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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-98 
 

Colleen Scott 
 

Comment G1-98.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-98.1 
 
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; 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—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 G1-98.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-98.2 
 
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 G1-98.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-98.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-98.2, 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. G1-99 
   

G1-99.1 

G1-99.2 

G1-99.3 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-99 
 

Teo Veliz 
 

Comment G1-99.1 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-99.1 
 
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. 
 
Comment G1-99.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-99.2 
 
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 
significant adverse health impact.   
 
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). 
 
Neither the CEQA Statutes nor Guidelines require an analysis of environmental justice impacts.  
The SCAQMD, however, has a strong record of addressing environmental justice issues since the 
SCAQMD's Environmental Justice program began in 1997.  Since that time, the SCAQMD has 
instituted a number of community initiatives to help improve air quality for low income residents 
and residents of color in the Basin.  The programs and initiatives have been continually reviewed 
and updated.  As a result, the SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program goes beyond a single 
project, and encompasses a unified regional approach to reducing impacts to the Basin’s most 
impacted communities.  Master Response 14 addresses environmental justice regarding the 
proposed project. 
 
Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As 
explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed 
project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  
This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process 
units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, 
natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha 
Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are 
potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios.   
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees are 
trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
Comment G1-99.3 
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Response G1-99.3 
 
The comment again notes the high asthma and other respiratory conditions of the residents living 
in the area near the Port of Los Angeles.  As indicated in Response G1-99.2, the proposed project 
will reduce emissions.  Response G1-99.2 also responds to potential health effects associated 
with the proposed project. 
 
The comment also alleges that the proposed project is an expansion of the Refinery.  As noted in 
Response G1-99.1, the proposed project would not expand Refinery operations.   
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Comment Letter No. G1-100 
   

G1-100.1 

G1-100.2 
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G1-100.2 
cont’d. 

G1-100.3 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-100 
 

Anabell Chavez 
 
Comment G1-100.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-100.1 
 
The comment raises no specific issues related to the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no 
response is required under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-100.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-100.2 
 
The Response provided by Ken Dami of Tesoro regarding flaring is consistent with what has 
been stated in Master Response 15.  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.  
Under normal operating conditions, pressure relief valves vent to the flare gas recovery systems.  
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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 G1-100.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-100.3 
 
This comment is a copy of the previously submitted Comment G1-31.  See Response G1-31.1 to 
G1-31.4 for the response to this comment. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-101 
  

G1-101.1 

G1-101.2 

G1-101.3 
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G1-101.13 

G1-101.4 

G1-101.5 

G1-101.6 

G1-101.7 

G1-101.8 

G1-101.9 

G1-101.10 

G1-101.11 

G1-101.12 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-101 
 

Magali Sanchez-Hall 
 
Comment G1-101.1 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.1 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project does not raise issues related to the 
proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
Comment G1-101.2 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.2 
 
As explained in Response G1-101.1, the proposed project is not a merger.   
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed project’s 
potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer and non-
cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were analyzed in 
the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due to the 
operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
significant adverse health impact.   
 
The DEIR Section 3.3.6 describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As 
explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed 
project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  
This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process 
units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, 
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natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha 
Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are 
potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios.   
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees are 
trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
Comment G1-101.3 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.3 
 
It is assumed that the 75 tons figure refers to operational VOC emissions of 401.15 pounds per 
day, Section 4.2.2.2 Table 4.2-4 of the DEIR.  The SCAQMD reports mass emissions and 
determines significance on a daily basis because for most pollutants, an exceedance of the 
applicable ambient air quality standard is based on averaging times of 24 hours or less.  
Assuming the Tesoro Refinery operates every day of the year, VOC emissions in the DEIR can 
easily be converted into tons per year (401.15 lb/day x 365 days/yr x 1 ton/2,000 lb = 73.2 
tons/yr).  The table shows that applying emission reduction credits reduces calculated VOC 
emissions to approximately 49 pounds per day, which is less than the SCAQMD’s operational 
significance threshold for VOC emissions of 55 pounds per day. 
 
As explained in Response G1-101.2, 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.   
 
Comment G1-101.4 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.4 
 
The generation and use of emission reduction credits in market-based programs (i.e., ERCs and 
RTCs) are controlled by SCAQMD Regulations XIII and XX, both of which have undergone 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2642 

CEQA review.  The proposed project complies with the SCAQMD’s Regulations XIII and XX.  
The DEIR presented the emission reductions from the proposed project as offsetting other aspects 
of the proposed project or as emission reduction credits being retained or generated.   
 
Additionally, the Federal Clean Air Act requires the use of emission reduction credits as a means 
of offsetting emission increases from new, modified, or relocated sources.  Emission reduction 
credits can only be granted if emission reductions are not otherwise required by rules, 
regulations, and control measures in the Air Quality Management Plan.  SCAQMD Rule 1303 
specifically requires emission increases from affected facilities to be offset by either emission 
reduction credits approved pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1309 or by allocations from the Priority 
Reserve in accordance with the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 1309.1.  Offset ratios are 1.2-to-1.0 
for Emission Reduction Credits and 1.0-to-1.0 for allocations from the Priority Reserve and 
RECLAIM Trading Credits.  Offset ratio means, for example, that for every one pound of 
pollutant emitted, 1.2 pounds must be offset.  Further, when applying for emission reduction 
credits, SCAQMD Rule 1306 requires that credits for the actual emissions be reduced to an 
amount as if current BACT were applied.  As a result, the amount of emission reduction credits 
granted is much less than the actual emission reductions achieved.  This ensures an overall 
reduction in pollutants within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. 
 
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). 
 
Comment G1-101.5 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.5 
 
The proposed project will result in local reductions of GHG emissions as summarized in Table 
5.2-8 on page 5-26.  The cumulative impact of GHG emissions is explained in Section 5.2.2.  
GHG emissions produced by combusting the fuels produced by the Refinery are included in, and 
regulated by, the AB32 GHG Cap and Trade Program.  It should be noted that the proposed 
project is not expected to increase production of transportation fuels, because the proposed 
project is designed to maintain the overall production capability of transportation fuels while 
achieving substantial emission reductions on-site and reducing carbon intensity. 
 
As discussed in Response G1-101.2, the proposed project is not expected to cause a significant 
adverse health impact. 
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Comment G1-101.6 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.6 
 
As described in Master Response 11, all new or modified emission components of the proposed 
project will be subject to SCAQMD Rule 1303(a) BACT requirements.  All of the new tanks that 
will be constructed as part of the proposed project will be internal or domed external floating roof 
tanks, not fixed roof tanks that could accommodate vapor recovery.  Vapor recovery units are 
considered to be BACT for fixed roof tanks, but not for floating roof tanks.  The new storage 
tanks will comply with BACT for floating roof tanks that include Category A Tank Seals and 
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 463331 and SCAQMD Rule 1178.  BACT compliance will be 
incorporated as permit conditions as part of the proposed project and enforced by SCAQMD 
staff. 
 
Comment G1-101.7 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.7 
 
The AMEC control systems suggested by the comment are not feasible for petroleum tankers.  In 
December 2007, CARB approved the "Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Auxiliary Diesel 
Engines Operated on Ocean-Going Vessels At-Berth in a California Port" Regulation.332  The 
purpose of this regulation is “to reduce emissions from diesel auxiliary engines on container 
ships, passenger ships, and refrigerated-cargo ships while berthing at a California Port”.  
However, fleets in other ocean-going vessel categories including tankers are not subject to this 
regulation.  In October 2015, CARB approved AMECS as an alternative control technology to 
cold ironing under this specific regulation.333  Since tankers are excluded from this regulation, 
CARB has not approved AMECS for use on tankers.  CARB is researching amendments to the 
At-Berth regulation and the possible inclusion of other vessel types, in the regulation.334  The 
CARB research includes investigating the potential use of emission control systems, fuel 
switching or boiler design changes, and the use of booster pumps as possible methods of reducing 
emissions from tanker marine vessels.  The feasibility and applicability of the additional control 

                                                            
331 SCAQMD. 2008. Best Available Control Technology Guidelines Part D: BACT Guidelines for Non-Major 

Polluting Facilities.  Online at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/bact/bact-guidelines/part-d---bact-
guidelines-for-non-major-polluting-facilities.pdf. 

332  https://www.arb.ca.gov/ports/shorepower/shorepower.htm. 
333  https://www.arb.ca.gov/ports/shorepower/eo/ab-15-02.pdf. 
334  Personal communication with Angela Csondes, CARB, Manager Shore Power for Ocean-Going Vessels, (916) 

323-4882, November 18, 2016. 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2644 

methods has not yet been determined and regulation amendments have not yet been proposed.  
Meetings with the regulated community are anticipated to occur in 2017.335 
 
Comment G1-101.8 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.8 
 
As described in Sections 2.7.2.11 and 4.2.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project will result in a 
decrease in transportation emissions with respect to marine vessels that deliver crude oil.  
Because the proposed project does not result in a significant increase of marine vessel emissions, 
mitigation, such as installation of additional "cold ironing" capability is not necessary.  Cold 
ironing means that a marine vessel can completely shut down its main engine and power the 
vessel, including pumps used to offload crude oil with shoreside electricity.   
 
The proposed project provides several advantages for emission reductions and offloading 
efficiency.  The new and replacement storage tanks enable Tesoro to meet the proposed project 
objective of increased offloading efficiency which reduces marine vessel demurrage costs.  
Additionally, the proposed project would reduce maneuvering and hoteling emissions that occur 
while marine vessels wait for available storage space to offload into on-shore storage tanks that 
would not be reduced by cold ironing.  The additional hoteling associated with marine vessels 
waiting for on-shore storage space are a substantial portion of offloading emissions (see Master 
Response 6), and these emissions would not be reduced with cold ironing. 
 
The comment provides no evidence to support the claim that electrically driven on-dock pumps 
could function to unload a marine vessel.  The on-board pumps on a marine vessel are designed 
to lift the crude oil out of the hold of the marine vessel, while the on-dock pumps are designed to 
assist or boost the flow through pipelines and into the storage tank and compensate for pressure 
created as the tank is filled.  Currently, Tesoro's Berth 121 at Marine Terminal 1 is the only 
marine oil terminal in the world that has cold ironing capability.  Cold ironing was installed at 
Marine Terminal 1 as a technology demonstration, along with two dedicated crude oil tankers.  
Cold Ironing is used when unloading the two crude oil tankers.  Marine Terminal 1 would be 
used by the proposed project to offload crude oil into the new Carson Crude Terminal storage 
tanks.  Because of the limited number of crude oil tankers with “cold ironing” capability, their 
expected use is the same with or without the proposed project, and the DEIR properly determined 
that the proposed project will reduce marine vessel emissions. 
 
Comment G1-101.9 
 
 
 

                                                            
335  Personal communication with Angela Csondes, CARB, Manager Shore Power for Ocean-Going Vessels, (916) 

323-4882, November 18, 2016. 
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Response G1-101.9 
 
Tesoro does not own the marine vessels that transport crude oil to the marine terminal.  However, 
Responses G1-101.7 and G1-101.8 address marine vessel emissions. 
 
Comment G1-101.10 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.10 
 
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 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.   
 
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 Sections 4.2.2.2 of the FEIR).  The proposed project does not 
facilitate or encourage sourcing crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the 
improved offloading efficiency provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported 
by marine vessel. 
 
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. 
 
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 
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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.   
 
Comment G1-101.11 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.11 
 
The commenter raised a concern regarding evacuation procedures for residents.  The proposed 
project is located at an existing Refinery.  The Refinery currently cooperatively works with the 
Unified Command from the public services from the respective City during an incident.  The 
need for evacuations, shelter-in-place, exclusion zones, or other community requirement during 
an emergency is determined by public protection agencies, such as the responding fire 
department, police/sheriff department, or city.  The proposed project does not affect the public 
protection agencies established procedures for responding to an emergency.  As discussed in the 
NOP/IS (pages A-92 through A-94 and summarized in the DEIR Section 4.1.10, the proposed 
project will have no impact to public services.  
 
Comment G1-101.12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.12 
 
As explained in Response G1-101.11, the need for evacuations, shelter-in-place, exclusion zones, 
or other community requirement during an emergency is determined by public protection 
agencies, such as the responding fire department, police/sheriff department, or city 
 
Comment G1-101.13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-101.13 
 
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   
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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.  The notices of a public hearing on the Title V permit and public meeting 
on the DEIR and availability of CEQA documents was translated into Spanish and published in 
La Opinion. 
 
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 
informed the SCAQMD that printed information was distributed at each event in multiple 
languages and independent Spanish-speaking translators were on-hand to assist residents as 
needed.  Tesoro has identified that a total of 277 people attended the meetings. 
  



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2648 

Comment Letter No. G1-102 
 
  

G1-102.1 

G1-102.2 

G1-102.3 

G1-102.4 
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G1-102.4 
cont’d. 

