifecycle impacts need not be analyzed.  Additionally, as described 
further in Response G1-86.56, SCAQMD guidance requires that lifecycle emissions be 
considered “to the extent information is available.”322  However, predicting the GHG emissions 
from the sources of crude oil purchased by Tesoro is not reasonably achievable because the 
source of crude oil varies widely as shown in Master Response 4 Table G0-2.4-1.  Moreover, the 
decisions with respect to sourcing the crude oil slate are made independent of the proposed 
project.   
 

                                                            
321 California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action for the 

Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gases 
Emissions Pursuant to SB97, December 2009, http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/ 
Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf. 

322 SCAQMD Board Letter, Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans, 
December 8, 2008, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-
significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
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The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.66 
through G1-81.67.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Responses      
G1-81.66 through G1-81.67. 
 
Comment G1-86.62 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.62 
 
The comment cites page 1-5 of the DEIR in claiming that the DEIR improperly claimed credit 
for beneficial GHG impacts. However, page 1-5 of the Executive Summary of the DEIR 
identifies potential controversial topics and presents the summary of the project description with 
no description of GHG impacts.  Additionally, the comment cites page 5-26 of the DEIR to 
support the claim that Tesoro anticipated securing GHG credits under the AB32 Cap-and-Trade 
Program.  However, the description in Section 5.2.2.3.2 presents the local GHG emission 
reductions from the proposed project but concludes that the reduction is in fact neutral because 
the Refinery is in the AB32 Cap-and-Trade Program.  It is the Cap-and-Trade Program that 
reduces GHG emissions through a structured decline in the emissions cap, not individual 
projects.  Tesoro will not secure GHG credits by the emission reductions associated with the 
proposed project because the GHG Cap-and-Trade program is not designed to provide emission 
sources with GHG credits associated with emission reductions. 
 
Comment G1-86.63 
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Response G1-86.63 
 
The comment summarizes the AB32 Cap-and-Trade Program and does not include any comment 
with respect to the proposed project or the DEIR.  It should be noted that the complexity-
weighted barrel method employed for issuing free allowances to the refinery sector is such that 
refineries will have insufficient free allowances to offset the annual facility GHG emissions and 
will require purchases of allowances to meet their compliance obligation.   
 
Comment G1-86.64 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.64 
 
As explained in Response G1-86.62, although the proposed project will result in a local GHG 
emission reduction, the DEIR presents the proposed project as neutral because an individual 
project’s GHG emission reductions will not have an impact on the overall Cap and Trade pool of 
allowances.  See DEIR Section 5.2.3 for further description of the proposed project’s GHG 
emissions.  As such, the DEIR does not obscure or inaccurately report the climate impacts of the 
AB32 Cap-and-Trade program in conjunction with the proposed project as claimed in the 
comment. 
 
Comment G1-86.65 
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Response G1-86.65 
 
No modifications are being proposed in the proposed project that would increase the ability of 
the Refinery to receive a different crude oil slate or process a different crude oil blend.  See 
Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and the McGovern Report in Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94 for further description of the limitations on the Refinery’s ability to 
process a different crude oil blend.  As such, there will be no associated potential impacts of 
processing various crude oils at the Refinery, such as an increase in GHGs. 
 
On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the staff proposal for an interim 
GHG significance threshold for projects where the SCAQMD is lead agency.  While the 
lifecycle emissions are to be considered “to the extent information is available,”323 predicting the 
GHG emissions from the sources of crude oil purchased by Tesoro is not reasonably achievable 
because the source of crude oil varies widely as shown in Master Response 4 Table G0-2.4-1.  
Moreover, the decisions with respect to sourcing the crude oil slate are made independent of the 
proposed project. 324  As such, the life-cycle emissions of the Refinery’s crude oil slate (including 
the potential for increases in GHG emissions at the source of any crude oil) are not influenced by 
the proposed project and are not a reasonably foreseeable impact caused directly or indirectly as 
a result of the proposed project.  Additionally, the specifics of the operations at each oil 
production field vary by operator and are not affected by the proposed project.  Nor is this 
information publicly available.  Further, in December 2009, the California Natural Resources 
Agency removed the term “lifecycle” from the CEQA Guidelines Appendix F guidance on 
analysis and mitigation of energy impacts from proposed projects in conjunction with its 
rulemaking pertaining to analysis and mitigation of GHG impacts.325  Therefore, lifecycle 
impacts need not be analyzed. 
                                                            
323 SCAQMD Board Letter, Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans, 

December 8, 2008, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-
significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 

324  See Attachment C, Declaration of Douglas Miller, Vice President, California Value Chain Strategy of Tesoro 
Companies, Inc. 

325 California Natural Resources Agency, 2009.  Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action f or the 
Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gases 
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Comment G1-86.66 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.66 
 
 
Response G1-86.66 
 
The comment is repetitive of Comment G1-86.65.  See Response G1-86.65, which addresses the 
issues raised in the comment. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.22 
through G1-81.24 and G1-81.64 through G1-81.65.  The issues raised in the comments are 
addressed in detail in Responses G1-81.22 through G1-81.24 and G1-81.64 through G1-81.65. 
 
Comment G1-86.67 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                
Emissions Pursuant to SB97, December 2009, http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_ 
of_Reasons.pdf. 
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Response G1-86.67 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the proposed project will not facilitate any change in the types of 
crude oils that can be blended to be processed at the Refinery, except for the 6,000 bbl (get 
specific language- global change) and thus will not have any significant environmental impacts 
due to any change in crude oils, including with respect to GHGs.  See Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 
and the McGovern Report in Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response        
G1-78.94 for further description of the limitations on the Refinery’s ability to process a different 
crude oil blend.  
 
Additionally, as explained in Master Response 4, issues pertaining to the mining of heavy 
Canadian crude oil, such as water consumption, earth moving, ecosystem disturbance, etc., are 
not germane to the proposed project in that these mining activities will occur independently of 
the proposed project.  Since the proposed project does not cause an increase in use of heavy 
Canadian crude oil, none of the alleged impacts will be caused.  As explained in Master 
Response 6, the proposed project would not result in an increase in crude oil capacity beyond the 
6,000 bbl/day increase analyzed in the DEIR or result in additional extraction of crude oil in 
Canada or at any location in the world, or increase the quantity of crude oil purchased from 
Canada. Because Canadian crude oil is within the range of crude oils currently received and 
blended at the Refinery, continuing to refine such crude oils does not create additional hazardous 
waste, increase corrosion, increase the generation of GHG emissions, or increase demand for 
energy.   
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.66 
through G1-81.67.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Responses      
G1-81.66 through G1-81.67. 
 
Comment G1-86.68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.68 
 
The comment misinterprets the statements made in the DEIR, which state, “Beginning in 2015, 
refineries are obligated to provide allowances for transportation fuels produced.  Therefore, 
mobile source GHG emissions are included in the AB32 Cap and Trade Program.”  These DEIR 
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statements do not state, “AB32 requires that all refineries include the GHG emissions from the 
burning of the oils they process in their environmental impact reports.”  AB32 and the associated 
regulations do not address environmental impact reports.  On the contrary, AB32 regulations 
address calculating and reporting GHG emissions, cap and trade program requirements, and low 
carbon fuel standards.   
 
GHG emissions presented in Tables 5.2-6 and 5.2-8 are GHG emissions associated with 
stationary and mobile sources (e.g., locomotive emissions) from the proposed project and the 
supporting calculations are included in Appendices B-3 and B-5.  As explained in Section 2.2 of 
the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to “[i]mprov[e] process efficiency through 
integration while maintaining the overall production capability of transportation fuels.”  No 
increase in the GHG emissions from the combustion of the produced transportation fuels would 
occur that is not offset through AB32 program. 
 
Comment G1-86.69 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.69 
 
The DEIR correctly analyzed the proposed project’s GHG emissions on a cumulative basis as 
explained in Master Response 16, “[D]ue to the complex physical, chemical, and atmospheric 
mechanisms involved in global climate change, it is likely impossible to identify the specific 
impact, if any, to global climate change from one project’s incremental increase in GHG 
emissions.  As such, the project’s GHG emissions and the resulting significance of potential 
impacts are more properly assessed on a cumulative basis.”  See pages 4-7 and 5-21 of the DEIR 
for further discussion of this issue.  The comment does not present any authority calling for a 
different approach. 
 
Comment G1-86.70 
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Response G1-86.70 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4 and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and 
will continue to do so with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project will not result 
in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.  The potential impacts 
of any change in the crude oil blend have been fully analyzed in the DEIR as explained in 
Response G1-78.94.  The proposed project does not have the potential to enable any significant 
change in the types of crude oils that can be processed at the Refinery, and thus will not have any 
significant environmental impacts due to any change in crude oils, including GHGs.  Similarly, 
as described in Master Response 4 and Responses G1-78.20 and G1-78.21, the Chevron 
Richmond Project, cited in the footnotes, is inapplicable to the proposed project, as unlike the 
Chevron Richmond Project, the proposed project does not involve the physical modification of 
any Crude, DCU, or Sulfur Recovery units that would accommodate such changes in crude oil.  
See Master Response 4 and Responses G1-78.20 and G1-78.21 for further information regarding 
the Chevron Richmond Project, its ensuing litigation, and why its decision is not applicable to 
the proposed project. As such, the citation in the comment to and reliance upon the Richmond 
case is incorrect/inappropriate. 
 
Comment G1-86.71 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.71 
 
The FEIR presented the existing setting for hazards and evaluated the potential hazards of the 
proposed project in Sections 3.3 and 4.3, respectively, of the FEIR.  As explained in Section 
4.3.3 of the FEIR, potentially significant “worst-case” off-site hazard impacts associated with the 
proposed modifications to the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, the proposed new crude oil storage 
tanks, SARP, and Interconnecting Pipelines may occur and mitigation was imposed.  Therefore, 
sufficient information on hazard impacts was presented in the DEIR and the comment does not 
provide evidence to the contrary.  
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Comment G1-86.72 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.72 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4 and Response G1-78.94, the proposed project is not designed to and will not facilitate a crude 
oil blend switch, nor does it facilitate the use of any particular crude oil.  Because any crude oil 
processed by the Refinery will be blended to meet the oil operating envelope as described in 
DEIR Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2, the crude oil baseline information requested in the comment 
was not relied upon in the DEIR to determine the potential impacts of the proposed project.  
Further, disclosure of more detailed information about crude oil capacity, sources, and crude oil 
composition data is trade secret information as explained in Master Response 2 and Response 
G1-78.208 and CEQA prohibits its disclosure. 
 
As described in Response G1-86.71, the DEIR presented the existing setting for hazards and 
evaluated the potential hazards of the proposed project in Sections 3.3 and 4.3, respectively, of 
the FEIR.  As explained in Section 4.3.3 of the FEIR, potentially significant “worst-case” off-site 
hazard impacts associated with the proposed modifications to the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, 
the proposed new crude oil storage tanks, SARP, and Interconnecting Pipelines may occur and 
mitigation was imposed.   
 
Comment G1-86.73 
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Response G1-86.73 
 
The comment incorrectly references page 4-2 of the DEIR as referring to a planned shift from 
ANS and California crude oils.  The DEIR makes no such claim, but rather discloses that the 
DCU H-100 heater permit revision could result in a crude oil capacity increase of up to 6,000 
bbl/day or to process a slightly heavier crude oil blend. 
  
The issues raised in the comment were previously addressed in Response G1-86.10.  As 
explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 4 
and Response G1-78.94, the proposed project is not designed to and will not facilitate a crude oil 
blend switch, nor does it support or facilitate the purchase of any particular crude oil.  These 
references further explain the limitations on the Refinery’s ability to process a different crude oil 
blend. Therefore, sulfur species that exist in the crude oil blends processed by the Refinery will 
not change as a result of the proposed project.   
 
Additionally, as explained in Response G1-78.111, the Refinery does not consider only the total 
sulfur in the crude oil blend to be processed.  It also considers sulfur reactivity and corrosivity 
and Refinery operating constraints.  Operating limits are set on the allowable content of sulfur 
compounds in the feed to each Refinery unit.  These limits are set based on sulfur removal 
capacity, product specifications, sulfur reactivity and corrosivity, and the Refinery operating 
permits.  The limits for each unit are set for proper corrosion control within each process unit.  
Whenever the Refinery considers purchasing crude oil that has not been previously processed, an 
evaluation is performed to ensure that any new crude oil will be blended in a way that does not 
impact safety, environmental requirements, unit reliability, or product specifications.  This 
evaluation includes specific corrosion mechanisms, such as sulfidic corrosion, that caused the 
Chevron Richmond incident.  However, the Refinery cannot process a significant change in 
crude oil blend regardless of the implementation of the proposed project. 
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The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.53 
through G1-81.63.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Responses     
G1-81.53 through G1-81.63. 
 