G1-102.5 

G1-102.6 

G1-102.7 

G1-102.8 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-102 
 

Mike Busman 
 
Comment G1-102.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-102.1 
 
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. 
 
With regard to the comment that the Refinery is the “largest on the West Coast,” 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. 
 
Air quality issues relating to the proposed project are addressed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and 
are summarized in Table 4.2-4 on pages 4-16 through 4-18.  Cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project, including cumulative air quality impacts, are analyzed in Chapter 5 of the DEIR and are 
further explained in Master Response 16.  Local health effects have been analyzed and are 
described in Master Response 3.  Environmental justice issues are discussed in Master Response 
14. 
 
Comment G1-102.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2652 

Response G1-102.2 
 
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. 
 
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 will not result in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the 
Refinery.   
 
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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the FEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
 
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 
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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.336  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. 
 
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 
light crude oils that were utilized in the baseline period, and is what will continue after 
implementation of the proposed project.  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.  Any increased use of Bakken or heavy Canadian crude oils, or any other 
specific crude oils, 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 proposed project does not expand the Refinery beyond the 6,000 bbl/day described in 
Response G1-102.1. 
 

                                                            
336  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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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.   
 
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.  That review includes the evaluation of 
transportation hazards.  Additionally, as described in Master Response 8,  the Final EIS has not 
yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy Project, and the project has not been approved.   
 
The comment notes a two-year “. . . extension of a crude-by-rail to marine terminal in Vancouver, 
Washington. . .”  The lease for the site for the proposed Vancouver Energy Project was extended 
eight months, not two years, while the Vancouver Energy Project permitting process continues. 
 
Statements made by Tesoro regarding sourcing “advantaged crude oils”, including Bakken crude 
oil, are typically made with regard to its West Coast system, which includes the Kenai Refinery 
in Alaska, the Anacortes Refinery in Washington, and the two California refineries in Martinez 
and Los Angeles337, not specifically the Los Angeles Refinery.  As explained in Response       
G1-78.94, it is correct to say Tesoro makes ongoing efforts to provide “advantaged crude oil,” as 
that term is used by Tesoro (i.e., any economically advantaged crude oil capable of being 
processed at each of Tesoro’s refineries).  Providing “advantaged crude oil” to Tesoro refineries, 
including the Los Angeles Refinery, is occurring, and will continue to occur, with or without the 
proposed project.  Additionally, Responses G1-81.22 through G1-81.24 explain corporate 
statements made by Tesoro that, when put in proper context, do not support claims that the 
proposed project is dependent on processing any particular type of crude oil.  There are no 
corporate statements that state or even imply that the proposed project is designed to facilitate a 
change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery. 
 
The issues raised regarding Tesoro acquiring a larger share of the oil market and manipulating 
prices as a result of the proposed project are incorrect.  As explained in Master Response 7, the 
proposed project is neither an expansion of the Refinery nor a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions.  See Section 2.2 of the DEIR, which further explains the 
objectives of the proposed project.   

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

term that is used with varying meanings based on the context of the presentation or statement.  Analyst day and 
earning statements presentations are given to an audience that routinely participates in the presentations and is 
familiar with Tesoro’s corporate structure and financial performance.  Therefore, some of the references are not 
intended to be as explicit as they would be to an uninformed audience.  At times, the term refers to Tesoro’s four 
west coast refineries, but it can also refer to those four refineries as well as Tesoro Logistics or a distribution 
system to third-party clients on the west coast.  Thus, the context surrounding the use of this phrase is always 
necessary to understand the speaker’s intended meaning, but the phrase is not used to refer only to the Los 
Angeles Refinery in isolation. 
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The consumer price of gasoline in California will not increase as a result of the proposed project, 
which further integrates two existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, enabling emissions 
reductions while maintaining the integrated Refinery’s overall fuel production capability.   There 
are many factors that determine the price of transportation fuels, such as gasoline.  These include 
the cost of crude oil, distribution and marketing costs, refining costs, and federal and state taxes.  
The marketplace and market conditions, such as supply and demand, determine the price 
consumers pay at the pump, not one refinery’s operational efficiencies.  Manipulation of fuel 
prices is unlawful and is monitored by the California Attorney General and the California Energy 
Commission.  All refineries, including the Los Angeles Refinery, must comply with all 
applicable laws and regulations.  
 
Comment G1-102.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-102.3 
 
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 
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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.338   
 
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). 
 
As explained in Response G1-102.2, the proposed project is not a merger. 
 
The comment claims that the DEIR has overstated the existing amount of emissions and the 
potential emissions after the project is completed.  The comment is not specific about which 
emissions have been overstated, and which calculations or baseline are in question.  Further, this 
comment is unsupported. 
 
A conservative analysis of expected emissions as a result of the proposed project is included in 
Section 4.2 of the DEIR and is summarized on pages 4-16 through 4-18 in Table 4.2-4.  
Additionally, assumptions and detailed calculations can be found in Appendix B-3. 
 
Baseline emissions are reported on page 3-9 in Table 3.2-4 of the DEIR and are based on annual 
emission fee reports submitted to the SCAQMD in 2012 and 2013.  The baseline selected for the 
proposed project is accurate and appropriate, as detailed in Master Response 12.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
338 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 G1-102.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-102.4 
 
The proposed project does not include building new sulfur processing units, but includes the 
SARP, which allow regeneration of sulfuric acid.  A description of the proposed project is 
provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR, but includes the SARP, which will allow regeneration of 
sulfuric acid.. 
 
The potential hazard impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed including hazards 
related to explosive materials (see Section 4.3 pages 4-45 through 4-68 of the DEIR and Master 
Response 9).  LPG is currently delivered to the Refinery and will continue to be delivered to the 
Refinery with or without the proposed project.  The proposed project will not increase the 
number of train deliveries, but will increase the number of railcars brought in with each train 
delivery.  The additional ten railcars will be added to existing trains.  LPG hazards, including risk 
of BLEVEs have been fully analyzed in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and are 
explained in Master Response 9. 
 
The comment regarding the previous Exxon-Mobil explosion does not raise any issues specific to 
the DEIR and, therefore, does not require a response under CEQA.  However, the opinion in the 
comment regarding safety programs and procedures is not supported by evidence.  The AFPM, in 
association with the API, classified Tesoro in the top (First) quartile on process safety 
performance indicator benchmarking of U.S. refining companies.  The First quartile ranking is 
the best refining industry performers.  Tesoro has been in the First quartile since 2012. 
 
Comment G1-102.5 
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Response G1-102.5 
 
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.  Additionally, 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 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
The proposed project will not increase flaring emissions.  Part of the piping associated with unit 
modifications includes installation of new pressure relief valves that will tie into the various 
existing Refinery flare gas recovery systems and flares.  Master Response 15 explains the 
operation of the flare gas recovery system and flares.  Under normal operating conditions, 
pressure relief valves 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. 
 
The comment provides no specific evidence as to deficiencies in the DEIR or the Title V permit.  
Chapter 6 of the DEIR explains alternatives to the proposed project in detail, a summary of which 
can be found on page 6-54.  The DEIR found that while several of the alternatives explained meet 
many of the project objectives, none of the project alternatives would eliminate the potentially 
significant adverse construction air quality and hazard impacts, except Alternative 1, the No 
Project Alternative.  As a result, when balancing environmental impacts with achieving project 
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objectives, the proposed project was the preferred choice as it would most effectively meet all 
project objectives. 
 
Comment G1-102.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-102.6 
 
As explained in Section 2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project objectives include, “Improving 
process efficiency through integration while maintaining the overall production of capability of 
transportation fuels.  Making process modifications that improve efficiency and enable shutdown 
of the Wilmington Operations FCCU . . . providing substantial emission reductions on-site and 
reducing carbon intensity”.  In other words, the proposed project does not increase fuel 
production at the Refinery as claimed in the comment.    
 
Any increased steam and cooling water usage was fully analyzed in the DEIR.  It should be noted 
that increased steam demand will be met from the Cogeneration Unit waste heat boilers at the 
Carson Operations, which is a very efficient method of producing steam compared to a boiler 
steam generation.    
 
As described in Section 4.10.5.1 of the DEIR, the potential energy demand that may be needed to 
implement proposed project construction and operational activities was determined to be less 
than significant in the NOP/IS.  See Table 4.10-1 for a full breakdown of proposed project 
electricity use. 
 
The proposed project is not a merger.  As explained in Master Response 7, 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 described 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. 
 
Comment G1-102.7 
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Response G1-102.7 
 
The new jobs created are expected to be approximately 1,800 construction jobs that are not 
expected to be long-term.  The Refinery has stated its intention to hire Union labor and may 
require increasing the geographic scope of the labor pool to meet Union requirements.  While 
construction jobs are temporary, the proposed project is expected to take approximately five 
years to complete.  During the construction period, local businesses are expected to benefit from 
the increased workforce at the Refinery. 
 
The comment does not refer to the environmental analysis of the proposed project in the DEIR; 
instead it refers to economic and social effects.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects 
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause 
and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects 
of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The acquisition of the BP Carson Refinery was completed in 2013 and the Refinery staffing has 
remained relatively unchanged.  The proposed project does not eliminate permanent Refinery 
positions.  
 
As explained in Response G1-102.2, the proposed project is not a merger. 
 
Comment G1-102.8 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-102.8 
 
As explained in Response G1-102.2, the proposed project is not a merger. 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project and requesting that the Title V permit 
not be issued does not raise issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The DEIR fully 
analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not provide any new 
information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the significance 
conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision or recirculation of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA.   
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Comment Letter No. G1-103 
 
 
  

G1-103.1 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-103 
 

Raymond Waters 
 
Comment G1-103.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.1 
 
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. 
 
With regard to the comment that the Refinery is the “largest on the West Coast,” 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 
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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 indicated in Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of the DEIR for the proposed project, crude oil is not 
currently transported directly to either the Wilmington or Carson Operations via rail. These 
locations do not currently have the facilities or SCAQMD permits to receive crude deliveries by 
rail.  No new modified facilities are included in the proposed project to enable crude deliveries by 
rail. 
 
Air quality issues relating to the proposed project are addressed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and 
are summarized in Table 4.2-4 on pages 4-16 through 4-18.  Cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project, including cumulative air quality impacts, are analyzed in Chapter 5 of the DEIR and are 
further explained in Master Response 16.  Local health effects have been analyzed and are 
described in Master Response 3.  Environmental justice issues are discussed in Master Response 
14. 
 
Comment G1-103.2 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.2 
 
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.   
 
Comment G1-103.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.3 
 
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 described 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 comment claims that the proposed project will not result in an emissions benefit.  This 
statement is incorrect.  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 
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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 Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic and 
acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a 
significant adverse health impact. 
 
Comment G1-103.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.4 
 
Although the proposed project includes adding new storage tanks, this component of the 
proposed project would not increase the crude oil throughput capacity at the Refinery.  Instead, 
the new crude oil storage tanks would allow the Refinery to reduce transportation emissions 
associated with marine vessels that deliver crude oil.  As explained in the DEIR (see pages 4-26 
through 4-29) and Master Response 6, the proposed project will increase the crude oil storage 
capacity at the Refinery, which will reduce the amount of time that marine vessels spend at the 
Port and the associated emissions. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the 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. 
 
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 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2667 

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 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 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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the FEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
 
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. 
 
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 
light crude oils that were utilized in the baseline period, and is what will continue after 
implementation of the proposed project.  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.  Any increased use of Bakken or heavy Canadian crude oils, or any other 
specific crude oils, 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.   
 
Therefore, the DEIR fully evaluated the potential impacts of the proposed project 
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Comment G1-103.5 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.5 
 
The DEIR Section 3.3.6 describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As 
explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed 
project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  
This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process 
units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, 
natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha 
Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are 
potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios. 
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees are 
trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
The Refinery currently receives LPG railcar deliveries, and the proposed project will not increase 
the number of deliveries.  The additional ten railcars will be added to existing trains.  The 
potential risks associated with rail transport are analyzed in Section 4.3.2.5.2 of the DEIR. 
 
Comment G1-103.6 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.6 
 
The issues raised about Tesoro increasing its share of the California oil market will not be 
realized as a result of the proposed project because it will not enable Tesoro to process 
significantly more crude oil (beyond a limited potential increase of 6,000 bbl/day).  See Master 
Response 7 explaining that the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery. 
 
To the extent that the comment regarding an anti-competitive advantage targets Tesoro’s 
acquisition of the BP Carson Operations generally, it is neither related to the proposed project nor 
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supported by substantial evidence.  In June 2013, Tesoro purchased the adjacent BP Carson 
Operations.  Prior to the acquisition, the proposed transaction underwent a nine-month 
investigation by the Federal Trade Commission and the California Attorney General’s office to 
address potential antitrust concerns.  Both government agencies found that the acquisition of the 
BP Carson operations did not violate anti-trust laws and would not give Tesoro an unlawful anti-
competitive advantage. The proposed project involves further integration of the Refinery’s 
Wilmington and Carson Operations.   
 