Comment G1-86.74 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.74 
 
As described in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4 and Response G1-78.94, the proposed project is not designed to and will not facilitate a crude 
oil blend switch, nor does it support or facilitate the purchase of any particular crude oil.  These 
references further describe the limitations on the Refinery’s ability to process a different crude 
oil blend.  Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oils are already received, blended, and processed 
by the Refinery, so any challenges related to refining heavy Canadian and light Bakken crude 
oils are part of the existing setting.  Therefore, refining such crude oils does not create additional 
hazardous waste, increase corrosion, increase the generation of GHG emissions, or increase 
demand for energy beyond the existing setting.  Moreover, as explained in Responses G1-81.57 
and G1-78.160, and G1-78.161, Bakken crude oil is considered by U.S. DOT to be a Class 3 
flammable liquid, not explosive, and North Dakota has issued an order regarding conditioning of 
Bakken crude oil and limiting the RVP of crude oil provided for transport to 13.7 RVP, to reduce 
risks of flammability. 
 
Additionally, because any crude oil processed by the Refinery will be blended to meet the crude 
oil operating envelope, the crude oil slate baseline information requested in the comment was not 
relied upon in the DEIR to determine the potential impacts of the proposed project.  Further, 
disclosure of more detailed information about crude oil capacity, sources of crude oil, and crude 
oil composition data is trade secret information as described in Master Response 2 and not 
required under CEQA.  See Master Response 2 and Response G1-78.208 for a discussion 
regarding disclosure of crude oil baseline data. 
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Comment G1-86.75 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.75 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4 and Response G1-78.94, the proposed project is not designed to and will not facilitate a crude 
oil blend switch.  Additionally, crude oils with various properties, including Bakken crude oil, 
are blended at the Refinery today.   
 
As described in Response G1-78.162, Bakken crude oil is not known to have waxy formation 
issues as asserted in the comment.  Tesoro’s experience has been that waxy formations only 
occurred in Bakken crude oil during extremely cold winter temperatures, which would not occur 
in California.  Even during periods of extremely cold weather, formation of waxes did not cause 
any Refinery operating problems or environmental impacts.  Additionally, as described in 
Response G1-78.219, because Bakken crude oil is not known to create waxy deposits, use of 
additional dispersants is not expected.  See Response G1-78.219 for additional information 
regarding dispersants. 
 
The comment references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments G1-81.54 
through G1-81.55.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Responses       
G1-81.54 through G1-81.55. 
 
Comment G1-86.76 
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Response G1-86.76 
 
As described in Table 4.3-1 on page 4-46 and Table 3-1 on page C-15 of the DEIR, the radiant 
heat exposure endpoint hazard criteria is 1,600 Btu/(hr-ft2) based on U.S. EPA 40 CFR 68, and 
not 5 kw/m2 claimed in the comment.  Further, as described on page 4-53 of the DEIR, 
secondary effects which include smoke are considered speculative and are not required to be 
analyzed.  The DEIR evaluates potential off-site impacts and potential public residential 
exposure and on-site worker’s exposure is regulated by federal and CalOSHA requirements. 
 
As explained in Response G1-78.229, a BLEVE can only occur when the pressure in the vessel 
exceeds the capacity of the vessel to contain that pressure.  Due to this over-pressure requirement 
and the requirement that the temperature in the vessel corresponds to an elevated temperature at 
the failure pressure to cause a BLEVE, a vessel failure could only be due to a BLEVE if it is 
isolated from the other pipes and vessels nearby.  In other words, a vessel must be shut in for a 
BLEVE to occur.  Crude oil is stored in atmospheric (or near-atmospheric) storage tanks, not 
pressurized tanks.  Therefore, if a crude oil storage tank failed, it would fail at low pressure and 
the primary result would be a pool fire.  A BLEVE cannot occur in an atmospheric or near-
atmospheric, non-pressurized tank such as a crude oil storage tank, regardless of the tank 
contents.  As such, an analysis of BLEVEs is not relevant with respect to the modified storage 
tanks as claimed in the comment.  The DEIR evaluated the only setting in which a BLEVE could 
occur with respect to the proposed project, an LPG rail-car.  See Response G1-78.229 regarding 
BLEVEs.  
 
Comment G1-86.77 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.77 
 
As explained in Responses G1-78.228 and G1-78.331, any release from an atmospheric or near-
atmospheric, non-pressurized storage tank is expected to form a pool that will be captured in the 
bermed containment area, which per regulatory requirements must adequately contain the 
volume of the storage tank plus additional capacity to accommodate storm water.  Typically, 
each tank has its own individual bermed containment area.  Therefore, a spill from a tank would 
be contained within the bermed containment area.  The worst-case hazard scenario involves a 
release, ignition of vapor, and a resulting pool fire.  As the vapors from the pool are dispersed, 
the vapors become too diluted to burn.  Pool fires were analyzed in the DEIR for the proposed 
storage tanks using the properties of the lightest crude oil permitted to be stored in the tanks.  As 
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described in Response G1-78.227, vapor cloud explosions are not expected to cause nearby 
tankage or units to become involved in a release scenario because the potential overpressure 
wave would be insufficient to cause damage to adjacent structures and equipment. Vapor cloud 
explosions were evaluated and determined to have a smaller impact than the pool fire. See 
Master Response 9 for further discussion of the DEIR’s hazard impact analysis. 
 
Additionally, as explained in Response G1-81.94, with any incident, the cause(s) of the incident 
are investigated and industry organizations (such as API) improve design standards and agencies 
modify regulations.  Therefore, the findings/lessons learned from past incidents are been 
incorporated into design standards used today to reduce the potential for upsets to occur. 
 
The Stapleton International Airport incident is distinctly different from the proposed new crude 
oil storage tanks.  Most notably, the Stapleton International Airport incident involved the 
overfilling of a jet fuel storage tank, not a crude oil storage tank.  In addition, the Stapleton 
International Airport incident involved several events of failure such as the lack of storage tank 
fail safe control valves, and the location of the control building that was within the containment 
area which prevented response personnel from accessing emergency shutoff switches.  Both of 
these root causes contributed to the spread of fire onto other tanks.   
 
The Pennzoil Refinery incident is also distinctly different from the proposed new crude oil 
storage tanks.  Most notably, the Pennzoil Refinery incident involved waste liquid storage tanks, 
not crude oil storage tanks.  In addition, the Pennzoil Refinery incident involved several events 
of failure such as the waste liquid storage tanks did not have secondary containment and were 
not designed with emergency vents to prevent catastrophic failure.  Both of these root causes 
contributed to the spread of fire onto the adjacent waste storage tank.  The proposed new crude 
oil storage tanks will have individual containment areas and meet the latest safety design 
standards including any emergency vent as necessary.   
 
Comment G1-86.78 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.78 
 
As explained in Response G1-86.77, any release from an atmospheric or near-atmospheric, non-
pressurized storage tank is expected to form a pool that will be captured in the bermed 
containment area, which must adequately contain the volume of the storage tank plus additional  
capacity to accommodate storm water.  As the vapors from the pool are dispersed, the vapors 
become too diluted to burn.  Pool fires were determined to be the worst-case consequence for 
storage tanks and were analyzed in the DEIR using the highest permitted vapor pressure of the 
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crude oil to be stored in the tanks, which would include Bakken crude oil.  Additionally, vapor 
cloud explosions are not expected to cause nearby tankage or units to become involved in a 
release scenario because the potential overpressure wave would be insufficient to cause damage 
to adjacent structures and equipment.  See Response G1-78.228 and G1-78.331 regarding tank 
pool fires and required containment as well as Response G1-78.227 regarding vapor cloud 
explosions.  See also Master Response 9 for further description of the DEIR’s hazard impact 
analysis. 
 
Comment G1-86.79 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.79 
 
Pool fires were analyzed in the DEIR for the proposed storage tanks using the worst-case 
qualities of crude oil permitted to be stored in the tanks (see Response G1-78.157).  Therefore, 
this analysis represented the worst-case scenario of all the crude oil types that may be stored in 
the tanks.  Additionally, vapor cloud explosions are not expected to cause nearby tankage or 
units to become involved in a release scenario because the potential overpressure wave would be 
insufficient to cause damage to adjacent structures and equipment. See Response G1-78.228 and 
G1-78.331 regarding tank pool fires and required containment as well as Response G1-78.227 
regarding vapor cloud explosions. See also, Master Response 9 for further description of the 
DEIR’s hazard impact analysis. 
 
The U.S. EPA has provided limited guidance on the appropriate wind speed.  The most relevant 
guidance is in regards to siting of LNG facilities in 49 CFR 193.2057(b), which states “In 
calculating exclusion distances, the wind speed producing the maximum exclusion distances 
shall be used except for wind speeds that occur less than 5 percent of the time based on recorded 
data for the area.”  The wind speed data for the Carson/Wilmington area indicates that the wind 
speed exceeds 20 miles per hour less than 0.05 percent of the time and the highest wind speed 
that occurred five percent of the time was only approximately eight miles per hour.326  Therefore, 
the DEIR conservatively used 20 miles per hour in the hazard analysis. 
 
Vapor clouds dilute with increased travel distances.  As a vapor cloud gets diluted below its 
lower explosive limit, which the lowest concentration of vapor capable of producing a flash of 
fire in presence of an ignition source, an explosion cannot occur even if a source of ignition is 

                                                            
326 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s weather station data from Long Beach Airport from 2006 

through 2016.  
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present.  A vapor clouds explosion is more likely to occur near the source where the vapor cloud 
is more concentrated.  
 
Comment G1-86.80 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.80 
 
As explained in Master Response 9, the potential worst-case hazard associated with the new 
Interconnecting Pipelines would be a flash fire from an above ground pipeline that could extend 
up to approximately 380 feet (see Table 4.3-2 and Figure 4.3-3 of the DEIR), which is less than 
the approximately 2,000 feet to the nearest residential area. Additionally, as explained in 
Response G1-78.232, the analysis evaluated the flammable properties of materials, temperatures, 
pressures, line sizes, etc. to determine the worst-case impacts from a release.  The replacement of 
the 12-inch pipeline occurs in the central portion of the Wilmington Operations as shown on 
Figure 2-14 of the DEIR.  No evidence is provided to support the claim that a pipeline incident is 
most likely to occur in the Tank Farm.  The Worst Case Consequence Analysis identified the 
vulnerability zone along the entire pipeline route (see Figure 4.3-3 of the DEIR).  Therefore, the 
pipeline route within the Tank Farm was analyzed.  Further, Responses G1-78.227 and            
G1-78.228 explain why vapor cloud explosions will not occur in an unconfined area such as a 
tank berm.  Vapor cloud explosions will not occur in the pipeways of the Refinery, that are also 
unconfined.  The analysis in the DEIR Section 4.3.2.3 includes a flash fire hazard from the 
interconnecting pipeline as the worst-case hazard associated with the pipelines. 
 
Additionally, with respect to the pipeline locations, it was concluded that the pipelines that 
would be above ground would be limited to the Refinery property and fire impacts would be 
limited to the Refinery property (see Figure 4.3-3 and Appendix C of the DEIR).  The 
Interconnecting Pipelines would be underground off-site where the pipelines cross under 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Alameda Street.  The closest residential land uses to the proposed new 
pipelines would be approximately one-half mile away.  The maximum hazard zone of any of the 
pipelines would be 380 feet and would not extend to the residential areas.  Therefore, the 
potential hazard impacts associated with the proposed Interconnecting Pipelines are expected to 
occur primarily on the Refinery properties or off-site industrial areas immediately adjacent to 
those pipelines.  See Figure 4.3-3.  See also Master Response 9 for further description of this 
issue. 
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 Comment G1-86.81 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.81 
 
See Response G1-81.117 regarding the hazards at the marine terminals.  The DEIR has fully 
analyzed the project related impacts at the marine terminal (see pages 4-26 through 4-29 of the 
DEIR) and no change in the size of the marine vessels delivering crude oil will occur with the 
proposed project.  Overall, the comment contains no substantial evidence that any such impacts 
will occur as a result of the proposed project or that the DEIR is insufficient.  As such, no further 
response is required. See CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a) regarding the substantial evidence 
requirement. 
 
See Response G1-86.76 regarding secondary effects which include smoke are considered 
speculative and are not required to be analyzed. 
 
Comment G1-86.82 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.82 
 
The comment refers to comments made in Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as 
Comments G1-81.70 through G1-81.76.  Responses G1-81.70 through G1-81.76 specifically 
address the issues raised in the comment.   
 
The proposed project will not increase flaring emissions.  Part of the piping associated with unit 
modifications includes installation of new pressure relief valves that will tie into the various 
existing Refinery flare gas recovery systems and flares.  Master Response 15 explains the 
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operation of the flare gas recovery system and flares.  Under normal operating conditions, 
pressure relief valves would vent to the flare gas recovery systems.  The pressure relief valves 
allow gases to vent to the flares, which are safety equipment, during emergency conditions when 
the flare gas recovery system capacity is exceeded.  There will be no routine venting to the flare 
system or the flare gas recovery systems from any of the modifications.  As explained in Master 
Response 15 and Response G1-78.207, the number of pressure relief valves tied in to the flare 
systems is not indicative of flaring emissions.  The proposed project will not increase flaring 
with the installation of new or modified process units because flaring from normal operations is 
prohibited by SCAQMD Rule 1118.   
 
As explained in Master Response 15 and Response G1-78.207, the amount (hours) of flaring and 
emissions from flaring have decreased since the additional requirements in SCAQMD Rule 1118 
were implemented. 
 
Comment G1-86.83 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.83 
 
The DEIR includes an extensive Worst-Case Consequence Analysis for the proposed project, 
which is included in Appendix C of the FEIR and summarized in Section 3.3 (see pages  3-18 
through 3-36 of the FEIR) and Section 4.3 (see pages 4-45 through 4-68 of the FEIR).  The 
analysis for all hazards looks at the potential impacts, not the frequency or likelihood of the 
hazard.  Therefore, if a hazard’s impacts alone were considered significant, it was addressed as 
significant in the DEIR regardless of the actual frequency or likelihood of that hazard occurring.  
As such, the potential worst-case hazards were properly evaluated.  The delivery of LPG by 
railcar is an existing activity and would continue with or without the proposed project.  The 
proposed project adds ten railcars to existing trains delivering LPG to the Refinery.  Therefore, 
the consequence of a railcar release is the same as the existing conditions (see Table 4.3-2 and 
Figure 4.3-1) and no additional analysis is required.  See Master Response 9 for additional 
description of the DEIR’s hazards impact review.  
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As described in Response G1-78.233, the absence of frequency in the significance determination 
provides a conservative approach to evaluating the proposed project’s impacts.  An analogy is 
the lottery.  The likelihood of winning is very low, so a significance determination based on the 
chance of winning would be that winning is not significant.  However, if the lottery is won, the 
winner most definitely has a significant life changing event.  In the case of hazards, worst-case 
impacts are analyzed in the DEIR regardless of the likelihood of occurrence. 
 
Comment G1-86.84 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.84 
 
As explained in Master Response 14, while environmental justice is not an environmental factor 
required to be examined pursuant to CEQA, the SCAQMD has many programs to address 
environmental justice.  As such, even though the DEIR is not required to analyze environmental 
justice impacts specifically, its analysis of localized air quality, noise, and traffic impacts address 
the environmental justice concerns raised by the comments.   
 
The DEIR’s analysis of environmental justice concerns ultimately concluded that the proposed 
project will permanently reduce localized emissions of air contaminants in the surrounding 
communities, and therefore will reduce existing impacts that communities around the facility are 
currently experiencing.  With respect to LPG transport, see Response G1-86.83. 
 
Comment G1-86.85 
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Response G1-86.85 
 
The potential impacts of any change in the crude oil slate or blends processed have been fully 
analyzed in the DEIR as described in Response G1-78.94.  The basic crude oil operating 
envelope, or acceptable ranges of basic crude oil properties (API gravity and sulfur content) 
specific to the Refinery will not be significantly changed by the proposed project (see DEIR 
Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2 for a description of the “operating envelope”).  The proposed project 
will not change the operating envelope except as described and analyzed in the DEIR.  
Additionally, as explained in Master Response 4 and Responses G1-78.94 and G1-78.122, crude 
oils with various properties, are blended at the Refinery today.  Therefore, refining such crude 
oils does not create additional hazardous waste, does not increase corrosion, does not increase 
flaring, does not increase catastrophic incident risks, does not increase the generation of 
emissions of criteria pollutants, GHGs, or TACs and does not increase demand for energy 
beyond the existing setting.  See Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and the McGovern Report in Appendix 
F of the DEIR, Master Response 4, and Response G1-78.94 for further information regarding 
crude oil slate, baseline, and properties. 
 
In general, the Refinery imports crude oil and produces transportation fuels such as gasoline, 
diesel, and jet fuel for consumption in the U.S.  Marine Terminal 1 is connected to the Carson 
Crude Terminal via pipeline.  No facilities exist or are proposed to load crude oil onto marine 
vessels from the storage tanks at the Carson Crude Terminal.  Furthermore, Marine Terminal 1, 
the Refinery’s large marine vessel unloading terminal, has no capabilities to load crude oil onto 
marine vessels.  In order to load crude oil onto marine vessels, SCAQMD permits would be 
required to allow the installation of a marine vapor recovery system meeting the requirements of 
SCAQMD Rule 1142 and BACT.  No such modifications are included in the proposed project to 
enable crude oil loading at Marine Terminal 1.  Therefore, the capabilities for exporting crude oil 
from the marine terminals will not change with the proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-86.86 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-86.86 
 
The comment provides a summary of the law regarding when impacts must be addressed in an 
EIR.  While the comment does not include any comment with respect to the proposed project or 
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the DEIR, one clarification must be made with respect to the citation in the comment to CEQA 
and the Laurel Heights I case.  
 
The comment takes these sources out of context to assert that “an environmental review 
document must address the impacts of reasonably foreseeable activities related to the project.” 
The court in Laurel Heights I articulated a two prong test.  Under Laurel Heights I, an EIR must 
consider a future expansion of the proposed project if: (1) the future expansion or action is a 
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the future expansion or action 
will be significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or its 
environmental effects. The comment here focuses solely on the first prong.  The comment 
suggests any impact “related” to the project must be analyzed.  But, CEQA requires both that the 
impact be a “consequence” or “result” of the project, and that any resulting impacts be 
significant. 
 
Moreover, in any event, any change in crude oil slate is not a reasonably foreseeable 
consequence of the proposed project.   
 
Comment G1-86.87 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
\ 
 
 
Response G1-86.87 
 
The comment merely recites CEQA case law and does not require a response. 
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Comment G1-86.88 
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Response G1-86.88 
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and 
will continue to do so with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project will not result 
in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.    The basic crude oil 
operating envelope, or acceptable ranges of basic crude oil properties (API gravity and sulfur 
content) specific to the Refinery will not be significantly changed by the proposed project (see 
DEIR Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.5.4.2 for a description of the “operating envelope”).  As such, the 
proposed project is not designed to facilitate a crude oil blend switch.  Additionally, as explained 
in Master Response 4 and Responses G1-78.94 and G1-78.122, crude oils with various properties 
are blended at the Refinery today.  Therefore, refining such crude oils does not create additional 
impacts.  Based on the information presented, contrary to the assertions in the comment, any 
change in crude oil slate is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the proposed project that 
must be analyzed under CEQA. 
 
Specifically, both heavy Canadian and Bakken crude oils are already received and processed by 
the Refinery, so any challenges related to refining heavy Canadian and light Bakken crude oils 
are part of the existing setting.  Therefore, refining such crude oils does not create additional 
environmental impacts. See Master Response 4 for additional information. 
 
Additionally, because the proposed project will not facilitate a change in the slate of crude oils 
purchased by the Refinery or the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery, except to the extent 
that the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow the processing of a slightly heavier crude 
oil blend, the sulfur species that exist in the crude oil blends processed by the Refinery will not 
change as a result of the proposed project.  As explained in Response 78.111, the Refinery does 
not consider only the total sulfur in the crude oil blend to be processed.  It also considers sulfur 
reactivity and corrosivity and Refinery operating constraints.  Operating limits are set on the 
allowable content of sulfur compounds in the feed to each Refinery unit.  These limits are set 
based on sulfur removal capacity, product specifications, sulfur reactivity and corrosivity, and 
the Refinery operating permits.  The limits for each unit are set for proper corrosion control 
within each process unit.  Whenever the Refinery considers processing crude oil that has not 
been previously processed, an evaluation is performed to ensure that any new crude oil will be 
processed in a way that does not impact safety, environmental requirements, unit reliability, or 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2507 

product specifications.  This evaluation includes specific corrosion mechanisms, such as sulfidic 
corrosion, that caused the Chevron Richmond incident referred to in the comment.  
 
In general, the incident that occurred in 2012 at the Chevron Richmond Refinery is not relevant 
to the proposed project.  The Refinery has evaluated similar processes for the potential issues 
that caused the Chevron incident and confirmed that those conditions do not exist at the 
Refinery.  See Response G1-78.111 for additional information regarding why the 2012 
Richmond incident is inapplicable to the proposed project.  
 
Further, with respect to the concerns in the comment regarding hydrogen sulfide (H2S), Chapter 
4 of the DEIR appropriately evaluated potential impacts from H2S.  H2S is a gas at ambient 
temperature.  Therefore, H2S tends to separate from the liquid crude oil at the crude oil 
production wellhead and concentrate in the gases that are removed during the crude oil 
production process.  H2S concentrations in crude oils delivered to the Refinery are typically quite 
low, usually less than 5 ppm, the lower detection limit of the laboratory method used to 
determine H2S in crude oil.  See Response G1-78.111 for additional information regarding H2S. 
 
Lastly, with respect to the assertion in the comment that the current and project crude oil slates 
should be disclosed, because any crude oil processed by the Refinery will be blended to meet the 
oil operating envelope, the specific crude oil slate baseline information is not necessary to 
determine the potential impacts of the proposed project.  And, the proposed project is 
independent of any future change in the Refinery’s crude oil slate.  Additionally, disclosure of 
more detailed information about crude oil capacity, sources, and crude oil composition data is 
trade secret information as explained in Master Response 2 and not required under CEQA.  See 
Master Response 2 and Response G1-78.208 for a discussion regarding disclosure of crude oil 
baseline data. 
 
The comment also references Comment Letter 81 and raises the same issues as Comments      
G1-81.26 through G1-81.32, G1-81.38, G1-81.53 through G1-81.67, G1-81.74, and G1-81.95 
through G1-81.96.  The issues raised in the comments are addressed in detail in Responses      
G1-81.26 through G1-81.32, G1-81.38, G1-81.53 through G1-81.67, G1-81.74, and G1-81.95 
through G1-81.96. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-87 
 
   

G1-87.1 

G1-87.2 

G1-87.3 

G1-87.4 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-87 
 

Andenia S Riojas 
 
Comment G1-87.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-87.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA.   
 
Although the proposed project includes adding new storage tanks, this component of the 
proposed project would not increase the crude oil throughput capacity at the Refinery.  Instead, 
the new crude oil storage tanks would allow the Refinery to reduce transportation emissions 
associated with marine vessels that deliver crude oil.  As explained in the DEIR (see pages 4-26 
through 4-29) and Master Response 6, increasing the crude oil storage capacity at the Refinery 
will reduce the amount of time that marine vessels spend at the Port and the associated emissions. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The potential 
impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Master 
Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
Master Response 15 and Response G1-78.207 address the new connections of pressure relief 
valves to the flare gas recovery system, which do not increase flaring. 
 
The comment refers to increased use of 22 Refinery heaters and boilers.  Response G1-81.79 
addresses heaters and boilers.  The DEIR fully analyzed proposed project impacts, including 
increased use of and modifications to numerous process heaters.  As indicated in Section 4.1.2 of 
the DEIR, in addition to direct impacts, the proposed project may have indirect impacts on 
downstream equipment, including Refinery heaters, by causing increased utilization from 
operational changes, even though the equipment is not part of the proposed project.  That is 
downstream equipment that will not be modified in any way, will operate within existing permit 
limits and no permit modification would be required.  The anticipated indirect operational 
changes are described in Section 4.1.2 and are included as part of the analysis of operational 
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impacts in Section 4.2.2.2.  Even though there is potential for increased operation of the various 
Refinery heaters, overall the proposed project will result in localized emission reduction benefits. 
 