As part of this process, Tesoro agreed to maintain average daily historical fuel production levels 
for the Carson and Wilmington Operations for at least three years after the acquisition of Carson 
Operations.  Further details regarding the acquisition, including statements taken from the 
Federal Trade Commission and California Attorney General’s reports, can be found in the DEIR 
on page 2-1. 
 
The consumer price of gasoline in California will not increase as a result of the proposed project, 
which further integrates two existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, enabling emissions 
reductions while maintaining the integrated Refinery’s overall fuel production capability.  There 
are many factors that determine the price of transportation fuels, such as gasoline.  These include 
the cost of crude oil, distribution and marketing costs, refining costs, and federal and state taxes.  
These marketplace and market conditions, including supply and demand factors, determine the 
price consumers pay at the pump, not one refinery’s operational efficiencies.  Further, as 
explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not an expansion of the Refinery and 
thus will not give Tesoro a larger share of the oil market.   
 
The comment regarding the rejection of the Title V application 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 asserts that the DEIR should be sent back for revisions.  However, no evidence was 
provided in the comment requiring revision of the DEIR. 
 
Comment G1-103.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.7 
 
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. 
 
With regard to the comment that the Refinery is the “largest on the West Coast,” 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 
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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. 
 
Air quality issues relating to the proposed project are addressed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and 
are summarized in Table 4.2-4 on pages 4-16 through 4-18.  Cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project, including cumulative air quality impacts, are analyzed in Chapter 5 of the DEIR and are 
further explained in Master Response 16.  Local health effects have been analyzed and are 
described in Master Response 3.  Environmental justice issues are discussed in Master Response 
14. 
 
Comment G1-103.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.8 
 
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. 
 
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 will not result in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the 
Refinery.   
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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 
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.339  This is consistent with the sampling and testing 

                                                            
339  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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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. 
 
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 
light crude oils that were utilized in the baseline period, and is what will continue after 
implementation of the proposed project.  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.  Any increased use of Bakken or heavy Canadian crude oils, or any other 
specific crude oils, 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 proposed project does not expand the Refinery beyond the 6,000 bbl/day described in 
Response G1-103.7. 
 
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.   
 
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.  That review includes the evaluation of 
transportation hazards.  Additionally, as described in Master Response 8,  the Final EIS has not 
yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy Project, and the project has not been approved.   
 
The comment notes a two-year “. . . extension of a crude-by-rail to marine terminal in Vancouver, 
Washington. . .”  The lease for the site for the proposed Vancouver Energy Project was extended 
eight months, not two years, while the Vancouver Energy Project permitting process continues. 
 
Statements made by Tesoro regarding sourcing “advantaged crude oils”, including Bakken crude 
oil, are typically made with regard to its West Coast system, which includes the Kenai Refinery 
in Alaska, the Anacortes Refinery in Washington, and the two California refineries in Martinez 
and Los Angeles340, not specifically the Los Angeles Refinery.  As explained in Response        
                                                            
340 The reference to the “West Coast system” that appears in Tesoro’s corporate presentations and statements is a 

term that is used with varying meanings based on the context of the presentation or statement.  Analyst day and 
earning statements presentations are given to an audience that routinely participates in the presentations and is 
familiar with Tesoro’s corporate structure and financial performance.  Therefore, some of the references are not 
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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, and will continue to occur, with or without the 
proposed project.  Additionally, Responses G1-81.22 through G1-81.24 explain corporate 
statements made by Tesoro that, when put in proper context, do not support claims that the 
proposed project is dependent on processing any particular type of crude oil.  There are no 
corporate statements that state or even imply that the proposed project is designed to facilitate a 
change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery. 
 
The issues raised regarding Tesoro acquiring a larger share of the oil market and manipulating 
prices as a result of the proposed project are incorrect.  As explained in Master Response 7, the 
proposed project is neither an expansion of the Refinery nor a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions.  See Section 2.2 of the DEIR, which further explains the 
objectives of the proposed project.   
 
The consumer price of gasoline in California will not increase as a result of the proposed project, 
which further integrates two existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, enabling emissions 
reductions while maintaining the integrated Refinery’s overall fuel production capability.   There 
are many factors that determine the price of transportation fuels, such as gasoline.  These include 
the cost of crude oil, distribution and marketing costs, refining costs, and federal and state taxes.  
The marketplace and market conditions, such as supply and demand, determine the price 
consumers pay at the pump, not one refinery’s operational efficiencies.  Manipulation of fuel 
prices is unlawful and is monitored by the California Attorney General and the California Energy 
Commission.  All refineries, including the Los Angeles Refinery, must comply with all 
applicable laws and regulations.  
 
Comment G1-103.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                 

intended to be as explicit as they would be to an uninformed audience.  At times, the term refers to Tesoro’s four 
west coast refineries, but it can also refer to those four refineries as well as Tesoro Logistics or a distribution 
system to third-party clients on the west coast.  Thus, the context surrounding the use of this phrase is always 
necessary to understand the speaker’s intended meaning, but the phrase is not used to refer only to the Los 
Angeles Refinery in isolation. 
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Response G1-103.9 
 
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.341   
 
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 

                                                            
341 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). 
 
As explained in Response G1-103.8, the proposed project is not a merger. 
 
The comment claims that the DEIR has overstated the existing amount of emissions and the 
potential emissions after the project is completed.  The comment is not specific about which 
emissions have been overstated, and which calculations or baseline are in question.  Further, this 
comment is unsupported. 
 
A conservative analysis of expected emissions as a result of the proposed project is included in 
Section 4.2 of the DEIR and is summarized on pages 4-16 through 4-18 in Table 4.2-4.  
Additionally, assumptions and detailed calculations can be found in Appendix B-3. 
 
Baseline emissions are reported on page 3-9 in Table 3.2-4 of the DEIR and are based on annual 
emission fee reports submitted to the SCAQMD in 2012 and 2013.  The baseline selected for the 
proposed project is accurate and appropriate, as detailed in Master Response 12.  
 
Comment G1-103.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.10 
 
The proposed project does not propose to build new sulfur processing units, but includes the 
SARP, which will allow regeneration of sulfuric acid.  The potential hazard impacts of the 
proposed project have been fully analyzed, including hazards related to explosive materials (see 
Section 4.3 pages 4-45 through 4-68 of the DEIR and Master Response 9).  The Refinery 
currently receives LPG railcar deliveries.  The proposed project will not increase the number of 
deliveries.  The additional ten railcars associated with the proposed project will be added to 
existing trains.  The potential risks associated with rail transport were analyzed in Section 
4.3.2.5.2 of the DEIR.  The Worst-Case Consequence Analysis for the proposed project carefully 
evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and proposed new units (see 
Appendix C of the DEIR).   
 
This comment accurately states the potential hazards explained and analyzed in the DEIR.  No 
response is necessary. 
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Comment G1-103.11 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.11 
 
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.  Additionally, 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 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
Comment G1-103.12 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.12 
 
The proposed project will not increase flaring emissions.  Part of the piping associated with unit 
modifications includes installation of new pressure relief valves that will tie into the various 
existing Refinery flare gas recovery systems and flares.  Master Response 15 explains the 
operation of the flare gas recovery system and flares.  Under normal operating conditions, 
pressure relief valves 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 
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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. 
 
The comment provides no specific evidence as to deficiencies in the DEIR or the Title V permit.  
Chapter 6 of the DEIR explains alternatives to the proposed project in detail, a summary of which 
can be found on page 6-54.  The DEIR found that while several of the alternatives explained meet 
many of the project objectives, none of the project alternatives would eliminate the potentially 
significant adverse construction air quality and hazard impacts, except Alternative 1, the No 
Project Alternative.  As a result, when balancing environmental impacts with achieving project 
objectives, the proposed project was the preferred choice as it would most effectively meet all 
project objectives. 
 
Comment G1-103.13 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.13 
 
The new jobs created are expected to be approximately 1,800 construction jobs that are not 
expected to be long-term.  The Refinery has stated its intention to hire Union labor and may 
require increasing the geographic scope of the labor pool to meet Union requirements.  While 
construction jobs are temporary, the proposed project is expected to take approximately five 
years to complete.  During the construction period, local businesses are expected to benefit from 
the increased workforce at the Refinery. 
 
The comment does not refer to the environmental analysis of the proposed project in the DEIR; 
instead it refers to economic and social effects.  Pursuant to CEQA, economic and social effects 
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment unless a chain of cause 
and effect through economic or social effects of the project can be identified that result in 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15131).  No economic or social effects 
of the proposed project were identified that resulted in physical changes to the environment.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
The acquisition of the BP Carson Refinery was completed in 2013 and the Refinery staffing has 
remained relatively unchanged.  The proposed project does not eliminate permanent Refinery 
positions.  
 
As explained in Response G1-103.8, the proposed project is not a merger. 
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Comment G1-103.14 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-103.14 
 
As explained in Response G1-103.8, the proposed project is not a merger. 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the proposed project and requesting that the Title V permit 
not be issued does not raise issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The DEIR fully 
analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not provide any new 
information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the significance 
conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision or recirculation of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA.   
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Comment Letter No. G1-104 
  

G1-104.1 

G1-104.2 

G1-104.3 

G1-104.4 
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G1-104.4 
cont’d. 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-104 
 

Theresa Brady 
 
Comment G1-104.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-104.1 
 
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, the proposed project will increase the crude oil storage 
capacity at the Refinery, which will reduce the amount of time that marine vessels spend at the 
Port and the associated emissions. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the 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 DEIR.  The Worst-Case Consequence Analysis for the proposed project 
carefully evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and proposed new units 
(see Appendix C of the DEIR).   
 
Comment G1-104.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-104.2 
 
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 will not result 
in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.   
 
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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the FEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
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Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
There have been previous volatility issues associated with the transport of Bakken crude oil.  
However, regulations have since been adopted that require a reduction in volatility of Bakken 
crude oil that is transported.  For example, in December 2014, the Industrial Commission of 
North Dakota issued an order regarding conditioning of Bakken crude oil and limiting the RVP of 
crude oil provided for transport to 13.7 RVP.  Thus, Bakken crude oil transported to the West 
Coast will be pipeline quality (i.e., qualified for safe transport) and will not have as high a vapor 
pressure as the Bakken crude oil produced at the wellhead.  As with other U. S. crude oil 
production operations, the order adopted by the State of North Dakota will require that crude oil 
production facilities remove a significant portion of the light ends (ethane, propane, butane and 
pentane) prior to offering the crude oil for shipment to refineries for processing. 
 
Because of Bakken crude oil’s purported volatility, concerns were raised in the media as to 
whether Bakken crude oil was properly classified as a Class 3 hazardous material under U.S. 
DOT regulations.  A Class 3 hazardous material is generally a flammable or combustible liquid 
that does not meet the regulatory classification requirements for other hazardous characteristics, 
such as toxicity, corrosivity, radioactivity or explosiveness.  However, those concerns have since 
been resolved by repeated analysis and testing that demonstrates Bakken crude oil to be a Class 3 
hazardous material, similar to other light sweet crude oils.  After considering the information, the 
PHMSA Deputy Administrator testified to Congress that Bakken crude oil is accurately classified 
as a Hazard Class 3 Flammable Liquid.342  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 
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 

                                                            
342  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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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 DEIR fully analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project with respect to greenhouse 
gas emissions in Section 5.2.2.3 and hazards in 4.3.2.  
 
Comment G1-104.3 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-104.3 
 
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 described 
in Section 4.2 of the DEIR.  An emissions summary can be found on pages 4-16 through 4-18 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 G1-104.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-104.4 
 
As explained in Section 2.6 of the DEIR, “No crude oil is transported to the Wilmington 
Operations via rail and there are no facilities to receive crude oil deliveries by railcar” and “No 
crude oil is transported to the Carson Operations via rail and there are no facilities to receive 
crude oil deliveries by railcar.”  The proposed project seeks to better integrate the existing 
Wilmington and Carson Operations, and does not involve the installation of crude oil rail loading 
or unloading facilities.  See Section 2.2 of the DEIR for a detailed description of the proposed 
project. 
 
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 G1-104.1 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. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-105 
  

G1-105.1 

G1-105.2 
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G1-105.2 
cont’d. 

G1-105.3 

G1-105.4 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-105 
 

Rebecca Reed 
 

Comment G1-105.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-105.1 
 
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, the proposed project will increase the crude oil storage 
capacity at the Refinery, which will reduce the amount of time that marine vessels spend at the 
Port and the associated emissions. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no bearing 
on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new or larger 
refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would further 
integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the 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 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2689 

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 
DEIR Section 4.3.2.5.2.  The Worst-Case Consequence Analysis for the proposed project 
carefully evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and proposed new units 
(see DEIR Appendix C.)   
 
Comment G1-105.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-105.2 
 
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 will not result 
in a substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery.   
 
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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.3.2.1).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
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Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
There have been previous volatility issues associated with the transport of Bakken crude oil.  
However, regulations have since been adopted that require a reduction in volatility of Bakken 
crude oil that is transported.  For example, in December 2014, the Industrial Commission of 
North Dakota issued an order regarding conditioning of Bakken crude oil and limiting the RVP of 
crude oil provided for transport to 13.7 RVP.  Thus, Bakken crude oil transported to the West 
Coast will be pipeline quality (i.e., qualified for safe transport) and will not have as high a vapor 
pressure as the Bakken crude oil produced at the wellhead.  As with other U. S. crude oil 
production operations, the order adopted by the State of North Dakota will require that crude oil 
production facilities remove a significant portion of the light ends (ethane, propane, butane and 
pentane) prior to offering the crude oil for shipment to refineries for processing. 
 
Because of Bakken crude oil’s purported volatility, concerns were raised in the media as to 
whether Bakken crude oil was properly classified as a Class 3 hazardous material under U.S. 
DOT regulations.  A Class 3 hazardous material is generally a flammable or combustible liquid 
that does not meet the regulatory classification requirements for other hazardous characteristics, 
such as toxicity, corrosivity, radioactivity or explosiveness.  However, those concerns have since 
been resolved by repeated analysis and testing that demonstrates Bakken crude oil to be a Class 3 
hazardous material, similar to other light sweet crude oils.  After considering the information, the 
PHMSA Deputy Administrator testified to Congress that Bakken crude oil is accurately classified 
as a Hazard Class 3 Flammable Liquid.343  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 
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 

                                                            
343  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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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 comment includes a slide of a map that the comment claims is “. . . Tesoro's map laying out 
its plans to transport Bakken crude oil to L.A.”  The map is titled "Rail Costs to Clear Bakken", 
and shows ranges of costs to transport Bakken crude oil to various locations on the West and East 
Coasts of the U.S.  The map includes a clarifying subtitle "West and East Coasts clearing 
destinations for Bakken crude oil.”  There is no reference on the slide or map to any definitive 
plans to transport Bakken crude oil to any destination, or to any destination in particular or 
increased amounts. 
 
The claims in Footnote 3 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.  The comment pieces together unrelated statements and draws an 
incorrect conclusion.  The statement cited by Footnote 3 of the comment is explained in detail in 
Response G1-78.136.  The quotation is from an Analyst and Investor Day presentation.  As 
explained in Attachment C, the Declaration of Douglas Miller,344 it is important to note that 
analyst and investor discussions present a high level overview of strategic projects that Tesoro 
plans to implement at the time of the respective presentations.  In fact, just prior to the selected 
quote, Mr. Casey (Tesoro’s Executive Vice President, Operations) stated, “Now, as I told you, I 
also get to update you on some strategic projects, and we have talked about a few of these for the 
last bit, but really give you some news on the exciting progress that we are making on each of 
these.”345  Clearly, Mr. Casey is talking about more than one strategic project.  Simply because 
the projects are summarized together in an overview is not an indication that the projects are 
related.  The quotation references two separate projects—the proposed project and the Vancouver 
Energy Project—as each helping Tesoro accomplish general corporate goals, but the speaker 
never links the two projects together or states that Tesoro has plans to change the crude oil slate 
at the Refinery.  The proposed project will not result in a significant change in the crude oil blend 
processed by the Refinery except as analyzed in the DEIR. 

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

Companies, Inc. 
345 Thomson Reuters Streetevents Edited Transcript, TSO- Tesoro Corporation 2015 Analyst and Investor Day, 

December 9, 2015, 2:00PM, at page 10. 
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The comment and Footnote 6 refer to the derailment of a train carrying Bakken crude oil in 
Mosier, Oregon.  Because there are no proposed project modifications to bring crude oil by rail to 
the Refinery, the Mosier derailment is not relevant to the DEIR analysis or the proposed project.  
The Federal Railroad Administration’s preliminary report identified a railroad track issue as the 
cause of the Mosier incident346; therefore, there are no resulting mitigations that would need to be 
considered for the proposed project. 
 
The DEIR does not analyze crude oil production because the proposed project will not cause any 
changes to that industry.  Tesoro does not own the crude oil production facilities for any of the 
crude oil that will be purchased to supply its Refinery.  Therefore, the detailed information 
necessary to accurately quantify the GHG impacts from crude oil production facilities is not 
available and would require speculation to quantify the impacts.  GHG emissions resulting from 
oil production are the responsibility of the crude oil producer.   
 
The DEIR 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 G1-105.3 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-105.3 
 
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 described 
in Section 4.2 of the DEIR.  An emissions summary can be found on pages 4-16 through 4-18 in 
Table 4.2-4.  Further, the Title V permit limits will be equal to or more restrictive than the 
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. 
 
 
 
                                                            
346 https://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/details/L18393#p1_z50_gD_lAC, accessed November 7, 2016. 
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Comment G1-105.4 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-105.4 
 
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 G1-105.1 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. 
 

 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2694 

Comment Letter No. G1-106 
 

G1-106.1 

G1-106.2 
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G1-106.2 
cont’d. 

G1-106.3 

G1-106.4 

G1-106.5 

G1-106.6 

G1-106.7 

G1-106.8 

G1-106.9 
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G1-106.9 
cont’d. 

G1-106.10 

G1-106.11 

G1-106.12 

G1-106.13 

G1-106.14 

G1-106.15 

G1-106.16 

G1-106.17 
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G1-106.23 
cont’d. 

G1-106.24 

G1-106.25 

G1-106.26 
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G1-106.26 
cont’d.
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cont’d.
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cont’d. 
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cont’d. 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-106 
 

Coalition For a Safe Environment (CFASE) 
 
Comment G1-106.1 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.1 
 
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 is included in the FEIR.  The proposed 
project is not a merger; the acquisition of the BP Carson Refinery occurred in June 2013.  The 
SCAQMD was not involved. 
 
Comment G1-106.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.2 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
Section 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 
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in Master Response 9.  (See Master Response 9 for additional information regarding the hazards 
analyses of pipelines.) 
 
The potential hazard impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed, including hazards 
related to explosive materials (see Section 4.3 pages 4-45 through 4-68 of the DEIR and Master 
Response 9).  The Refinery currently receives LPG railcar deliveries.  The proposed project will 
not increase the number of deliveries.  The additional ten railcars associated with the proposed 
project will be added to existing trains.  The potential risks associated with rail transport were 
analyzed in Section 4.3.2.5.2 of the DEIR.  The Worst-Case Consequence Analysis for the 
proposed project carefully evaluated the proposed modifications to existing equipment and 
proposed new units (see Appendix C of the DEIR).  For additional information regarding the 
hazards analysis of LPG railcars, see Response G1-78.229. 
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
Comment G1-106.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.3 
 
The environmental risks associated with potential incidents at the Refinery as a result of the 
proposed project were carefully analyzed and disclosed in the Worst-Case Consequence Analysis 
(see Appendix C of the FEIR) and in Section 4.3 of the FEIR.  The California refining industry is 
highly regulated by multiple agencies and regulations (see Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR), and 
Tesoro is subject to all applicable policies, rules, and regulations.  The AFPM, in association 
with the API, classified Tesoro in the top (First) quartile on process safety performance indicator 
benchmarking of U.S. refining companies.  The First quartile ranking is the best refining industry 
performers.  Tesoro has been First quartile since 2012.   
 
The three events cited in the comment were thoroughly investigated following the Tesoro 
incident investigation criteria, work process, and methodologies.  An incident investigation team 
with representation by specific disciplines (e.g., technical, operations, maintenance) and based on 
the type of incident conducts an incident investigation root cause analysis.  This methodology 
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reviews incident data for cause, identifies causal factors/root causes, and provides the associated 
recommendations, which are implemented with the goal of incident prevention and recurrence.  
No damage occurred outside the Refinery and no injuries occurred during these incidents.  The 
findings from the investigation of these three events are further described below. 
 
The event that the comment cited to have occurred on May 14, 2016 actually occurred on March 
14, 2016 and has been addressed by the Refinery.  The cause was a pipe failure due to pipe 
thinning caused by external corrosion.  The inspection analysis conducted on the pipe was also 
found to have used incorrect pressure and service information for the inspection analysis.  
Corrective actions included correcting the pressure and service information on the failed pipeline 
for subsequent inspection analysis and developing inspection and mitigation criteria for pipelines 
with increased external corrosion potential. 
 
The event that occurred on October 5, 2010 has been addressed by the Refinery.  The cause of 
the leak was due to vibrations from construction equipment that loosened a threaded nipple and 
flange from a pipeline section that was out-of-service but had contained material due to a valve 
that was left opened that connected the out-of-service pipeline to an in-service pipeline.  The 
leaked material was removed and impacted soil was excavated.  The out-of-service section of the 
pipeline was drained, cleaned, and permanently removed. 
 
The event cited by the comment to have occurred on September 28, 2009 actually occurred on 
September 25, 2009 and has been addressed by the Refinery.  The cause was due to a drain valve 
that was not blinded or locked and tagged out to prevent opening of the drain valve when the 
stripper tower reached normal operating temperature.  The operating procedure was revised to 
include locking and tagging the drain valves and/or installing blinds once the unit reaches normal 
operating temperature.  The drain line was also reconfigured so that drain valves are located a 
safe distance away from the piping outlet so that the drain valve can be quickly shut off.  
 
Comment G1-106.4 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.4 
 
Sections 3.3, 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR present hazards analysis and the Worst-Case 
Consequence analysis performed on the proposed project components including the new storage 
tanks, new interconnecting pipeline bundle, LPG hazards, other new process equipment, and 
modifications to existing equipment.  Section 4.2.2.5 and Appendix B-4 of the DEIR present the 
health risk assessment of the proposed project increases in TAC emissions (an analysis which 
excluded reductions from shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU to provide a 
conservative, worst-case analysis).  The comment does not explain if these analyses are deficient, 
other than stating that new assessments and plans are needed.  Thus, the comment does not 
present any evidence to contradict the analyses presented in the DEIR. 
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As described in Response G1-106.3 and Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the Refinery is highly 
regulated to protect the public health and safety and limits risks associated with refining hazards.  
In addition, the Refinery adheres to robust and continually evolving industry standards (e.g., 
API, ASTM, and ASME).  The Refinery is subject to the CalARP and U.S. EPA requirements to 
prepare and maintain a Risk Management Plan.  
 
Comment G1-106.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.5 
 
As explained on page 4-61 of the DEIR, LPG can originate from a number of locations including 
Northern and Central California; Lynndyl, Utah; Bumstead, Arizona; and Hutchinson or 
Conway, Kansas.  These railcars are not expected to come from another Los Angeles area 
source.  It is not possible to disclose the precise origin for the new LPG shipments because those 
business decisions are made in real time in response to shifting market considerations, such as 
the amount available from each source.  These shipments are expected to arrive by railcar, not 
pipeline or truck.  The proposed project increases the number of railcars of LPG transported, but 
not an increase in the number of trains.  The additional railcars (up to 10 per day) will be 
delivered as part of an existing train delivery.   
 
Tesoro does, and will continue to, sell LPG to third-parties.  As explained in Master Response 
10, the proposed project will enable the Refinery to maintain a more even LPG balance and the 
third-party sales of LPG are expected to decrease.  The reduction in excess LPG available for 
third-party sales is a result of shutting down the Wilmington Operations FCCU.  When sold to 
third parties, Tesoro does not designate where LPG is transported and stored.   
 
Response G1-106.2 explains the hazards analysis performed for the LPG railcars associated with 
the proposed project.  The air quality impacts associated with the additional railcar emissions 
have been included in the air quality analysis in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and Appendices B-3 
through B-5.  Additionally, GHG emission impacts were analyzed in Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR.  
Therefore, the DEIR fully analyzed the impacts associated with the additional LPG deliveries. 
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Comment G1-106.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.6 
 
The comment’s objection to the 6,000 bbl per day increase is noted.  The DEIR explains that air 
quality impacts associated with construction of the proposed project are considered significant 
for VOC and NOx, but no significant adverse operational air quality impacts are expected from 
the proposed project.  Further, no construction is required for the 6,000 bbl per day increase (see 
Section 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR.)  As described 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, and, as described in 
Section 5.2.2.3 of the DEIR, local GHG emission reductions.  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 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). 
 
The DEIR also prepared a Health Risk Assessment (see Appendix B-4 of the DEIR) that 
analyzed carcinogenic health risks, chronic health hazards, and acute health hazards associated 
with the proposed project and determined that these risks and hazards were all less than 
significant.  Local health effects have been found to be less than significant and are explained in 
detail in Master Response 3.  The proposed project has been fully analyzed for hazards (see 
Master Response 9).  Hazards increase from the SARP.  However, CEQA does not prohibit any 
increase in impacts, rather, it requires an EIR to disclose impacts and, if those increases are 
significant, to mitigate them to the extent feasible (see CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4).   
 