The Refinery currently receives LPG railcar deliveries.  The proposed project will not increase 
the number of deliveries.  The additional ten railcars associated with the proposed project will be 
added to existing trains.  The potential hazards associated with rail transport were analyzed in 
Section 4.3.2.5.2 of the FEIR.  The Worst-Case Consequence Analysis for the proposed project 
carefully evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and proposed new units 
(see Appendix C of the FEIR).   
 
Comment G1-87.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-87.2 
 
As described in Section 4.1.2.5 of the DEIR and Master Response 8, the Vancouver Energy 
Project is wholly independent from the proposed project and is undergoing separate 
environmental review by the Washington State EFSEC, which includes evaluation of 
transportation hazards.  Additionally, as explained in Master Response 8, the Final EIS has not 
yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy Project, and the project has not been approved.   
 
As explained in detail in Sections 2.5.3 and 2.5.4 and Appendix F of the DEIR, Master Response 
4, and Response G1-78.94, the Refinery is currently processing a blend of various crude oils and 
will continue to do so with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project is not designed 
to facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that 
the DCU H-100 heater permit revisions may allow processing of a slightly heavier crude oil 
blend.   
 
The DEIR analyzed the potential increase in crude oil processing of up to 6,000 bbl/day 
associated with the modification of the DCU H-100 heater permit description.  The increase in 
crude oil processing rate is not related to any specific crude oil source.  Master Response 4 
explains that the Refinery’s sources of crude oils have and will continue to vary with or without 
the proposed project.  By using worst-case crude oil properties (see Response G1-78.157), the 
DEIR fully analyzed the potential impacts associated with storing various crude oils in the new 
and replacement storage tanks and with transferring various crude oils via the associated piping.  
There would be no additional impacts, beyond those analyzed in the DEIR, for the new and 
replacement storage tanks if different light or heavy crude oil is processed at the Refinery (see 
Section 4.2.2.2 of the FEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
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crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
 
Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
There have been previous volatility issues associated with the transport of Bakken crude oil.  
However, regulations have since been adopted that require a reduction in volatility of Bakken 
crude oil that is transported.  For example, in December 2014, the Industrial Commission of 
North Dakota issued an order regarding conditioning of Bakken crude oil and limiting the RVP of 
crude oil provided for transport to 13.7 RVP.  Thus, Bakken crude oil transported to the West 
Coast will be pipeline quality (i.e., qualified for safe transport) and will not have as high a vapor 
pressure as the Bakken crude oil produced at the wellhead.  As with other U. S. crude oil 
production operations, the order adopted by the State of North Dakota will require that crude oil 
production facilities remove a significant portion of the light ends (ethane, propane, butane and 
pentane) prior to offering the crude oil for shipment to refineries for processing. 
 
Because of Bakken crude oil’s purported volatility, concerns were raised in the media as to 
whether Bakken crude oil was properly classified as a Class 3 hazardous material under U.S. 
DOT regulations.  A Class 3 hazardous material is generally a flammable or combustible liquid 
that does not meet the regulatory classification requirements for other hazardous characteristics, 
such as toxicity, corrosivity, radioactivity or explosiveness.  However, those concerns have since 
been resolved by repeated analysis and testing that demonstrates Bakken crude oil to be a Class 3 
hazardous material, similar to other light sweet crude oils.  After considering the information, the 
PHMSA Deputy Administrator testified to Congress that Bakken crude oil is accurately classified 
as a Hazard Class 3 Flammable Liquid.327  This is consistent with the sampling and testing 
Tesoro has completed on Bakken crude oil.  Therefore, Bakken crude oil has properties similar to 
other light crude oils, and is not classified as explosive. 
 
The Refinery did not process large amounts of Bakken or Canadian heavy crude oil in the 
baseline period.  This observation, however, is not relevant to the analysis in the DEIR.  As 
explained in subsequent responses, which are listed in Table 78-94.1, Bakken and heavy 
Canadian crude oils are similar to other light and heavy crude oils currently processed by the 
Refinery.  As described in Master Response 4 and Response G1-78.150, in the future, as now, 
any Bakken or heavy Canadian crude oils processed would have to be combined with other crude 
oils to create a crude oil blend that matches the Refinery’s processing capabilities and permit 
limitations.  This is what has occurred with Bakken, heavy Canadian, and many other heavy and 

                                                            
327 Written statement of Timothy P. Butters Before the Subcommittees on Energy and Oversight Committee on 

Science, Space and Technology, U.S. House of Representatives at page 12 (Sept. 9, 2014). 
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light crude oils that were utilized in the baseline period, and is what will continue after 
implementation of the proposed project.  Any increased use of Bakken or heavy Canadian crude 
oils at the Refinery would not be caused by the proposed project.  The proposed project’s impacts 
were analyzed in detail using worst-case assumptions (e.g., the maximum vapor pressure of crude 
oil allowable by SCAQMD rules), which accounts for any impacts from increased use of Bakken 
or heavy Canadian crude oil.  Response G1-78.111 specifically addresses crude oil corrosivity.  
Responses G1-81.65 and G1-81.67 address greenhouse gases and crude oil production. 
 
The comment also refers to derailment of a train carrying Bakken crude oil in Mosier, Oregon 
and another unidentifiable derailment.  As explained in Response G1-81.57, there are no 
proposed project modifications to bring crude oil by rail to the Refinery.  Thus the Mosier 
derailment and other derailments are not relevant to the DEIR analysis or the proposed project.   
Responses G1-81.65 and G1-81.67 explain that the DEIR does not need to analyze the 
environmental impacts from crude oil production because the proposed project will not cause any 
changes to that industry.   
 
The FEIR fully analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project with respect to greenhouse 
gas emissions in Section 5.2.2.3 and hazards in Section 4.3.2. 
 
Comment G1-87.3 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-87.3 
 
Startup and shutdown emissions, as well as emergency flaring, are discussed in detail in Master 
Response 15. 
 
As explained in Master Response 15, the Refinery strives for startups, shutdowns, and 
maintenance without flaring.  In any event, there are no new process units associated with the 
proposed project that would be expected to flare during startup or shutdown.  No additional 
permit conditions are needed to control startup and shutdown emissions. 
 
Emission changes as a result of the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are discussed 
in Section 4.2 of the DEIR.  An emissions summary can be found on pages 4-16 in Table 4.2-4.  
Further, the Title V permit limits will be equal to or more restrictive than emissions analyzed in 
the DEIR. 
 
The comment also refers to “other air emission increases” that were not accounted for in the 
DEIR and the Title V permit.  The comment lacks specificity.  Without further detail regarding 
these other air emissions, a specific response cannot be provided. 
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Comment G1-87.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-87.4 
 
The proposed project’s local health effects have been analyzed and are discussed in Master 
Response 3.  Potential hazard impacts, including those related to material storage and pipelines, 
are explained in Master Response 9.  The proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery.  
See Response G1-87.1 and Master Responses 6 and 7 for a detailed description of the potential 
6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity increase associated with the proposed project.   
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A   
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
 
In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The SCAQMD recognizes the comment regarding burdens associated with unexpected medical 
expenses; however, the comment does not raise issues related to the DEIR or the proposed 
project.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-88 
   

G1-88.1 

G1-88.2 

G1-88.3
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-88 
 

Marciela Peralta-Canton 
 

Comment G1-88.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-88.1 
 
The comment regarding the rejection of the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The pre-existing Carson and Wilmington Operations have been operating as one 
Refinery since the acquisition.  As explained in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is 
designed to better integrate the Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve 
processing efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The proposed project includes constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this 
component of the proposed project does not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new 
and replacement storage tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to 
allow crude oil tankers to offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach 
Marine Terminal and in one visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil 
storage capacity means that marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering, at dock, and/or 
anchored offshore because of improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the 
elimination of or reduction of demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for 
available storage tank space to finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission 
reductions from marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved 
marine vessel offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  
Based on this analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions 
would be substantially reduced. 
 
With respect to offloading emission control, the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks are 
connected to the marine terminals, and the marine vessels unload directly into the crude oil 
receiving tanks.  Because the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will be permitted and 
constructed to comply with BACT, there are no associated unloading racks or unloading 
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emissions other than fugitive emissions associated with the piping used to transfer crude oil from 
the marine terminals.  Therefore, offloading emissions will be controlled to the maximum extent 
possible and there will be no additional, unutilized opportunity to reduce emissions through an 
offloading capture method. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in an increase of crude oil throughput capacity; except to the extent that the 
DCU H-100 heater permit revision may allow the processing of 6,000 bbl/day; it would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the 6,000 bbl/day potential crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The potential 
impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Master 
Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
As explained in Master Response 4, the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a crude oil 
blend switch and the Refinery will not process different crude oil as a result of the proposed 
project beyond what was analyzed in the DEIR.  Thus, because the new and replacement storage 
tanks are being installed to store crude oil for processing at the Refinery—not for third party sale 
and use—the tanks likewise will not store crude oil of a different type than that currently being 
processed at the Refinery.  Additionally, as explained in Master Response 9, the DEIR fully 
analyzes any potential hazard impacts related to the increase in storage tanks. 
 
Comment G1-88.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-88.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines             
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A   
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
 
In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
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associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The proposed project has been fully analyzed for potential hazard impacts, including those 
associated with pipelines, storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., 
human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  Section 
4.3 of the DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude 
oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant due to 
hazards associated with worst-case release scenarios.  A Worst-Case Consequence Analysis was 
presented in Appendix C and discussed in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses of pipelines and storage tanks, including 
impacts associated with earthquakes. 
 
Comment G1-88.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-88.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-88.2, notice was provided to the community through the mail and 
in the newspaper.  The proposed project was also discussed at public hearings and meetings.   
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in 
regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, 
PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the 
proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
discussed in Section 5.2 of the FEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in 
the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the 
operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the FEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
significant adverse health impact.  Master Response 14 explains the potential localized impacts to 
the surrounding community. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-89 
  

G1-89.1

G1-89.2

G1-89.3
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-89 
 

Georgina Villahaze 
 

Comment G1-89.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-89.1 
 
The comment regarding the rejection of the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The pre-existing Carson and Wilmington Operations have been operating as one 
Refinery since the acquisition.  As explained in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is 
designed to better integrate the Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve 
processing efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The proposed project includes constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this 
component of the proposed project does not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new 
and replacement storage tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to 
allow crude oil tankers to offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach 
Marine Terminal and in one visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil 
storage capacity means that marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering or at dock or anchor 
in the Port because of improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the elimination 
of or reduction of demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for available storage 
tank space to finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission reductions from 
marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved marine vessel 
offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  Based on this 
analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions would be 
substantially reduced. 
 
With respect to offloading emission control, the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks are 
connected to the marine terminals, and the marine vessels unload directly into the crude oil 
receiving tanks.  Because the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will be permitted and 
constructed to comply with BACT, there are no associated unloading racks or unloading 
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emissions other than fugitive emissions associated with the piping used to transfer crude oil from 
the marine terminals.  Therefore, offloading emissions will be controlled to the maximum extent 
possible and there will be no additional, unutilized opportunity to reduce emissions through an 
offloading capture method. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in an increase of crude oil throughput capacity, except to the extent that the 
DCU H-100 heater permit revision will increase the capacity of that unit by 6,000 bbl/day; the 
proposed project would further integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the 6,000 bbl/day potential crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the proposed DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The 
potential impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  
Master Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
As explained in Master Response 4, the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a crude oil 
blend switch and the Refinery will not process different crude oil as a result of the proposed 
project beyond what was analyzed in the DEIR, except to the extent that the DCU    H-100 heater 
permit revisions may allow the processing of a slightly heavier crude oil blend.  Thus, because 
the new and replacement storage tanks are being installed to store crude oil for processing at the 
Refinery—not for third party sale and use—the tanks likewise will not store crude oil of a 
different type than that currently being processed at the Refinery.  Additionally, as explained in 
Master Response 9, the DEIR fully analyzes any potential hazard impacts related to the increase 
in storage tanks. 
 
Comment G1-89.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-89.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A   
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
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In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The proposed project has been fully analyzed for potential hazard impacts, including those 
associated with pipelines, storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., 
human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  Section 
4.3 of the DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude 
oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant due to 
hazards associated with worst-case release scenarios.  A Worst-Case Consequence Analysis was 
presented in Appendix C and discussed in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses of pipelines and storage tanks, including 
impacts associated with earthquakes. 
 