Comment G1-106.7 
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Response G1-106.7 
 
As explained in Response G1-78.246, the DEIR presents a conservative construction analysis.  
The DEIR only includes equipment that Tesoro has full control over in the mitigated emissions 
analysis.  The conservative analysis in the DEIR does not mean that electrified equipment will 
not be used.  On the contrary, DEIR Mitigation Measure A-1 requires the inclusion of Best 
Management Practices in the Construction Management Program including on-road mobile 
sources.  Best Management Practice 7 requires the use of electric power in lieu of diesel power 
where available.  Therefore, all equipment will be electrified where feasible and available. 
 
No significant operational impacts were identified, and thus no operational mitigation is 
required. 
 
Comment G1-106.8 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.8 
 
As indicated in Response G1-106.7, electric power will be used where feasible and available.  
Tier 4 engine standards are the current, most stringent engine standards. 
 
Comment G1-106.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.9 
 
Response G1-106.7 describes the use of electric power for construction activities.  Mitigation 
Measure A-3 requires the use of the newest fleet for construction activities.  No significant 
operational impacts were identified, and thus no operational mitigation is required. 
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Comment G1-106.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.10 
 
While CEQA does not require governmental agency approval, certification or validation for a 
technology to be considered for mitigation, it does require “feasible” mitigation measures 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)).  Feasible means capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, 
and technological factors (Public Resources Code § 21061.1).  This standard requires more than 
“due diligence to validate the technology” as suggested in the comment. 
 
As indicated in Response G1-106.7, electric power will be used where feasible and available.  
The DEIR Air Quality Construction Mitigation Measure Exception 2 provides the details of 
when the SCAQMD will consider the measure infeasible.  In this instance, on page 4-38, an 
exception from the mitigation measure shall be allowable if, “The contractor has been awarded 
funding by SCAQMD or another agency that would provide some or all of the cost to retrofit, 
repower, or purchase a piece of equipment or vehicle, but the funding has not yet been provided 
due to circumstances beyond the contractor's control, and the contractor has attempted in good 
faith and due diligence to lease or short-term rent the equipment or vehicle that would comply 
with this policy, but that equipment or vehicle is not available for lease or short-term rental 
within 200 miles of the project site, and the contractor has submitted documentation to Tesoro 
showing that the requirements of this Exception provision apply.”  This exception does not mean 
that governmental funding must be available for the technology.  Rather, this particular 
exception is taking into account the situation where governmental funding is provided to 
promote the use of a new technology that is not yet required through any regulatory requirement, 
by offsetting the cost differential between that new technology and that required by regulation.  
In that situation, if the technology has not yet received funding, and no other equipment is 
available within a 200 mile radius, the applicant is not required to use equipment or a vehicle 
relying on that technology.   
 
It is important to note that this measure applies to construction mitigation.  Construction 
activities are expected to occur over a 5-year period with varying amounts of construction 
equipment operating at any given time.  The DEIR used expected peak day activity levels and 
assumed no equipment sharing between proposed project components during each construction 
month to conservatively estimate the worst-case impacts (See Appendix B-1 of the DEIR).  The 
comment suggests that the economic cost of a mitigation measure is not relevant to an agency’s 
decision as to whether to require the mitigation.  But CEQA only requires “feasible” mitigation 
measures (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)), feasible means capable of being accomplished in a 
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successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors (Public Resources Code § 21061.1).  The 
economic cost of a mitigation measure is thus a consideration that might render certain 
mitigation infeasible. 
 
Comment G1-106.11 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.11 
 
While it is true that electric vehicles tend to be quieter than gasoline- or diesel-fueled vehicles, as 
explained on page 4-83 of the DEIR, no significant adverse impacts associated with noise are 
expected from the proposed project during construction, so no mitigation measures are required.  
 
Comment G1-106.12 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.12 
 
As explained in Responses G1-106.7 through G1-106.11, electric power will be used where 
feasible and available as required by the mitigation measures included in the DEIR for 
construction activities.  No significant operational impacts were identified, and thus no 
operational mitigation is required. 
 
Comment G1-106.13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.13 
 
As explained in Response G1-78.246, the DEIR presents a conservative construction analysis.  
The DEIR only includes equipment that Tesoro has full control over in the mitigated emissions 
analysis.  The conservative analysis in the DEIR does not mean that electrified equipment will 
not be used.  On the contrary, DEIR Mitigation Measure A-1 requires the inclusion of Best 
Management Practices in the Construction Management Program.  Best Management Practice 7 
requires the use of electric power in lieu of diesel power where available.  Therefore, all 
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equipment will be electrified where feasible and available.  Additionally, Mitigation Measures 
A-5 and A-6 require the use of electrical equipment, where electricity is available in construction 
areas.   
 
Comment G1-106.14 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.14 
 
As explained in Response G1-106.13, in addition to the use of Tier 4 engines, use of electric 
power will be used wherever feasible and available. 
 
Comment G1-106.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.15 
 
The comment suggests, without supporting evidence, that electric off-road vehicles are 
commercially available for the specific construction activities and needs of the proposed project.  
As explained in Response G1-78.246, the proposed project is located throughout the entire 
Refinery and requires the equipment to be mobile throughout the entire Refinery.  Electric 
construction equipment is limited in range by the length of the power connection.  The lines 
needed to power construction equipment introduce safety hazards that limit the distance the 
equipment can operate from the power source.  Therefore, use of electric equipment is not 
always feasible.  Additionally, electric equipment available is typically much smaller in capacity 
(horsepower, load, volume, etc.) and are not always appropriate for the proposed project.  At this 
time, no commercially available non-drayage off-road vehicles have been identified.  However, 
as explained in Response G1-106.13, the proposed project will use the cleanest off-road 
equipment feasible and available. 
 
The EIR did not exclude any mitigation measures solely on the grounds that the technology had 
not yet received governmental agency approval, certification, or validation. 
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Comment G1-106.16 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.16 
 
As explained in Response G1-106.10, the economic cost of a measure is an appropriate 
consideration in determining the feasibility of mitigation.  Accordingly, Exception 2 from Air 
Quality Construction Mitigation Measures A-3 and A-7 on page 4-38 of the DEIR is proper.  It 
provides an exception from the mitigation measures if, “The contractor has been awarded 
funding by SCAQMD or another agency that would provide some or all of the cost to retrofit, 
repower, or purchase a piece of equipment or vehicle, but the funding has not yet been provided 
due to circumstances beyond the contractor's control, and the contractor has attempted in good 
faith and due diligence to lease or short-term rent the equipment or vehicle that would comply 
with this policy, but that equipment or vehicle is not available for lease or short-term rental 
within 200 miles of the proposed project site, and the contractor has submitted documentation to 
Tesoro showing that the requirements of this Exception provision apply.”  The intent of 
government funding is to accelerate penetration of emerging technologies into the marketplace.  
Therefore, if the equipment in question is available to receive funding and cannot be located 
within 200 miles of the Refinery, it would not be considered common in the marketplace or 
commercially available and relief from the mitigation is warranted. 
 
Comment G1-106.17 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.17 
 
As explained on page 4-83 of the DEIR, no significant adverse noise impacts are expected from 
the proposed project during construction, so no noise mitigation measures are required.  
 
Comment G1-106.18 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.18 
 
As described in Responses G1-106.13 through G1-106.17, electric power will be used where 
feasible and available as required by the mitigation measures included in Section 4.2.3 of the 
DEIR.  The comment provided no evidence that off-road electric mobile vehicles are available.  
Additionally, as explained in Response G1-106.15, no commercially available non-drayage off-
road vehicles have been identified.  Therefore, no additional assessment is warranted. 
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Comment G1-106.19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.19 
 
The DEIR concluded that operational VOC emissions will be less than significant; therefore, 
mitigation is not required.  Nonetheless, Appendix B-3, Attachment A, Table A-17 and Table A-
18, as well as Appendix B-3, Attachment B of the DEIR fully disclose the type of control 
technology proposed for each tank affected by the proposed project.  Storage tanks associated 
with the proposed project are of two types, fixed roof and floating roof tanks.  Inherent to their 
design, fixed roof tanks have a vapor space between the surface of the liquid and the roof of the 
tank.  This vapor space must escape (or vent) when product is added to the tank, or when 
temperatures increase and the vapors expand.  These vapors escape through vents or PRDs 
affixed to the storage tanks.  On the other hand, a floating roof “floats” on top of and in contact 
with the surface of the liquid product in a tank and thus does not have a vapor space that vents 
when additional product is added, or due to temperature increases.  Thus, less VOC emissions 
are generated by floating roof tanks and they do not have vents or PRDs. 
 
Vents/PRDs on fixed roof tanks may be connected to a vapor recovery unit (VRU or a vapor 
recovery system) if the vapor being collected is compatible with the VRU gases being collected.  
Both control techniques (fixed roof tank connected to VRU, as well as floating roof tanks) are 
used to mitigate emissions and are determined to satisfy BACT requirements for new and 
modified petroleum storage tanks.   
 
At Carson Operations, six new floating roof tanks meeting BACT requirements are proposed to 
be installed.  No new or modified fixed roof storage tanks are included as part of the proposed 
project.  At Wilmington Operations, two new floating roof tanks meeting BACT requirements 
are proposed to be installed.  Existing floating roof Tank 80079 (currently meeting BACT) will 
experience an increase in throughput.  Existing Tanks 80060 and 80067 are proposed to modify 
the permit to allow increased throughput and be converted to floating roof tanks meeting BACT.  
Tank 80038 is an existing fixed roof storage tank proposed to modify the permit to allow 
increased throughput and be connected to the vapor recovery system, which satisfies BACT. 
 
The comment asserts that VOCs are GHGs.  GHGs include carbon dioxide CO2, methane (CH4), 
nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated gases (e.g., SF6).347  Methane is considered a GHG, but is 
not considered a VOC.  Methane is not typically found in refined petroleum products and is not 
expected to be emitted from tanks storing refined petroleum products.  Traces of methane can be 
                                                            
347 U.S. EPA, https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/overview-greenhouse-gases. 
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found in un-stabilized crude oils; the Refinery limits its crude oil acquisitions to stabilized 
pipeline quality crude oil (see Response G1-78.161 and G1-78.221).  Therefore, these tanks are 
not expected to be a source of GHG emissions. 
 
Comment G1-106.20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.20 
 
VRUs are not an “off-the-shelf” technology; rather, they are complicated systems that must be 
custom designed for each facility in order to meet recovered vapor flow rate, density, moisture 
content, heat value, as well as the removal of contaminants of the gas collected.  VRUs must also 
be designed to appropriately store and then dispense the recovered gases to appropriate locations 
where the recovered gases will be recycled, sold for use as product, or otherwise used as a fuel 
gas within a refinery.  Therefore, nothing about these systems can be considered “off-the-shelf.”   
As indicated in Response G1-106.19, there will be only one tank in the proposed project that will 
be a fixed roof storage tank connected to the existing vapor recovery system after the project 
completion.  The existing vapor recovery system achieves 99 percent control efficiency and is 
considered BACT for emissions control of the connected fixed roof storage tanks.  A vapor 
recovery system and VRU both serve the same purpose which is to recover vapors from fixed 
roof storage tanks.  Since the vapors are already recovered by the existing vapor recovery system 
and a blanket gas is added to fill the empty space in the fixed roof tank to protect the stored 
material and reduce hazards, it is not possible to install a VRU in addition to the existing vapor 
recovery system. 
 
All other new or modified tanks in the project will be floating roof tanks after project 
completion.  As explained in Response G1-106.19, a floating roof “floats” on top of and in 
contact with the surface of the liquid product in a tank and thus do not have a vapor space that 
vents when additional product is added, or due to temperature increases.  Since there is no vapor 
space where vapors can be recovered from, a VRU or a vapor recovery system cannot be used on 
a floating roof tank. 
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Comment G1-106.21 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.21 
 
As described in Response G1-106.20, since a VRU cannot be installed in addition to a vapor 
recovery system, and a VRU cannot be installed on a floating roof tank, no further research into 
VRU is necessary. 
 
Comment G1-106.22 
 
 
t 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.22 
 
As described in Sections 2.7.2.11 and 4.2.2.2.2 of the DEIR, the proposed project will result in a 
decrease in transportation emissions with respect to marine vessels that deliver crude oil.  
Because the proposed project does not result in a significant increase of marine vessel emissions, 
mitigation, such as electric on-dock pumps, is not necessary.  Therefore, no further research into 
electric on-dock pumps is necessary.  
 