Comment G1-89.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-89.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-89.2, notice was provided to the community through the mail and 
in the newspaper.  The proposed project was also discussed at public hearings and meetings.   
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in 
regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, 
PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the 
proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
discussed in Section 5.2 of the FEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in 
the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the 
operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the FEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
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significant adverse health impact.  Master Response 14 explains the potential localized impacts to 
the surrounding community. 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-90 
 

Genghmun Eng 
 
Comment G1-90.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.1 
 
The Refinery will be subject to and expected to comply with all applicable requirements in        
40 CFR 63.670 and 63.671 when they become effective in 2019.  The proposed project will not 
add any new flares at the Refinery.  However, the proposed project includes installation of new 
pressure relief valves that will tie into the various existing Refinery flare gas recovery systems 
and flares.  Under normal operating conditions, pressure relief valves would vent to the flare gas 
recovery systems.  The pressure relief valves allow gases to vent to the flares, which are safety 
equipment, during emergency conditions when the flare gas recovery system capacity is exceeded 
(see page 2-37 through 2-38, and 2-44 through 2-46 of the DEIR).   
 
Comment G1-90.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.2 
 
The OEHHA has determined that HCN is not a carcinogen.328  However, HCN can contribute to 
chronic and acute risks, which are evaluated in the HRA.  The results of the HRA were 
determined to be less than significant with the maximum chronic hazard index of 0.105 and 
maximum acute hazard index of 0.052 (see FEIR Section 4.2.2.5).  The contribution of HCN to 
the incremental chronic risk and acute risk is less than 0.01.  The project-specific HRA that 

                                                            
328 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 

Assessments, February 2015, page A-7; Available at:  http://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015gmap 
pendices.pdf. 
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conservatively analyzed emission increases, but not emission reductions, from the proposed 
project determined that any health risks resulting from the proposed project will be less than 
significant. 
 
As shown on page B-4-10 of the DEIR, HCN is listed as a TAC and is evaluated in the DEIR. 
There are three sources in the proposed project that have HCN emissions based on TAC 
speciation developed by Tesoro and its predecessors.  They are the H-300 and H-301 heaters at 
Wilmington Operations and FCCU at Carson Operations.  However, the DEIR mistakenly left out 
the HCN analysis from the FCCU at Carson Operations.   
 
To correct the mistake and address the comment, the projected emissions increase of HCN 
associated with the Carson Operations FCCU was calculated to be 1.36 lb/hr or 11,930 lb/yr, 
using an emission factor from a source test (see FEIR Appendix B-3 Table A-10).  The proposed 
modification to H-300 and H-301 heaters includes converting to natural gas from Refinery fuel 
gas, which creates a change in the TAC emission profile that results in a reduction of HCN 
emissions.   
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.5, a conservative project-specific HRA evaluated only the emission 
increases from the proposed project, and evaluated those emission increases as worst-case, 
maximum increases.  The HRA does not include health risk reductions from the reduction in 
emissions from the proposed project (e.g., the HCN reduction from the shutdown of the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU was not included).  The HRA has been revised to include the 
HCN emissions increase associated with the Carson Operations FCCU. 
 
The comment also claims that a CEMS for HCN is needed to quantify the exposure to the public.  
However, U.S. EPA has only established a method for HCN source testing.  U.S. EPA does not 
have a CEMS performance specification that establishes requirements for HCN CEMS. 
 
U.S. EPA discussed HCN emissions from FCCUs in the published Federal Register on December 
1, 2015. 329  U.S. EPA stated that for HCN emissions from an FCCU, “the only proven control 
technique is the use of complete combustion as defined by a CO level of 500 ppmv or less.  We 
are not establishing a more stringent CO level because, once complete combustion is achieved, 
(i.e., CO concentration drop below 500 ppmv), no further reduction in HCN emissions are 
achieved.”  Therefore, U.S. EPA is requiring a one-time source test for the FCCUs in the Federal 
Register cited above.  Since the Refinery’s FCCU has an existing CO CEMS and is subject to 
both a CO limit of 500 ppmv and a HCN source test, a HCN CEMS is not needed to quantify 
HCN emissions. 
 
The comment also cites 40 CFR 63 Subpart YY for the definition of HCN.  The Refinery is not 
subject to the provisions of this regulation because the Refinery is not an affected source as 
specified under 40 CFR 63.1100. 
 
  

                                                            
329  Federal Register Vol. 80, No. 230, Tuesday, December 1, 2015, page 75204. 
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Comment G1-90.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-90.2, HCN is evaluated in the DEIR HRA, and the proposed 
project is not subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart YY.   
 
Comment G1-90.4 
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Response G1-90.4 
 
The potential  aesthetics (page A-40 of the DEIR), geology and soils (page A-63 of the DEIR), 
population and housing (page A-90 of the DEIR), and recreation (page A-95 of the DEIR) 
impacts of the proposed project were all analyzed in the NOP/IS for the proposed project.  The 
comment provides no evidence that the proposed project will cause a significant adverse impact 
to aesthetics, geology and soils, population and housing, and recreation.  Further, no comments 
were received on the NOP/IS that indicated the potential for a significant impact or that further 
analysis was required. Since they were determined to have no potentially significant adverse 
impacts, no further evaluation was required in the DEIR. 
 
The comments regarding dust and CO are related to air quality.  As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 
of the DEIR, the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions in CO emissions 
and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in 
operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be less than 
significant.  The proposed project emissions are discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR 
and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 through 4-18).  The proposed project will 
result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as discussed in Section 5.2 of the FEIR and 
summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
The comments regarding hydrogen sulfide, HCN, and other TACs are related to health risk 
impacts.  As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the 
proposed project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential 
cancer and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses,  
were analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk 
due to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the FEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
significant adverse health impact. 
 
The comments regarding spills and contamination from spills are related to hazard impacts.  
Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As 
explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the FEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed 
project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  
This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process 
units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, 
natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha 
Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are 
potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses of the potential impacts for releases from 
pipelines and storage tanks due to earthquakes. 
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
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less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees are 
trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
The proposed project does not introduce any potentially odor-causing chemicals that are not 
already used in the Refinery.  All new and modified equipment will comply with Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) for air pollutant emissions control.  See Master Response 11 for an 
explanation of odors associated with proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-90.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.5 
 
As explained in Response G1-90.4, the proposed project has been fully analyzed for hazard 
impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  This includes proposed project equipment, 
including pipelines and storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., 
human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising). 
 
See Response G1-78.126 for a description of the overall change in crude oil storage capacity at 
the Refinery from 11.0 million barrels to 14.4 million barrels.  Based on the comprehensive 
evaluation of storage tank capacity available for light crude oil storage described in Response 
G1-78.126, the proposed increased capacity is approximately 30 percent.  Therefore, the 
proposed new storage tanks do not represent a 22.5 time increase in storage capacity as claimed 
in the comment.  The air quality and hazard impacts (which included a worst-case Consequence 
Analysis in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the DEIR for crude oil tanks were analyzed based on the 
proposed project scope.  Therefore, no additional analysis is needed.  Note that the comment 
referenced U.S. EPA OCA.  The DEIR analyzed a worst-case consequence analysis following 
CEQA guidelines. 
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Comment G1-90.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.6 
 
As described on page 3-32 of the DEIR, the proposed 24-inch diameter piping is an aboveground 
line that will be subject to Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) rule 
requirements which includes periodic inspection and testing.  In accordance with SPCC, for 
aboveground piping, the Refinery generally uses visual inspection and non-destructive testing as 
the method of release detection in lieu of leak sensors.  Therefore, there is no need to install four 
times more leak sensors as suggested in the comment.   
 
The design standards used for the proposed project Interconnecting Piping meet and exceed 
current pipeline standards (see Section 2.7.3.1 of the DEIR for a description of the design 
standards).  Furthermore, leak detection is further described on page 4-56 of the DEIR, 
“Underground interconnecting piping that will be installed between Wilmington and Carson 
Operations will employ state of the art corrosion control and leak detection equipment that meets 
the requirements of the U.S. DOT and recommended engineering practices.  Leak prevention 
measures include cathodic protection and corrosion-resistant coatings and/or wrapping for 
corrosion control.  Leak detection measures include flow meters accurate to 0.1 percent for lines 
6 inch and smaller and 0.15 percent for the 10 inch and 12 inch lines along with automatic 
isolation valves at both ends of the underground interconnecting pipelines.”  Therefore, since the 
proposed leak detection is state of the art, there is no need to install four times more leak sensors 
as suggested in the comment. 
 
The proposed project Interconnecting Piping will utilize API-5L steel pipes that operates 
significantly below the allowable stress (e.g., pressure) limit as compared with Federal 49 CFR 
195 requirements.  The Interconnecting Piping will be welded and will have no joining material.  
As described above, Interconnecting Piping will have corrosion resistant coatings and state of the 
art cathodic protection which exceed Federal 49 CFR 195 requirements.  Lifetime of the 
Interconnecting Piping is expected to exceed 50 years.   
 
Hazards associated with existing pipelines were described in Section 3.3.4 of the DEIR and 
potential hazards associated with proposed pipelines were analyzed in the Section 4.3.2.3 of the 
DEIR.   
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Comment G1-90.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.7 
 
As described in Response G1-90.6, the design standards used for the proposed project 
Interconnecting Piping meet and exceed current pipeline standards (see Section 2.7.3.1 of the 
DEIR for a description of the design standards).  The design standards accounted for the different 
types of materials the pipes will be carrying and designed to ensure pipes will operate 
significantly below the allowable stress limit exceeding Federal 49 CFR 195 requirements.  
Furthermore, as described in Response G1-90.6, Interconnecting Piping will have corrosion 
resistant coatings and state of the art cathodic protection which exceed Federal 49 CFR 195 
requirements.  Therefore, any impurities suggested by the comment will have no impact on the 
piping as the design standards exceed current pipeline standards for material stress levels, piping 
coating applications, and cathodic protection.  Hazards associated with existing pipelines were 
described in Section 3.3.4 of the DEIR and potential hazards associated with proposed pipelines 
were analyzed in the Section 4.3.2.3 of the DEIR. 
 
Comment G1-90.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.8 
 
Design considerations for the bore and bundled piping did not include casing for a number of 
reasons.  First, casing the piping, whether made of steel or plastic, would jeopardize cathodic 
protection of the pipe.  Casing prevents electrons from the cathodic protection from coming into 
contact with the pipe surface because of the air gap between the pipe and the casing.  The 
cathodic protection is a fundamental design element to protect the pipeline from corrosion and 
required by U.S. DOT regulations.  Second, the proposed pipe bundle of up to 15 new pipelines is 
expected to be about 33 inches in diameter.  At this bundle diameter, a casing size of roughly 48 
inches in diameter is required in order to avoid the potential scraping of the corrosion resistant 
coatings on the pipe bundle.  A 48-inch diameter casing would require a bore diameter of almost 
6 feet (72 inches) for installation.  A bore of this diameter versus the proposed 54-inch diameter 
bore would greatly increase the risk of a loss of bore integrity during drilling and casing pulling 
activities as such risks increase with the size of the bore hole and thus this option (casing the 
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bundle) was considered infeasible for the project.  Section 4.3.2.3 of the DEIR describes the 
design basis of the proposed underground bundled piping which exceeds federal requirements for 
pipeline design and is designed to eliminate the risk of failure. 
 
Comment G1-90.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.9 
 
The quote cited in the comment refers to facilities or equipment that are described in more detail 
in the proposed project description in Sections 2.7.1, 2.7.2, and 2.7.3 of the DEIR.  The impacts 
of these portions of the proposed project on air quality and other environmental impacts were 
fully analyzed in Section 4 of the DEIR.  A risk analysis of possible upsets has been completed 
and is included in Section 4.3 of the DEIR. The comment is not specific and does not provide 
evidence of “unexpected environmental impacts when there are processing anomalies.” 
 
Comment G1-90.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.10 
 
The quote from the DEIR cited in the comment is a brief description of an FCCU.  This 
description was included to describe the nature of operations of the Wilmington Operations 
FCCU.  The Wilmington Operations FCCU will be shut down as a part of the proposed project, 
resulting in emissions reductions (see Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR).  Additionally, Section 4.2.2.4 of 
the DEIR summarizes the local ambient air quality impacts and concludes that increased 
emissions associated with the proposed project are less than significant.  The air quality analysis 
in the DEIR is conservative, and does not include the reductions that will be achieved with 
shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU, a significant source of PM emissions.  
 