In addition, the comment provides no evidence to support the claim that electrically driven on-
dock pumps could function to unload a marine vessel.  The on-board pumps on a marine vessel 
are designed to lift the crude oil out of the hold of the marine vessel, while the on-dock pumps 
are designed to assist or boost the flow through pipelines and into the storage tank and 
compensate for pressure created as the tank is filled.  Currently, Tesoro's Berth 121 at Marine 
Terminal 1 is the only marine oil terminal in the world that has cold ironing capability.  Cold 
ironing means that a marine vessel can completely shut down its main engine and allow its 
pumps to be run by shore side electricity.  Cold ironing was installed at Marine Terminal 1 as a 
technology demonstration, along with two dedicated crude oil tankers.  Cold Ironing is used 
when unloading the two crude oil tankers.  Marine Terminal 1 would be used by the proposed 
project to offload crude oil into the new Carson Crude Terminal storage tanks.  However, even 
with cold ironing, the on-board pumps on the marine vessel are still being used (via electric 
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power from the dock) while electric on-dock pumps merely supplement the on-board pumps.   
 
Comment G1-106.23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.23 
 
The proposed project is expected to streamline the unloading of marine vessels, significantly 
reducing emissions.  Therefore, no mitigation of marine vessel emissions is required.  In 
December 2007, CARB approved the "Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Auxiliary Diesel 
Engines Operated on Ocean-Going Vessels At-Berth in a California Port" Regulation.348  The 
purpose of this regulation is “to reduce emissions from diesel auxiliary engines on container 
ships, passenger ships, and refrigerated-cargo ships while berthing at a California Port”.  
However, fleets in other ocean-going vessel categories including tankers are not subject to this 
regulation.  In October 2015, CARB approved AMECS as an alternative control technology to 
cold ironing under this specific regulation.349  Since tankers are excluded from this regulation, 
CARB has not approved AMECS for use on tankers.  CARB is researching amendments to the 
At-Berth regulation and the possible inclusion of other vessel types, in the regulation.350  The 
CARB research includes investigating the potential use of emission control systems, fuel 
switching or boiler design changes, and the use of booster pumps as possible methods of 
reducing emissions from tanker marine vessels.  The feasibility and applicability of the 
additional control methods has not yet been determined and regulation amendments have not yet 
been proposed.  Meetings with the regulated community are anticipated to occur in 2017.351 
 
                                                            
348  https://www.arb.ca.gov/ports/shorepower/shorepower.htm. 
349  https://www.arb.ca.gov/ports/shorepower/eo/ab-15-02.pdf. 
350  Personal communication with Angela Csondes, CARB, Manager Shore Power for Ocean-Going Vessels, (916) 

323-4882, November 18, 2016. 
351  Personal communication with Angela Csondes, CARB, Manager Shore Power for Ocean-Going Vessels, (916) 

323-4882, November 18, 2016. 
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Comment G1-106.24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.24 
 
The comment is unsupported by any evidence that the project will result in significant increases 
in emissions of toxics or air pollutants, or that additional mitigation beyond that analyzed and 
required in the DEIR is required.  As explained on pages 4-26 through 4-29 of the DEIR, the 
shorter amount of time while a marine vessel is at-dock hoteling and unloading will result in less 
marine vessel emissions associated with auxiliary engines and boilers used while hoteling.  The 
SCAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds for air quality are based on peak daily emissions.  
Additionally, as described on page 4-27 of the DEIR, peak daily emissions for marine deliveries 
occur when the marine vessel is transiting the harbor (i.e., arriving or departing).  Peak emissions 
do not occur during the stationary unloading of crude oil from marine vessels.  Since the 
proposed project will not affect peak daily emissions from marine vessels, no additional impacts 
are anticipated and no mitigation is required.  
 
The analysis presented on pages 4-26 through 4-29 of the DEIR is based on the annual 
incremental change in the volume of crude oil to be delivered and the reduction in hoteling time 
and presents the emissions reductions based on unloading the additional 2.2 million bbl/yr of 
crude oil from either a Panamax or Aframax vessel, both of which will produce fewer emissions 
than under current conditions and less than baseline emissions.  The DEIR did not take credit for 
reductions in anchorage and hoteling emissions because the extent of the reductions cannot be 
accurately quantified without knowing the mix of marine vessels calling.  Therefore, the CEQA 
significance determination for air quality in Table 4.2-4 represents a “worst-case” analysis of the 
proposed project because emissions reductions from marine vessels would further reduce the 
impacts of the proposed project. 
 
As explained in more detail in Response G1-78.180, there will be emission reductions from 
reduced hoteling while at anchor, and no change in peak daily emissions associated with the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the public will not be exposed to more emissions as claimed in the 
comment since the peak daily emissions remain the same while the number of days of hoteling 
will be reduced.   
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Comment G1-106.25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.25 
 
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.352   
 
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 

                                                            
352 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). 
 
Therefore, the DEIR properly analyzed the proposed project’s impacts.  Also, the ERCs used to 
offset emission increases will not be derived from the shutdown of the FCCU but are other ERCs 
Tesoro owns. 
 
Comment G1-106.26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.26 
 
See Response G1-78.211 regarding the shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU that will 
generate emission reductions.  SCAQMD rules and regulations require the use of ERCs to offset 
any emission increases that may potentially be generated by a new or modified permit unit.  This 
is to ensure, pursuant to state and federal new source review requirements, that the air basin, as a 
whole sees an overall reduction in emissions.  ERCs owned by the Refinery were mostly 
generated from prior equipment shutdowns, and are intended to be used to offset emission 
increases from the proposed project.  All new or modified equipment requiring SCAQMD 
permits will use BACT.  ERCs are not a substitute for reducing pollution but must be 
surrendered to SCAQMD to offset remaining emission increases even after BACT is applied.  
 
The comment refers to suggested mitigation measures in previous comments G1-106.7 through 
G1-106.25 and those have been responded to in the corresponding responses. 
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Comment G1-106.27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.27 
 
Response G1-81.95 addresses the issue described in the comment regarding the SCIG project 
cumulative impacts analysis for operational emissions in the DEIR.  The accuracy of the 
emissions analysis for the SCIG project is not relevant to the DEIR analysis because the DEIR 
did not consider emission reductions associated with the SCIG project when assessing the 
proposed project’s cumulative impacts.  Emissions from cumulative projects, such as the SCIG 
project, were reported in the DEIR for informational purposes, but were not added together in 
order to determine cumulative impacts.  As explained in Master Response 16, the operational 
emissions of the proposed project were calculated according to SCAQMD policy and are below 
significance thresholds for all pollutants and thus, are not considered cumulatively considerable. 
 
As described in Section 5.1.2.2 of the DEIR, the geographic scope for the cumulative analysis is 
limited to approximately one-mile radius of the proposed project.  Therefore, the requested 
action in the comment, that SCAQMD include assessment of certain listed projects in its 
cumulative impact analysis of emissions, is not necessary given these projects are outside of the 
one-mile radius and how the DEIR assesses cumulative air quality impacts.  As referenced above 
and explained in Master Response 16, the DEIR concludes that the proposed project’s impacts 
on air quality are cumulatively significant only if SCAQMD’s modeling finds that the proposed 
project itself will significantly impact air quality.  This policy is appropriate for 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 
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context of emissions occurring Basin-wide.  In effect, project-specific analysis is already 
cumulative because its modeling examines the impact of a project in the context of existing and 
future conditions that incorporates other contributors to that impact.  Under this SCAQMD 
policy, which has been upheld by the courts, the DEIR’s conclusions regarding the proposed 
project’s cumulative emissions impacts appropriately use the proposed project’s air quality 
impacts and need not incorporate emissions from a list of projects and sources during a 
standalone cumulative analysis in the manner set out in the comment.  All relevant emissions 
have already been incorporated into the DEIR’s air quality assessment for the proposed project, 
and on the basis of this assessment, the DEIR reached supported conclusions that the proposed 
project:  (1) will cause unavoidable cumulatively significant air quality impacts during 
construction (due to VOC, NOx, and localized NO2 emissions); and (2) will not cause 
cumulatively significant operational impacts (the proposed project results in neutral or reduced 
criteria pollutant levels). 
 
Comment G1-106.28 
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Response G1-106.28 
 
The comment appears to list a selected history of Wilmington Operations emissions and 
compliance data by comparing to SCAQMD’s Facility Information Detail (FIND) database.  The 
majority of the data incorrectly calculates the percentage difference (i.e., the percent difference is 
the (end value – start value)/start value*100, not end value/start value*100 as presented, which 
overstates the result by 100 percent).  The comparison of historic data is not relevant to future 
activities because the conditions that generated the historic data may not be representative of 
future trends.  Additionally, SCAQMD has been more prescriptive in emission calculation 
methodologies and more inclusive of sources over time.   As explained in Section 4.1.2 of the 
DEIR, Refinery operations vary, which results in fluctuating emissions levels as depicted in the 
data presented in the comment.  According to Tesoro, for the years under Tesoro ownership, the 
variability in yearly emissions is primarily attributed to operational variability such as unit 
turnarounds (unit shutdowns for maintenance).  The SCAQMD rules and regulations are 
designed to control emissions and achieve air quality goals, while the SCAQMD CEQA 
significance thresholds apply to project-specific impacts.  The operational emissions of the 
proposed project were determined to be less than significant (see DEIR Table 4.2-4). 
 
With respect to the flare emissions data, the comment provides no basis for the analysis.  Figure 
106.28-1 presents the reported flare emissions for the Wilmington Operations from 2007 through 
2015.  The data do not corroborate the unsupported statements made in the comment regarding 
flaring.  See also Master Response 15 and Response G1-78.207 that explains the variability of 
flaring and the restrictions imposed by SCAQMD Rule 1118.   
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Figure 106.28-1 

Historical Flaring Emissions for the Wilmington Operations 
(2007 – 2015) 

  

0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

60000

70000

80000

90000

100000

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Po
un

ds
 o
f E

m
iss
io
ns

PM Emissions

NOx Emissions

ROG Emissions

CO Emissions

SO2 Emissions



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2727 

Comment G1-106.29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.29 
 
The comment that SCAQMD rules have failed to reduce Refinery emissions to less than 
significant and change Refinery compliance to non-violations is unsupported opinion that does 
not raise issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary 
under CEQA.  
 
However, as reported in the SCAQMD Annual RECLAIM Audit Report for 2014 Compliance 
Year, the RECLAIM program has reduced overall NOx emissions from 1994 thru 2014 by 
approximately 71% and overall SOx emissions for the same period by approximately 70%.  
Furthermore, an amendment to SOx RECLAIM will result in additional SOx allocation reduction 
of approximately 48.4% (or 5.7 tons/day) from 2013 through 2019.  In addition, an amendment 
to NOx RECLAIM adopted in 2015 will result in additional NOx allocation reduction of 
approximately 45.3% (or 12 tons/day) when fully implemented for compliance year 2022 and 
beyond.  These RECLAIM emissions and allocation reductions are from all facilities subject to 
RECLAIM including Tesoro and other facilities located near environmental justice communities. 
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A detailed response that the DEIR addresses environmental justice issues can be found in Master 
Response 14.   
 
Chapter 5 of the DEIR fully analyzes cumulative impacts.  A more detailed response regarding 
the adequacy of the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project can be found in 
Master Response 16. 
 
The comment also states, without supporting evidence, the Title V Permit fails to guarantee that 
the SCAQMD will act promptly and properly upon any existing and future noncompliance, 
noting that the Refinery is currently in non-compliance and the SCAQMD has failed to initiate 
enforcement actions.  Regardless, claims of prior non-compliance are not relevant to CEQA 
analysis because its environmental review process is not concerned with enforcement.353  
Further, it is appropriate for an EIR to conduct its analysis relying on future compliance with 
lawful obligations such as laws and regulations.354  As of January 13, 2017, SCAQMD’s FIND 
database showed Tesoro (Wilmington and Carson Operations) as “in compliance” with all 
previously issued notices of violation. 
 
Comment G1-106.30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-106.30 
 
The comments in this letter have been responded to in Reponses G1-106.1 through G1-106.29.  
The comment has been noted and is included in the FEIR. 
 
  

                                                            
353 See, e.g., Eureka Citizens for Responsible Gov’t v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 370-

71; Fat v. County of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1280 (2002) (noting the “practical 
problems in mixing review with enforcement”).   

354 Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906 (“[A] condition 
requiring compliance with regulations is a common and reasonable mitigation measure, and may be 
proper where it is reasonable to expect compliance.”); Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. 
City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1059-60 (Courts have interpreted the 
Guidelines as “specifically recogniz[ing] that mitigation measure requiring adherence to regulatory 
requirements or other performance criteria are permitted.”) (citing CEQA Guideline                            
§ 15126.4(a)(1)(B)).  
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Comment Letter No. G1-107 
 
  

G1-107.1 

G1-107.2 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-107 
 

Esteli Bowman-Rivera 
 
Comment G1-107.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-107.1 
 
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 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel equally. 
 
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. 
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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 
light crude oils that were utilized in the baseline period, and is what will continue after 
implementation of the proposed project.  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.   Any increased use of Bakken or heavy Canadian crude 
oils, or any other specific crude oils, 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. 
 
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 
significant adverse health impact.   
 
Section 3.3.6 of the DEIR describes existing Refinery safety systems at the Tesoro Refinery.  As 
explained in Section 4.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR and Master Response 9, the proposed 
project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence analysis.  
This includes proposed project equipment, including pipelines and storage tanks, and process 
units regardless of the cause of release (e.g., human error, equipment failure, sabotage, terrorism, 
natural disaster, or civil uprising).  The DEIR found that hazards associated with the Naphtha 
Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are 
potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios.   
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
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the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
The comment regarding opposition to the new storage tanks has been noted and no response is 
necessary. 
 
Comment G1-107.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-107.2 
 
The comment regarding clean renewable energy 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. 
 
Although the proposed project includes adding new storage tanks, this component of the 
proposed project would not increase the crude oil throughput capacity at the Refinery.  Instead, 
the new crude oil storage tanks would allow the Refinery to reduce transportation emissions 
associated with marine vessels that deliver crude oil.  As explained in the DEIR (see pages 4-26 
through 4-29) and Master Response 6, the proposed project will increase the crude oil storage 
capacity at the Refinery, which will reduce the amount of time that marine vessels spend at the 
Port and the associated emissions. 
 
Master Response 6 explains that the volume of available crude oil storage capacity has no 
bearing on Refinery crude oil processing capacity.  The proposed project would not create a new 
or larger refinery or result in a substantial increase of crude oil throughput capacity.  It would 
further integrate the Refinery's Carson and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Sections 2.7.1.3 and 4.1.2.1 of the FEIR describe the potential 6,000 bbl/day crude oil  
throughput 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 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). 
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As discussed in G1-107.1, 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.  As discussed in Response G1-107.1, the 
proposed project has been fully analyzed for hazard impacts based on a worst-case consequence 
analysis. 
 
Finally, the comment requests an accurate DEIR.  The comment does not identify in what way 
the DEIR may be inaccurate.  The DEIR for the proposed project complies with all relevant 
requirements of CEQA including the requirement that an EIR be an informational document 
which will inform public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and 
describe reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines §15121(a)).  Further, pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2, an EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental 
effects of the proposed project.  In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the 
environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing 
physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is 
published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is 
commenced.  Direct and indirect significant effects of the proposed project on the environment 
shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and 
long-term effects.  Therefore, contrary to the comment, the environmental analysis in the DEIR 
is not inaccurate. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-108 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

G1-108.1 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-108 
 

Esteli Bowman-Rivera 
 
Comment G1-108.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment G1-108.1 
 
The comment letter is identical to Comment Letter G1-107.  Comment Letters G1-107 and     
G1-108 were sent to Jillian Wong in the CEQA Section and Danny Luong in the Engineering 
Section of the SCAQMD, respectively.  See Responses G1-107.1 nd G1-107.2.  

G1-108.1 
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Comment Letter No. G1-109 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

G1-109.1 

G1-109.2 

G1-109.3 

G1-109.4 

G1-109.6 

G1-109.5 
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G1-109.6 
cont’d 

G1-109.7 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-109 
 

Environmental Justice 
 

Comment G1-109.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-109.1 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-109.2 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-109.2 
 
The comment is noted and the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no recirculation of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA.   
 
Comment G1-109.3 
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Response G1-109.3 
 
The comment includes unsubstantiated claims that Tesoro's CEO revealed to investors that new 
crude oils require Refinery modifications that increase dangers.  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 change the crude oil 
blend processed by the Refinery, 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 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 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. 
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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.355  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. 
 
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 
light crude oils that were utilized in the baseline period, and is what will continue after 
implementation of the proposed project.  It is correct to say that Tesoro makes ongoing efforts to 
provide “advantaged crude oil”, as the 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.  Any increased use of Bakken or heavy Canadian crude oils, or any other 
specific crude oils, 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. 
 
Comment G1-109.4 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-109.4 
 
The comment references other previously submitted comments to which SCAQMD has 
responded in detail.  Responses G1-78.92 through G1-78.258 address Phyllis Fox’s comments.  
Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.154 address CBE’s comments.  Responses G1-86.1 through 
G1-86.88 address Earthjustice’s comments.  Responses G1-84.1 through G1-84.4 address East 

                                                            
355 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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Yard’s comments.  Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30 address CFASE’s comments.  The 
comment does not raise any new issues related to the DEIR that were not previously addressed.   
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  Additionally, this comment provides 
no new evidence that would require the DEIR to be rewritten. 
 
Comment G1-109.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-109.5 
 
As explained in Response G1-109.3, the proposed project does not include or facilitate a 
substantial change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery. 
 
The objectives of the proposed project are stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  A complete project 
description is provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR.  The potential impacts of the proposed project 
have been fully analyzed and are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.   
 
Comment G1-109.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-109.6 
 
The proposed project objective of shutting down the Wilmington Operations FCCU is 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-
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site and reducing carbon intensity.”  The proposed project involves efficiency improvements that 
will reduce the Refinery's energy needs and enable the Refinery to maintain its overall 
transportation fuels production capability with reduced emissions.  These proposed project 
objectives are consistent with sustainability by reducing the carbon intensity of an existing 
refinery. 
 
As described in Response G1-109.3, comments claiming that Bakken crude oil is explosive have 
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. 
 
As also described in Response G1-109.3, the proposed project will not change the crude oil 
blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that the DCU H-100 heater permit revision 
will increase the capacity of that unit by 6,000 bbl/day, and proposed project modifications are 
not related to any specific crude oil source.  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.  Further, as explained in Response 
G1-81.57, there are no proposed project modifications to bring crude oil by rail to the Refinery.  
Thus, train-related Bakken crude oil accidents are not relevant to the DEIR analysis or the 
proposed project. 
 
The comment refers to transportation of crude oils from a proposed Tesoro ship terminal near 
Portland, OR.  SCAQMD assumes this comment refers the Vancouver Energy Project, a joint 
venture between Tesoro and Savage Companies that would offer transport of crude oils to any of 
the refineries on the West Coast.  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.  That review 
includes the evaluation of transportation hazards.  Additionally, as described in Master Response 
8, the Final EIS has not yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy Project, and the project has 
not been approved.   
 
The sulfur tank event that occurred at the Refinery on August 26, 2016, is unrelated to the 
proposed project.  No modifications are included in the proposed project that would impact the 
SRP in any way.  However, Tesoro reports that the sulfur tank event was thoroughly investigated 
following Tesoro's Incident Investigation criteria, work process, and methodologies.  An incident 
investigation team with representation by specific disciplines (e.g. technical, operations, and 
maintenance) as well as an outside industry expert conducted an incident investigation root cause 
analysis.  Root cause methodology reviews incident data for cause, identifies causal factors and 
root causes, and provides the associated recommendations, which are implemented with the goal 
of incident prevention and recurrence.   
 
Tesoro reports that the cause of the event is believed to have been solid sulfur blockages in the 
storage tank vent gas blower suction line.  The sulfur blockage led to low flow conditions which 
caused combustible vapors to build up in the tank vapor space in excess of the flammability 
concentration.  An unknown ignition source then ignited the vapors that started the fire.  
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Corrective actions included calculating a safe minimum operating vent gas rate and changing the 
vent gas flow alarms on the sulfur tank based on the calculated safe minimum operating vent gas 
rate.  Ongoing corrective action also includes a re-evaluation of the design of the existing sulfur 
tank venting system to determine if there are any better long-term engineered solutions that can 
be feasibly implemented. 
 
Finally, 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 FEIR 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 
significant adverse health impact.   
 
Neither the CEQA Statutes nor Guidelines require an analysis of environmental justice impacts.  
The SCAQMD, however, has a strong record of addressing environmental justice issues since 
the SCAQMD's Environmental Justice program began in 1997.  Since that time, the SCAQMD 
has instituted a number of community initiatives to help improve air quality for low income 
residents and residents of color in the Basin.  The programs and initiatives have been continually 
reviewed and updated.  As a result, the SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program goes beyond 
a single project, and encompasses a unified regional approach to reducing impacts to the Basin’s 
most impacted communities.  Master Response 14 addresses environmental justice regarding the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-109.7 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-109.7 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
The 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 DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
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significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no recirculation of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA.   
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Comment Letter No. G1-110 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  G1-110.1 

G1-110.2 

G1-110.3 

G1-110.4 

G1-110.5 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-110 
 

Rheva A. Nickols 
 

Comment G1-110.1 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-110.1 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-110.2 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-110.2 
 
The comment is noted and the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-110.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-110.3 
 
The comment references other previously submitted comments to which SCAQMD has 
responded in detail.  Responses G1-78.92 through G1-78.258 address Phyllis Fox’s comments.  
Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.154 address CBE’s comments.  Responses G1-86.1 through 
G1-86.88 address Earthjustice’s comments.  Responses G1-84.1 through G1-84.4 address East 
Yard’s comments.  Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30 address CFASE’s comments.  The 
comment does not raise any new issues related to the DEIR that were not previously addressed. 
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The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  Additionally, this comment provides 
no new evidence that would require the DEIR to be rewritten. 
 
Comment G1-110.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-110.4 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
As indicated in the DEIR Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 for the proposed project, crude oil is not 
currently transported directly to either the Wilmington or Carson Operations via rail.  These 
locations do not currently have the facilities or SCAQMD permits to receive crude oil deliveries 
by rail.  No new or modified facilities are included in the proposed project to enable crude oil 
deliveries by rail.   
 
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 
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classified as a Hazard Class 3 Flammable Liquid.356  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 comment refers to transportation of crudes from a proposed Tesoro ship terminal near 
Portland, OR, which is part of 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.  That review includes the evaluation of transportation hazards.  Additionally, as 
described in Master Response 8, the Final EIS has not yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy 
Project, and the project has not been approved.   
 
Statements made by Tesoro regarding sourcing “advantaged crude oils”, as that term is used by 
Tesoro, including Bakken crude oil, are typically made with regard to its West Coast system, 
which includes the Kenai Refinery in Alaska, the Anacortes Refinery in Washington, and the two 
California refineries in Martinez and Los Angeles357, not specifically the Los Angeles Refinery.   
 
The sulfur tank event that occurred at the Refinery on August 26, 2016, is unrelated to the 
proposed project.  No modifications are included in the proposed project that would impact the 
SRP in any way.  However, Tesoro reports that the sulfur tank event was thoroughly investigated 
following Tesoro's Incident Investigation criteria, work process, and methodologies.  An incident 
investigation team with representation by specific disciplines (e.g. technical, operations, and 
maintenance) as well as an outside industry expert conducted an incident investigation root cause 
analysis.  Root cause methodology reviews incident data for cause, identifies causal factors and 
root causes, and provides the associated recommendations, which are implemented with the goal 
of incident prevention and recurrence.   
 
Tesoro reports that the cause of the event is believed to have been solid sulfur blockages in the 
storage tank vent gas blower suction line.  The sulfur blockage led to low flow conditions which 
caused combustible vapors to build up in the tank vapor space in excess of the flammability 
concentration.  An unknown ignition source then ignited the vapors that started the fire.  
Corrective actions included calculating a safe minimum operating vent gas rate and changing the 
vent gas flow alarms on the sulfur tank based on the calculated safe minimum operating vent gas 
rate.  Ongoing corrective action also includes a re-evaluation of the design of the existing sulfur 
tank venting system to determine if there are any better long-term engineered solutions that can 
be feasibly implemented. 
                                                            
356 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). 
357 The reference to the “West Coast system” that appears in Tesoro’s corporate presentations and statements is a 

term that is used with varying meanings based on the context of the presentation or statement.  Analyst day and 
earning statements presentations are given to an audience that routinely participates in the presentations and is 
familiar with Tesoro’s corporate structure and financial performance.  Therefore, some of the references are not 
intended to be as explicit as they would be to an uninformed audience.  At times, the term refers to Tesoro’s four 
west coast refineries, but it can also refer to those four refineries as well as Tesoro Logistics or a distribution 
system to third-party clients on the west coast.  Thus, the context surrounding the use of this phrase is always 
necessary to understand the speaker’s intended meaning, but the phrase is not used to refer only to the Los 
Angeles Refinery in isolation. 
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Neither the CEQA Statutes nor Guidelines require an analysis of environmental justice impacts.  
The SCAQMD, however, has a strong record of addressing environmental justice issues since 
the SCAQMD's Environmental Justice program began in 1997.  Since that time, the SCAQMD 
has instituted a number of community initiatives to help improve air quality for low income 
residents and residents of color in the Basin.  The programs and initiatives have been continually 
reviewed and updated.  As a result, the SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program goes beyond 
a single project, and encompasses a unified regional approach to reducing impacts to the Basin’s 
most impacted communities.  Master Response 14 addresses environmental justice regarding the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-110.5 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-110.5 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-111 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

G1-111.1 

G1-111.2 

G1-111.3 

G1-111.4 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-111 
 

Julia Gibson 
 

Comment G1-111.1 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-111.1 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-111.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-111.2 
 
The comment is noted and the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
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 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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
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Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
The objectives of the proposed project are stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  A complete project 
description is provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR.  The potential impacts of the proposed project 
have been fully analyzed and are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not 
specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response or 
recirculation of the DEIR is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-111.3 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-111.3 
 
The comment references other previously submitted comments to which SCAQMD has 
responded in detail.  Responses G1-78.92 through G1-78.258 address Phyllis Fox’s comments.  
Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.154 address CBE’s comments.  Responses G1-86.1 through 
G1-86.88 address Earthjustice’s comments.  Responses G1-84.1 through G1-84.4 address East 
Yard’s comments.  Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30 address CFASE’s comments.  The 
comment does not raise any new issues related to the DEIR that were not previously addressed.   
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  Additionally, this comment provides 
no new evidence that would require the DEIR to be rewritten. 
 