Each new or modified heater in the proposed project is expected to have a limit on PM when 
Tesoro submits a permit application and a draft Title V permit is issued.  Tesoro has submitted 
permit applications for only a portion of the proposed project including two heaters.  For 
example, the limits on PM are imposed on the DCU H-100 heater to ensure that PM emissions do 
not increase from recent levels.  These limits are addressed in Responses G1-79.4 and G1-79.10.  
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Since PM2.5 is a subset of PM10, the proposed DCU H-100 permit limit on PM10 will also 
restrict PM2.5.  Furthermore, there is no requirement in SCAQMD Regulation XIII that requires 
annual PM improvements.  PM limits are established in the Title V permit at the time of permit 
issuance for new heater construction or modification. 
 
SCAQMD permits have enforceable limits on PM10 emissions from stationary sources.  
SCAQMD does not have PM2.5 emission limits on facilities.  The 2016 AQMP is the regional air 
quality planning document that looks at PM2.5 reductions to meet NAAQS, and also provide 
public health benefits.330  Moreover, CEQA does not provide authority to require “year-to-year 
improvements” where there is no significant adverse impacts.  
 
Comment G1-90.11 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.11 
 
A comparison of construction emissions to SCAQMD’s daily significance thresholds is shown in 
Table 4.2-2 on page 4-10 of the DEIR.  Hourly construction emissions are analyzed in Section 
4.2.2.1.2 of the DEIR to determine compliance with air quality standards.  As shown in Table 
4.2-3 of the DEIR, modeled ground level concentrations of criteria pollutants are less than the 
thresholds, except for the NOx 1-hour standards, which were considered significant.  As 
explained in the Section 4.2.2.1 of the DEIR, construction emissions are significant for VOC and 
NOx and all feasible mitigation measures have been imposed.   
 
Comment G1-90.12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.12 
 
The comment confuses the operation of the DCU H-100 heater with the operation of the unit as a 
whole.  The issue raised in the comment has been addressed in Response G1-79.1.  There will be 
no physical change to the DCU H-100 heater.   Rather, the description of the heater in Tesoro’s 
Title V Permit will be changed from the heat release guaranteed by the manufacturer (252 
mmBtu/hr) to the actual maximum heat release (302.4 mmBtu/hr).  The DEIR made the 
conservative assumption that the change in permit description would allow Tesoro to increase the 
maximum operation of the DCU H-100 heater from 252 mmBtu/hr to 302.4 mmBtu/hr, despite 
                                                            
330  http:///www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan. 
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the fact that Tesoro has operated the DCU H-100 heater above 252 mmBtu/hr in the past.  In 
order to ensure that this assumed increase in operations would not result in any increase in 
emissions, the SCAQMD imposed a new permit condition that limits daily emissions of criteria 
pollutants from the DCU H-100 heater to levels that would be generated if the unit were never 
operated above 252 mmBtu/hr.  As the DCU H-100 heater will continue to operate within its 
maximum heat release capacity, not at 120% of its rated capacity, no evaluation of “Failure 
Modes and Effects” is necessary. 
 
Comment G1-90.13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.13 
 
The quote cited in the comment is for the DCU H-100 heater.  It is important to note that an EIR 
is a CEQA document.  Any permits that are issued based on an EIR must be consistent with that 
EIR.  Notably, CEQA calculations are evaluated based on the difference between baseline actual 
emissions and post-project PTE.  Therefore, an evaluation of pre-project permitted PTE to post-
project permitted PTE is beyond the scope of the EIR; because CEQA requires analysis of 
changes in the physical environment.   
 
The draft Title V permit for the DCU H-100 heater was circulated for public comment as part of 
the permitting process.  All proposed project PTEs are included in the draft Title V permit see file 
name Tesoro ID 800434 AN567439.pdf, pages 64, 81, and 82). 
 
Limits on PM are imposed on the DCU H-100 heater in the draft Title V permit to ensure that PM 
emissions do not increase from recent levels as explained in more detail in Responses G1-79.4 
and G1-79.10; as indicated in these responses, localized increases in PM emissions remain below 
CEQA significance thresholds.  As described in Response G1-90.10, since PM2.5 is a subset of 
PM10, the proposed PM10 limit for DCU H-100 heater will also restrict PM2.5.  Additionally, 
since there will be no physical change to the DCU H-100 heater, no change in the ratio of PM10 
to PM2.5 emissions are expected. 
 
There is no PM10 or PM2.5 CEMS available for a process heater stack that is approved by the 
SCAQMD.  For PM emissions, periodic source testing satisfies the applicable periodic 
monitoring requirements of local rules, including SCAQMD Rule 3004(a)(4)(c) regarding 
periodic monitoring requirements (see Response G1-79.9).  Periodic source testing will be 
required by the draft Title V permit, and results of source tests are available from the SCAQMD. 
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Comment G1-90.14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.14 
 
The total water demand from the proposed project is less than the SCAQMD’s significance 
threshold.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.  As explained in Section 4.4.2.1.2 of the DEIR, 
the incremental increase in water demand for the proposed project is expected to be supplied by 
Tesoro’s privately-owned wells.  Additionally, the Refinery uses a significant amount of recycled 
water as shown in Table 3.4-1 of the DEIR. 
 
Comment G1-90.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.15 
 
As explained on pages 4-74 and 4-75 of the DEIR, the proposed project is expected to reduce 
overall wastewater generated by an estimated 55.1 gallons per minute (79,334 gallons per day).  
This reduction is due to the shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  This decrease more 
than offsets the increase from other operations of the proposed project.  The Refinery is an 
existing facility with current permitted discharge limitations.  The Refinery will continue to meet 
the existing wastewater discharge limits after the proposed project is constructed and no 
modifications to current industrial wastewater discharge permits is required as a result of the 
proposed project.  Since there is no significant impact associated with wastewater discharge, no 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
Response G1-90.14 addresses water demand from the proposed project.   
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Comment G1-90.16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.16 
 
As explained in Section 3.4.3.2 of the DEIR, storm water from the Refinery is regulated by the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Boards 
with oversight by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The NPDES permit has 
stringent limits and controls water pollution by regulating discharge points including points 
where storm water commingled with treated process water that discharge pollutants to the 
Dominguez Channel.  The proposed project is not expected to have operational discharges to the 
Dominguez Channel, and  will comply with all applicable storm water discharge requirements.  
The discharge point allowing storm water commingled with treated process water to be 
discharged is regulated by the NDPES permit and is not a treatment or dilution method.  
Therefore, the comment to prohibit the discharge of storm water commingled with treated 
process water is not related to the proposed project and is not necessary.   
 
As explained on page 1-20 of the DEIR, wastewater discharge that does not comply with existing 
Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) permit limitations is returned to the wastewater 
treatment system for further treatment.  Therefore, the DEIR does not need to further mandate 
this action as suggested in the comment since the Refinery is already subject to the LACSD 
permit.  As discussed in Response G1-90.15, the Refinery will continue to meet the existing 
wastewater discharge limits after the proposed project is constructed and no modifications to 
current industrial wastewater discharge permits is required as a result of the proposed project.  
Since there is no significant impact associated with wastewater discharge, no mitigation measures 
are required. 
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Comment G1-90.17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.17 
 
Response G1-90.14 addresses water demand from the proposed project.   
 
As explained in Section 3.4.2.1 of the DEIR, the Refinery has been granted water rights by the 
State that are published in the Watermaster Service in the West Coast Basin report.  The 
incremental increase in water demand from the proposed project is expected to be met by the 
Refinery’s privately-owned wells.  The statement that the proposed project increase of 191,275 
gpd is 2.5% of the total water rights, and that the CEQA threshold of 262,800 gpd is 3.4% of the 
total water rights has no bearing on CEQA.  The total water demand from the proposed project is 
less than the SCAQMD’s CEQA significance threshold.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required as part of the EIR.  The present drought in California also has no bearing on the CEQA 
analysis for the proposed project as the CEQA threshold for water demand remains at 262,800 
gpd. 
 
Comment G1-90.18 
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Response G1-90.18 
 
The EPA and California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), not SCAQMD, 
regulate solid and hazardous waste disposal.  All wastes generated by the operation of the 
proposed project will be managed and/or disposed of in compliance with applicable federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations as explained in Section 3.6.3 of the DEIR.  Waste generators 
are already required to conduct waste testing or characterization under existing hazardous waste 
regulations.  Based on the waste testing or characterization, hazardous wastes are sent to a 
hazardous waste disposal facility permitted to receive such wastes.  Similarly, hazardous waste 
disposal facilities are also already subject to, and must comply with, waste regulations that 
require characterization and/or certain waste testing.  Therefore, no additional periodic waste 
testing and waste assessment is required by the DEIR.  As explained in Section 4.6 of the DEIR, 
landfills in southern California and hazardous waste disposal facilities in California have the 
capacity to accept the solid or hazardous waste that is expected to be generated from the proposed 
project.  Therefore, no significant adverse solid or hazardous waste impacts are expected, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
Comment G1-90.19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-90.19 
 
Flash fires are short in duration, they only “exist” at a location for a few seconds.  As the flame 
burns back (i.e., flashes back) toward to source of the release, the flame burns at a relatively slow 
rate (on the order of a few meters per second).  Thus, any combustible material in the path of the 
flash fire is only exposed to the flame for a few seconds. 
 
The DEIR conservatively assumes that any person caught in a flash fire (inside the LFL) will be 
affected by such an exposure.  Due to the short duration of the flame at downwind locations, 
structures such as wooden buildings are not exposed to the flame long enough to support 
combustion (think of how hard it is to light a wood fire with a match).  Dry brush and grass 
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materials may be susceptible to ignition via a flash fire, but the extent of their radiant impact 
would be defined by the flash fire itself since the grass cannot sustain a flame long enough to 
meet the radiant criteria (approximately 30 to 40 seconds) used to evaluate pool and jet fires.  
Metal structures are not susceptible to fire and would not be affected by the short duration of a 
flash fire flame at downwind locations. For safety reasons, vegetation is eliminated within 
process unit boundaries at the Refinery.  
 
The focus of the risk of upset analysis presented in the Section 4.3.2 and Appendix C of the 
DEIR is the potential impact on the public as opposed to on-site worker impact.  In many of the 
upset scenarios, the potential flash fire impacts (defined by the extent of the lower flammable 
limit (LFL)) generated the largest hazard zone.  In the upset scenarios where the flash fire 
distances were the largest, all other hazard zones (based on the significance criteria for 
overpressure defined by 1 psi, radiant impacts defined by 1,600 Btu/hr/ft2) produced smaller 
impact distances than the flash fire.     
 
It should be noted that the vulnerability zone for the flash fire is a circle around the release point 
with the radius equal to the maximum distance achievable by the LFL.  No preference is given to 
wind direction.  When all other evaluated impacts (i.e., explosion overpressure and radiant 
impacts) are within the vulnerability zone of the flash fire, there is no reason to present them 
since they are not the “worst case.” 
 
As described in Response G1-86.79, the DEIR used a wind speed of 20 miles per hour in the 
hazard analysis.  The most relevant U.S. EPA guidance on wind speed is in regards to siting of 
LNG facilities in 49 CFR 193.2057(b), which states "In calculating exclusion distances, the wind 
speed producing the maximum exclusion distances shall be used except for wind speeds that 
occur less than 5 percent of the time based on recorded data for the area."  The wind speed data 
for the Carson/Wilmington area indicates that the wind speed exceeds 20 miles per hour less than 
0.05 percent of the time and the highest wind speed that occurred five percent of the time was 
only approximately eight miles per hour.  Therefore, the DEIR conservatively used 20 miles per 
hour in the hazard analysis.   
 
Comment G1-90.20 
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Response G1-90.20 
 
See Response G1-90.19 regarding the flash fire as being the worst-case consequence and the 
flash fire was not the only upset scenario analyzed.  The DEIR fully analyzed the potential 
hazards of the proposed project in its entirety (see Table 4.3-2 and Figures 4.3-1 through 4.3-3  of 
the DEIR for all project components evaluated).  As explained in Response G1-90.19, secondary 
effects of flash fires do not damage structures and metal objects within the vulnerability zone.  
For this reason secondary effects are not foreseeable and, therefore, are not evaluated.  Similarly, 
secondary effects from other types of hazards are not expected (e.g., see Responses G1-78.226 
and G1-78.227 for a discussion on vapor cloud explosions). 
 
The six new storage tanks identified in the comment are for crude oil.  A radiant vulnerability 
zone was calculated for each tank as if it were on fire.  The six vulnerability zones are combined 
in order to make a composite vulnerability zone for the six tanks.  A crude oil fire produces quite 
a lot of soot (the black smoke you see) and does not have as high a surface emissive power (the 
radiant flux from the flame) as other materials such as gasoline for example.  Thus, fire fighters 
can often get quite close to a crude oil fire without sustaining injuries.  The properties of crude oil 
result in the fire vulnerability zones in Figure 4-6 of the Worst Case Consequence Analysis report 
in Appendix C of the DEIR (also presented in Figure 4.3-1 of the DEIR). 
 
The Buncefield incident is distinctly different from the proposed new crude oil storage tanks.  
Most notably, the Buncefield incident involved the overfilling of a gasoline storage tank, not a 
crude oil storage tank.  The properties of the two fluids are quite different (e.g., gasoline has 
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lower flash point and lower density than crude oil).  In addition, the Buncefield incident involved 
several events of failure such as the independent high-level switch (IHLS) which was meant to 
close down operations automatically if the tank overfills was found to be inoperable.  The 
incident investigation found that the IHLS needed a padlock to retain its check lever in a working 
position.  However, the switch supplier did not communicate this critical point to the installer and 
maintenance contractor or the site operator. Because of this lack of understanding, the padlock 
was not fitted.  The approach taken in the hazards analysis study, combining the vulnerability 
zones from all the worst-case scenarios from the new and modified units in the proposed project, 
generates the same type of information requested in the comment.  Therefore, no further analysis 
is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-91 
 

Peter Rosenwald 
 

Comment G1-91.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-91.1 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
The comment refers to the commenter's testimony provided at the May 17, 2016 public hearing 
on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR.  Responses to comments made at the May 
17, 2016 hearing and meeting are provided in Appendix G2.  Appendix G2, Responses G2-72 
through G2-75 address comments provided by Mr. Rosenwald.  
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Comment G1-91.2 
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Response G1-91.2 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
The comment expresses opinions based on the contents of newspaper articles in Sections II and 
III of the comment letter.  None of the statements in the comment pertain to the proposed project 
or the DEIR.  The comments are noted and no response is necessary.  However, Tesoro provided 
the SCAQMD the following information that is responsive to some of the claims. 
 
The comment specifically identifies several newspaper articles: 
 
1-3. Various newspaper articles including February 27, 2014 San Antonio [Texas] Express-

News, February 21, 2014 San Francisco Chronicle, and February 21, 2014 Contra Costa 
Times.  These articles describe an incident at the Tesoro Martinez, California Refinery that 
occurred in 2014 including subsequent alleged actions by the Martinez Refinery operators 
relative to the United States Chemical Safety Board (CSB) and an accident at the Tesoro 
Anacortes, Washington Refinery that occurred in 2010.  
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Regarding the acid release at the Martinez Refinery’s Alkylation Unit in February 2014, Tesoro 
reports that it notified Cal/OSHA immediately after the event occurred and reports that it worked 
with Cal/OSHA on a daily basis to take recommended actions. Cal/OSHA employs an 
investigation team of highly trained and highly regarded experts in the field. Tesoro has 
expressed its view that the release was immediately and appropriately addressed by Cal/OSHA 
under its jurisdiction.  
 
According to Tesoro, it did not bar the CSB from entering the Martinez Refinery.  Tesoro says it 
provided information to facilitate and assist the CSB in assessing the incident and making a 
threshold jurisdictional determination.  For the next several days and despite Tesoro’s 
jurisdictional questions, and contrary to CSB’s assertion that it was barred from the Martinez 
Refinery, Tesoro says it allowed the CSB’s investigative team to enter the Martinez Refinery, 
inspect the incident scene and take photographs.  According to Tesoro, no restrictions were 
placed on the amount of time the teams spent at the scene.  Tesoro says it also provided 
documents and space to work at the Martinez Refinery and facilitated interviews of employees 
with knowledge of the incident, including the incident commander on the night of the incident, 
the shift supervisor, and an area operations manager.  Tesoro asked the CSB to explain its basis 
for conducting a full investigation into an event of this nature. 
 
Tesoro reports that the CSB findings and recommendations of the Anacortes Refinery incident 
are based on the incident investigation and do not include a corporate-level assessment.  
Therefore, the CSB report concerning process safety culture were expressly limited to the 
Anacortes Refinery and do not apply to any other Tesoro refineries (see CSB Investigation 
referenced in the comment Footnote 335 at Section 1.2.2, paragraphs 18-19; Section 8.6).  The 
Anacortes Refinery is not related to the proposed project.  Additional information regarding the 
findings/lessons learned from the Anacortes Refinery incident is provided in Response G1-
78.234. 
 
Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Los Angeles 
Refinery.  As explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the 
proposed project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence 
analysis.  This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and 
process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, 
terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the 
Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting 
pipelines are potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios. 
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
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the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
4. March, 2015, Long Beach Press-Telegram.  This article claims that a strike against the U.S. 

oil refinery industry is about safety.  Information in the comment does not pertain to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  See 
the response to 1, 2, and 3 above for additional information on the analysis of potential safety 
impacts associated with the proposed project. 

 
The paragraph labeled Section II, references a May 16, 2016 letter to Julia May by Anthony 
Patchett, Esq.  The letter expresses opposition to the “Tesoro Refinery Expansion.”  Master 
Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing on 
Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The potential 
impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Master 
Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery.   
 
The comment, labeled Section III, references a May 3, 2016 letter from this commenter to the 
Long Beach City Council requesting that it refuse a $20,000 grant supporting the Neighborhood 
Leadership Program.  Information in the comment does not pertain to the proposed project or the 
DEIR, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
The comment's claim that approving the DEIR would cause deleterious effects to the public 
living near the Refinery is not substantiated with facts.  As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the 
DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in regional and local reductions in CO 
emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The 
increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was found to be less 
than significant.  The proposed project emissions are discussed in detail in Section 4.2 of the 
DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 through 4-18).  The proposed project 
will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR 
and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer 
and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were 
analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due 
to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see DEIR Section 4.2.2.5).  The non-cancer chronic 
and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and acute 
hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
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significant adverse health impact.  Master Response 14 explains the potential localized impacts 
to the surrounding community. 
 
Comment G1-91.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-91.3 
 
During the public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting on the DEIR, the public was 
invited to speak.  Following the SCAQMD’s normal procedures for public meetings, people who 
wished to speak submitted speaker cards and were called to speak in the order that the cards were 
received. 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-91.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-91.4 
 
As described in Response G1-91.2, the proposed project will result in regional and local 
reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 
emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the proposed project was 
found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are explained in detail in 
Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 through 4-18).  The 
proposed project will result in overall reductions in GHG emissions, as discussed in Section 5.2 
of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
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As described in Sections 2.7.2.11 and 4.2.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project includes 
constructing new and replacement storage tanks that will result in a decrease in transportation 
emissions with respect to marine vessels that deliver crude oil.  The new and replacement storage 
tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to allow crude oil tankers to 
offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach Marine Terminal and in one 
visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil storage capacity means that 
marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering or at dock or anchor in the Port because of 
improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the elimination of or reduction of 
demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for available storage tank space to 
finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission reductions from marine vessel 
operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved marine vessel offloading 
efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  Based on this analysis, daily 
marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions would be substantially 
reduced. 
 
Comment G1-91.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-91.5 
 
The comment asks if Tesoro is involved in renewable technology.  The comment is outside the 
scope of the proposed project and, therefore, does not pertain to the environmental analysis in the 
DEIR.  No further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-91.6 
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Response G1-91.6 
 
The increase in marine deliveries associated with the proposed project is limited to the 6,000 
bbl/day (2.2 million bbl/yr) that was analyzed in the DEIR (see pages 4-26 through 4-29).  As 
explained in Response G1-78.180, the proposed project will improve efficiency associated with 
marine deliveries of crude oil, thus reducing emissions.  The marine vessel operators that 
transport crude oil specialize in petroleum cargos transport and are well-trained to operate safely.  
Tesoro reports that it has a very robust vetting program to ensure that petroleum cargo transport 
is conducted in quality vessels with competent crews operating them.  Tesoro subscribes to the 
Sire Vetting Program which provides access for vessel inspections and crew training and 
qualification records.  The comment does not provide any evidence that the proposed project’s 
continued use of non-Tesoro marine vessels and marine vessel operations will increase hazards. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-92 
 
 
   

G1-92.1 

G1-92.2 

G1-92.3 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2595 

Response to Comment Letter No. G1-92 
 

Niels Goerrissen 
 
Comment G1-92.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-92.1 
 
The comment regarding the rejection of the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The pre-existing Carson and Wilmington Operations have been operating as one 
Refinery since the acquisition.  As explained in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is 
designed to better integrate the Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve 
processing efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The proposed project includes constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this 
component of the proposed project does not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new 
and replacement storage tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to 
allow crude oil tankers to offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach 
Marine Terminal and in one visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil 
storage capacity means that marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering, at dock, and/or at 
anchor in the Port because of improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the 
elimination of or reduction of, demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for 
available storage tank space to finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission 
reductions from marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved 
marine vessel offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  
Based on this analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions 
would be substantially reduced. 
 
With respect to offloading emission control, the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks are 
connected to the marine terminals, and the marine vessels unload directly into the crude oil 
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receiving tanks.  Because the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will be permitted and 
constructed to comply with BACT, there are no associated unloading racks or unloading 
emissions other than fugitive emissions associated with the piping used to transfer crude oil from 
the marine terminals.  Therefore, offloading emissions will be controlled to the maximum extent 
possible and there will be no additional, unutilized opportunity to reduce emissions through an 
offloading capture method. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity; it would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the 6,000 bbl/day potential crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The potential 
impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Master 
Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
As explained in Master Response 4, the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a crude oil 
blend switch and the Refinery will not process different crude oil as a result of the proposed 
project beyond what was analyzed in the DEIR.  Thus, because the new and replacement storage 
tanks are being installed to store crude oil for processing at the Refinery—not for third party sale 
and use—the tanks likewise will not store crude oil of a different type than that currently being 
processed at the Refinery.  Additionally, as explained in Master Response 9, the DEIR fully 
analyzes any potential hazard impacts related to the increase in storage tanks. 
 
Comment G1-92.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-92.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A    
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
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In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The proposed project has been fully analyzed for potential hazard impacts, including those 
associated with pipelines, storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., 
human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  Section 
4.3 of the DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude 
oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant due to 
hazards associated with worst-case release scenarios.  A Worst-Case Consequence Analysis was 
presented in Appendix C and discussed in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses of pipelines and storage tanks, including 
impacts associated with earthquakes. 
 
Comment G1-92.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-92.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-92.2, notice was provided to the community through the mail and 
in the newspaper.  The proposed project was also discussed at public hearings and meetings.   
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in 
regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, 
PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the 
proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in 
the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the 
operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
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significant adverse health impact.  Master Response 14 explains the potential localized impacts to 
the surrounding community. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-93 
 
   

G1-93.1 

G1-93.2 

G1-93.3 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-93 
 

Kishan Sistla 
 
Comment G1-93.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-93.1 
 
The comment regarding the rejection of the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The pre-existing Carson and Wilmington Operations have been operating as one 
Refinery since the acquisition.  As explained in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is 
designed to better integrate the Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve 
processing efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The proposed project includes constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this 
component of the proposed project does not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new 
and replacement storage tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to 
allow crude oil tankers to offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach 
Marine Terminal and in one visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil 
storage capacity means that marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering, at dock, and/or at 
anchor in the Port because of improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the 
elimination of or reduction of, demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for 
available storage tank space to finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission 
reductions from marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved 
marine vessel offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  
Based on this analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions 
would be substantially reduced. 
 
With respect to offloading emission control, the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks are 
connected to the marine terminals, and the marine vessels unload directly into the crude oil 
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receiving tanks.  Because the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will be permitted and 
constructed to comply with BACT, there are no associated unloading racks or unloading 
emissions other than fugitive emissions associated with the piping used to transfer crude oil from 
the marine terminals.  Therefore, offloading emissions will be controlled to the maximum extent 
possible and there will be no additional, unutilized opportunity to reduce emissions through an 
offloading capture method. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity; it would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the 6,000 bbl/day potential crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The potential 
impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Master 
Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
As explained in Master Response 4, the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a crude oil 
blend switch and the Refinery will not process different crude oil as a result of the proposed 
project beyond what was analyzed in the DEIR.  Thus, because the new and replacement storage 
tanks are being installed to store crude oil for processing at the Refinery—not for third party sale 
and use—the tanks likewise will not store crude oil of a different type than that currently being 
processed at the Refinery.  Additionally, as explained in Master Response 9, the DEIR fully 
analyzes any potential hazard impacts related to the increase in storage tanks. 
 
Comment G1-93.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-93.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A    
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
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In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The proposed project has been fully analyzed for potential hazard impacts, including those 
associated with pipelines, storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., 
human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  Section 
4.3 of the DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude 
oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant due to 
hazards associated with worst-case release scenarios.  A Worst-Case Consequence Analysis was 
presented in Appendix C and discussed in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses of pipelines and storage tanks, including 
impacts associated with earthquakes. 
 
Comment G1-93.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-93.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-93.2, notice was provided to the community through the mail and 
in the newspaper.  The proposed project was also discussed at public hearings and meetings.   
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in 
regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, 
PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the 
proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in 
the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the 
operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
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significant adverse health impact.  Master Response 14 explains the potential localized impacts to 
the surrounding community. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-94 
  

G1-94.1 

G1-94.2 

G1-94.3 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-94 
 

L Bassett 
 
Comment G1-94.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-94.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project because it involves constructing new 
pipelines and storage tanks in an earthquake prone area.  Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes 
existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As explained in Section 4.3 and 
Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed project has been fully analyzed 
for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  This includes proposed project 
equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of 
release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil 
uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new 
crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant based 
on worst-case release scenarios.  The hazards analyses regarding the potential impact of 
earthquakes and other natural disasters have been fully analyzed as explained in Master Response 
9.  
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees are 
trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
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the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
Comment G1-94.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-94.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A    
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
 
In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
Comment G1-94.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-94.3 
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in 
regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, 
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PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the 
proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
Response G1-94.2 addresses the public outreach process and extended comment period that was 
provided for the proposed project. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-95 
 
 
  

G1-95.1 

G1-95.2 

G1-95.3 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-95 
 

Jasmine Larios 
 

Comment G1-95.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-95.1 
 
The comment regarding the rejection of the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The pre-existing Carson and Wilmington Operations have been operating as one 
Refinery since the acquisition.  As explained in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is 
designed to better integrate the Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve 
processing efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The proposed project includes constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this 
component of the proposed project does not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new 
and replacement storage tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to 
allow crude oil tankers to offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach 
Marine Terminal and in one visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil 
storage capacity means that marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering, at dock, and/or at 
anchor in the Port because of improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the 
elimination of or reduction of, demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for 
available storage tank space to finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission 
reductions from marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved 
marine vessel offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  
Based on this analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions 
would be substantially reduced. 
 
With respect to offloading emission control, the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks are 
connected to the marine terminals, and the marine vessels unload directly into the crude oil 
receiving tanks.  Because the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will be permitted and 
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constructed to comply with BACT, there are no associated unloading racks or unloading 
emissions other than fugitive emissions associated with the piping used to transfer crude oil from 
the marine terminals.  Therefore, offloading emissions will be controlled to the maximum extent 
possible and there will be no additional, unutilized opportunity to reduce emissions through an 
offloading capture method. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity; it would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the 6,000 bbl/day potential crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The potential 
impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Master 
Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
As explained in Master Response 4, the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a crude oil 
blend switch and the Refinery will not process different crude oil as a result of the proposed 
project beyond what was analyzed in the DEIR.  Thus, because the new and replacement storage 
tanks are being installed to store crude oil for processing at the Refinery—not for third party sale 
and use—the tanks likewise will not store crude oil of a different type than that currently being 
processed at the Refinery.  Additionally, as explained in Master Response 9, the DEIR fully 
analyzes any potential hazard impacts related to the increase in storage tanks. 
 
Comment G1-95.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-95.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines             
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A   
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
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In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The proposed project has been fully analyzed for potential hazard impacts, including those 
associated with pipelines, storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., 
human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  Section 
4.3 of the DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude 
oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant due to 
hazards associated with worst-case release scenarios.  A Worst-Case Consequence Analysis was 
presented in Appendix C and discussed in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses of pipelines and storage tanks, including 
impacts associated with earthquakes. 
 
Comment G1-95.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-95.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-95.2, notice was provided to the community through the mail and 
in the newspaper.  The proposed project was also discussed at public hearings and meetings.   
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in 
regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, 
PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the 
proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in 
the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the 
operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
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significant adverse health impact.  Master Response 14 explains the potential localized impacts to 
the surrounding community. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-96 
 
  

G1-96.1 

G1-96.2 

G1-96.3 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-96 
 

Patricia Larios 
 
Comment G1-96.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-96.1 
 
The comment regarding the rejection of the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The pre-existing Carson and Wilmington Operations have been operating as one 
Refinery since the acquisition.  As explained in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is 
designed to better integrate the Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve 
processing efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The proposed project includes constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this 
component of the proposed project does not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new 
and replacement storage tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to 
allow crude oil tankers to offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach 
Marine Terminal and in one visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil 
storage capacity means that marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering, at dock, and/or at 
anchor in the Port because of improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the 
elimination of or reduction of, demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for 
available storage tank space to finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission 
reductions from marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved 
marine vessel offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  
Based on this analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions 
would be substantially reduced. 
 
With respect to offloading emission control, the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks are 
connected to the marine terminals, and the marine vessels unload directly into the crude oil 
receiving tanks.  Because the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will be permitted and 
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constructed to comply with BACT, there are no associated unloading racks or unloading 
emissions other than fugitive emissions associated with the piping used to transfer crude oil from 
the marine terminals.  Therefore, offloading emissions will be controlled to the maximum extent 
possible and there will be no additional, unutilized opportunity to reduce emissions through an 
offloading capture method. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or increase crude oil throughput capacity, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 heater 
permit revision will increase the capacity of that unit by 6,000 bbl/day; it would further integrate 
the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the 6,000 bbl/day potential crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The potential 
impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Master 
Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
As explained in Master Response 4, the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a crude oil 
blend switch and the Refinery will not process different crude oil as a result of the proposed 
project beyond what was analyzed in the DEIR.  Thus, because the new and replacement storage 
tanks are being installed to store crude oil for processing at the Refinery—not for third party sale 
and use—the tanks likewise will not store crude oil of a different type than that currently being 
processed at the Refinery.  Additionally, as explained in Master Response 9, the DEIR fully 
analyzes any potential hazard impacts related to the increase in storage tanks. 
 
Comment G1-96.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-96.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines             
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A     
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2616 

In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The proposed project has been fully analyzed for potential hazard impacts, including those 
associated with pipelines, storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., 
human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  Section 
4.3 of the DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude 
oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant due to 
hazards associated with worst-case release scenarios.  A Worst-Case Consequence Analysis was 
presented in Appendix C and discussed in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses of pipelines and storage tanks, including 
impacts associated with earthquakes. 
 
Comment G1-96.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-96.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-96.2, notice was provided to the community through the mail and 
in the newspaper.  The proposed project was also discussed at public hearings and meetings.   
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in 
regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, 
PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the 
proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in 
the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the 
operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
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significant adverse health impact.  Master Response 14 explains the potential localized impacts to 
the surrounding community. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-97 
 
  

G1-97.1 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-97 
 

Danny Scott 
 
Comment G1-97.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-97.1 
 
The comment regarding the rejection of the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The pre-existing Carson and Wilmington Operations have been operating as one 
Refinery since the acquisition.  As explained in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is 
designed to better integrate the Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve 
processing efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The proposed project includes constructing new and replacement storage tanks, but this 
component of the proposed project does not increase crude oil capacity at the Refinery.  The new 
and replacement storage tanks are proposed to provide sufficient crude oil storage capacity to 
allow crude oil tankers to offload more quickly at the Wilmington Operations Long Beach 
Marine Terminal and in one visit to the dock at Marine Terminal 1.  This increase in crude oil 
storage capacity means that marine vessels will spend less time maneuvering, at dock, and/or at 
anchor in the Port because of improved offloading efficiency (i.e., quicker offloading and the 
elimination of or reduction of, demurrage costs and the need for anchorage while waiting for 
available storage tank space to finish offloading).  The DEIR did not take credit for emission 
reductions from marine vessel operations.  However, annual emission reductions from improved 
marine vessel offloading efficiency were estimated and can be found in Master Response 6.  
Based on this analysis, daily marine vessel emissions would not increase and annual emissions 
would be substantially reduced. 
 
With respect to offloading emission control, the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks are 
connected to the marine terminals, and the marine vessels unload directly into the crude oil 
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receiving tanks.  Because the new and replacement crude oil storage tanks will be permitted and 
constructed to comply with BACT, there are no associated unloading racks or unloading 
emissions other than fugitive emissions associated with the piping used to transfer crude oil from 
the marine terminals.  Therefore, offloading emissions will be controlled to the maximum extent 
possible and there will be no additional, unutilized opportunity to reduce emissions through an 
offloading capture method. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or increase crude oil throughput capacity, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 heater 
permit revision will increase the capacity of that unit by 6,000 bbl/day; the proposed project 
would further integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the 6,000 bbl/day potential crude oil capacity 
increase that could be accommodated with the DCU H-100 heater permit revision.  The potential 
impacts of this crude oil capacity increase are fully analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Master 
Response 7 further explains that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
As explained in Master Response 4, the proposed project is not designed to facilitate a crude oil 
blend switch and the Refinery will not process different crude oil as a result of the proposed 
project beyond what was analyzed in the DEIR.  Thus, because the new and replacement storage 
tanks are being installed to store crude oil for processing at the Refinery—not for third party sale 
and use—the tanks likewise will not store crude oil of a different type than that currently being 
processed at the Refinery.  Additionally, as explained in Master Response 9, the DEIR fully 
analyzes any potential hazard impacts related to the increase in storage tanks. 
 
Comment G1-97.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-97.2 
 
The proposed project has complied with the public process required by CEQA Guidelines            
§ 15087.  As explained in detail in Master Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended 
length of time.  The public comment period closed on June 10, 2016, after two extensions.  A   
94-day public review and comment period (March 8, 2016 through June 10, 2016) was provided, 
which exceeds CEQA requirements.  A public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR was held on May 17, 2016.  Copies of the DEIR were made available in 
neighborhood public libraries.  Notices were published and distributed for the original public 
comment period, the two extensions, and the public hearing on the Title V permit and public 
meeting on the DEIR. 
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In addition, Tesoro independently offered and provided community outreach to over 100 entities 
including public agencies, community organizations, neighborhood organizations, business 
associations, and other interested parties to explain the scope of the proposed project and the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The community meetings were held on 
April 4, 11, and 14, 2016 in Carson, Wilmington, and Long Beach, respectively.  Tesoro has 
identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
 
The proposed project has been fully analyzed for potential hazard impacts, including those 
associated with pipelines, storage tanks, and process units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., 
human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, natural disaster, or civil uprising).  Section 
4.3 of the DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha Isomerization Unit, new crude 
oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are potentially significant due to 
hazards associated with worst-case release scenarios.  A Worst-Case Consequence Analysis was 
presented in Appendix C and discussed in Section 4.3 of the DEIR.  See Master Response 9 for 
additional information regarding the hazards analyses of pipelines and storage tanks, including 
impacts associated with earthquakes. 
 
Comment G1-97.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-97.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-97.2, notice was provided to the community through the mail and 
in the newspaper.  The proposed project was also discussed at public hearings and meetings.   
 
As explained in Section 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR, upon completion, the proposed project will result in 
regional and local reductions in CO emissions and local reductions of operational NOx, SOx, 
PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  The increase in operational VOC emissions associated with the 
proposed project was found to be less than significant.  The proposed project emissions are 
described in detail in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and are summarized in Table 4.2-4 (see pages 4-16 
through 4-18).  The proposed project will result in local overall reductions in GHG emissions, as 
described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and summarized in Table 5.2-8 (see page 5-26). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in 
the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the 
operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
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significant adverse health impact.  Master Response 14 explains the potential localized impacts to 
the surrounding community. 
 
 
 
 
  