Comment G1-111.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-111.4 
 
As explained in Response G1-111.2, the proposed project will not result in a substantial change 
in the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery.   
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Further, 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. 
 
The potential impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are presented in 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not specify any other issues related to the proposed 
project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-112 
 
 
 
 
  

G1-112.1 

G1-112.2 

G1-112.3 

G1-112.4 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-112 
 

Marina Mills Kitchen 
 

Comment G1-112.1 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-112.1 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-112.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-112.2 
 
The comment is noted and the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
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 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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
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Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
The objectives of the proposed project are stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  A complete project 
description is provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR.  The potential impacts of the proposed project 
have been fully analyzed and are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not 
specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response or 
recirculation of the DEIR is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-112.3 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-112.3 
 
The comment references other previously submitted comments to which SCAQMD has 
responded in detail.  Responses G1-78.92 through G1-78.258 address Phyllis Fox’s comments.  
Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.154 address CBE’s comments.  Responses G1-86.1 through 
G1-86.88 address Earthjustice’s comments.  Responses G1-84.1 through G1-84.4 address East 
Yard’s comments.  Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30 address CFASE’s comments.  The 
comment does not raise any new issues related to the DEIR that were not previously addressed.   
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  Additionally, this comment provides 
no new evidence that would require the DEIR to be rewritten. 
 
Comment G1-112.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-112.4 
 
As explained in Response G1-112.2, the proposed project will not result in a substantial change 
in the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery.   
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Further, 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. 
 
The potential impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are presented in 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not specify any other issues related to the proposed 
project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-113 
 
 
 
  

G1-113.1 

G1-113.2 

G1-113.3 

G1-113.4 

G1-113.5 

G1-113.6 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-113 
 

East Yards Communities for Environmental Justice 
 

Comment G1-113.1 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-113.1 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-113.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-113.2 
 
The comment is noted and the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
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 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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
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Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
The objectives of the proposed project are stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  A complete project 
description is provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR.  The potential impacts of the proposed project 
have been fully analyzed and are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not 
specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response or 
recirculation of the DEIR is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-113.3 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-113.3 
 
The comment references other previously submitted comments to which SCAQMD has 
responded in detail.  Responses G1-78.92 through G1-78.258 address Phyllis Fox’s comments.  
Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.154 address CBE’s comments.  Responses G1-86.1 through 
G1-86.88 address Earthjustice’s comments.  Responses G1-84.1 through G1-84.4 address East 
Yard’s comments.  Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30 address CFASE’s comments.  The 
comment does not raise any new issues related to the DEIR that were not previously addressed.   
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  Additionally, this comment provides 
no new evidence that would require the DEIR to be rewritten. 
 
Comment G1-113.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-113.4 
 
As explained in Response G1-113.2, the proposed project will not result in a substantial change 
in the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery.   
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Further, 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. 
 
The potential impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are presented in 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not specify any other issues related to the proposed 
project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-113.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-113.5 
 
As explained in Response G1-113.2, the proposed project will not result in a substantial change 
in the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery.   
 
Further, 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. 
 
The potential impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are presented in 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not specify any other issues related to the proposed 
project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-113.6 
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Response G1-113.6 
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  
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Comment Letter No. G1-114 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

G1-114.1 

G1-114.2 

G1-114.3 

G1-114.4 

G1-114.5 
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G1-114.5 
cont’d 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-114 
 

Building Healthy Communities Long Beach 
 

Comment G1-114.1 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-114.1 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-114.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-114.2 
 
The comment is noted and the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
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 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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
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Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
The objectives of the proposed project are stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  A complete project 
description is provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR.  The potential impacts of the proposed project 
have been fully analyzed and are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not 
specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response or 
recirculation of the DEIR is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-114.3 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-114.3 
 
The comment references other previously submitted comments to which SCAQMD has 
responded in detail.  Responses G1-78.92 through G1-78.258 address Phyllis Fox’s comments.  
Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.154 address CBE’s comments.  Responses G1-86.1 through 
G1-86.88 address Earthjustice’s comments.  Responses G1-84.1 through G1-84.4 address East 
Yard’s comments.  Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30 address CFASE’s comments.  The 
comment does not raise any new issues related to the DEIR that were not previously addressed.   
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  Additionally, this comment provides 
no new evidence that would require the DEIR to be rewritten. 
 
Comment G1-114.4 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-114.4 
 
As explained in Response G1-114.2, the proposed project will not result in a substantial change 
in the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery.   
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Further, 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. 
 
The potential impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are presented in 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not specify any other issues related to the proposed 
project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-114.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-114.5 
 
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 FEIR 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 
significant adverse health impact.   
 
Neither the CEQA Statutes nor Guidelines require an analysis of environmental justice impacts.  
The SCAQMD, however, has a strong record of addressing environmental justice issues since 
the SCAQMD's Environmental Justice program began in 1997.  Since that time, the SCAQMD 
has instituted a number of community initiatives to help improve air quality for low income 
residents and residents of color in the Basin.  The programs and initiatives have been continually 
reviewed and updated.  As a result, the SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program goes beyond 
a single project, and encompasses a unified regional approach to reducing impacts to the Basin’s 
most impacted communities.  Master Response 14 addresses environmental justice regarding the 
proposed project. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-115 
 

 
  

G1-115.1 

G1-115.2 

G1-115.3 

G1-115.4 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-115 
 

Anabell Romero 
 

Comment G1-115.1 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-115.1 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-115.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-115.2 
 
The comment is noted and the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
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 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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
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Light and heavy crude oil is currently delivered, stored, and processed at the Refinery and will 
continue to be delivered, stored, and processed with or without the proposed project.  The impact 
analysis in the DEIR accounts for the variety of crude oils that have been and will be handled by 
the Refinery.  For example, the TAC concentrations of crude oils in storage tanks associated with 
the proposed project were based on a worst-case hybrid analysis of the toxic content of the crude 
oils currently and potentially processed at the Refinery, including Bakken and heavy Canadian 
crude oil.  The hybrid TAC speciation was prepared by selecting the highest concentration of 
each toxic compound from the entire speciated data set of all the crude oils analyzed. 
 
The objectives of the proposed project are stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  A complete project 
description is provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR.  The potential impacts of the proposed project 
have been fully analyzed and are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not 
specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response or 
recirculation of the DEIR is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-115.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-115.3 
 
The comment references other previously submitted comments to which SCAQMD has 
responded in detail.  Responses G1-78.92 through G1-78.258 address Phyllis Fox’s comments.  
Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.154 address CBE’s comments.  Responses G1-86.1 through 
G1-86.88 address Earthjustice’s comments.  Responses G1-84.1 through G1-84.4 address East 
Yard’s comments.  Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30 address CFASE’s comments.  The 
comment does not raise any new issues related to the DEIR that were not previously addressed.   
 
As explained in Response G1-115.2, the proposed project will not result in a substantial change 
in the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery.   
 
Further, 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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The potential impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are presented in 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not specify any other issues related to the proposed 
project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-115.4 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-115.4 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. 
  



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2773 

Comment Letter No. G1-116 
  

G1-116.1 

G1-116.2 
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G1-116.4 

G1-116.3 

G1-116.5 

G1-116.2 
Cont’d 

G1-116.6 

G1-116.7 

G1-116.8 

G1-116.9 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-116 
 

SoCal 350 Climate Action 
And 

Tar Sands Action SoCal 
 

Comment G1-116.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-116.1 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-116.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-116.2 
 
The comment is noted and the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that are not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no recirculation of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA.   
 
Comment G1-116.3 
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Response G1-116.3 
 
As noted in Response G1-116.2, the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday 
period; a decision on the EIR and proposed project is expected in early 2017. 
 
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 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 
Sections 4.2.2.2 of the DEIR).  The proposed project does not facilitate or encourage sourcing 
crude oil from any particular location.  In other words, the improved offloading efficiency 
provides a benefit regardless of the type of crude oil transported by marine vessel. 
 
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. 
 
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 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.  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 
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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 objectives of the proposed project are stated in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  
A complete project description is provided in Section 2.7 of the DEIR.  The potential impacts of 
the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The 
comment does not provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed 
or that changes the significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no recirculation of 
the DEIR is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-116.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-116.4 
 
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.  
Further, the comment does not specify how the issues relate to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
  
Neither the CEQA Statutes nor Guidelines require an analysis of environmental justice impacts.  
The SCAQMD, however, has a strong record of addressing environmental justice issues since 
the SCAQMD's Environmental Justice program began in 1997.  Since that time, the SCAQMD 
has instituted a number of community initiatives to help improve air quality for low income 
residents and residents of color in the Basin.  The programs and initiatives have been continually 
reviewed and updated.  As a result, the SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program goes beyond 
a single project, and encompasses a unified regional approach to reducing impacts to the Basin’s 
most impacted communities.  Master Response 14 addresses environmental justice regarding the 
proposed project. 
 
As indicated in the FEIR Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 for the proposed project, crude oil is not 
currently transported directly to either the Wilmington or Carson Operations via rail.  These 
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locations do not currently have the facilities or SCAQMD permits to receive crude oil deliveries 
by rail.  No new or modified facilities are included in the proposed project to enable crude oil 
deliveries by rail.   
 
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.358  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 comment regarding previous work of the commenting organization does not raise any issues 
related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-116.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-116.5 
 
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.  As explained in Response G1-116.3, the proposed project does not 

                                                            
358  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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facilitate a substantial change in the crude oil processed by the Refinery.  Furthermore, the 
claims made in the comment are unsubstantiated by evidence and are not specific to the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-116.6 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-116.6 
 
The comment refers to transportation of crudes from a proposed Tesoro ship terminal near 
Portland, OR, which is part of 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 the evaluation of transportation hazards.  Additionally, as described in 
Master Response 8, the Final EIS has not yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy Project, and 
the project has not been approved.   
 
As explained in Response G1-116.4, the proposed project does not include crude oil deliveries 
by rail. 
 
Responses G1-81.65 and G1-81.67 explain that the DEIR does not need to analyze the 
environmental impacts from crude oil production, transportation, or storage because the 
proposed project will not cause any changes to that industry.   
 
Comment G1-116.7 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-116.7 
 
The sulfur tank event that occurred at the Refinery on August 26, 2016, is unrelated to the 
proposed project.  No modifications are included in the proposed project that would impact the 
SRP in any way.  However, Tesoro reports that the sulfur tank event was thoroughly investigated 
following Tesoro's Incident Investigation criteria, work process, and methodologies.  An incident 
investigation team with representation by specific disciplines (e.g. technical, operations, and 
maintenance) as well as an outside industry expert conducted an incident investigation root cause 
analysis.  Root cause methodology reviews incident data for cause, identifies causal factors and 
root causes, and provides the associated recommendations, which are implemented with the goal 
of incident prevention and recurrence.   
 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2781 

Tesoro reports that the cause of the event is believed to have been solid sulfur blockages in the 
storage tank vent gas blower suction line.  The sulfur blockage led to low flow conditions which 
caused combustible vapors to build up in the tank vapor space in excess of the flammability 
concentration.  An unknown ignition source then ignited the vapors that started the fire.  
Corrective actions included calculating a safe minimum operating vent gas rate and changing the 
vent gas flow alarms on the sulfur tank based on the calculated safe minimum operating vent gas 
rate.  Ongoing corrective action also includes a re-evaluation of the design of the existing sulfur 
tank venting system to determine if there are any better long-term engineered solutions that can 
be feasibly implemented. 
 
Comment G1-116.8 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-116.8 
 
The comment references other previously submitted comments to which SCAQMD has 
responded in detail.  Responses G1-78.92 through G1-78.258 address Phyllis Fox’s comments.  
Responses G1-81.1 through G1-81.154 address CBE’s comments.  Responses G1-86.1 through 
G1-86.88 address Earthjustice’s comments.  Responses G1-84.1 through G1-84.4 address East 
Yard’s comments.  Responses G1-106.1 through G1-106.30 address CFASE’s comments.  The 
comment does not raise any new issues related to the DEIR that were not previously addressed.   
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA.  Additionally, this comment provides 
no new evidence that would require the DEIR to be rewritten. 
 
Comment G1-116.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-116.9 
 
As explained in Response G1-116.3, the proposed project will not result in a substantial change 
in the crude oil blend processed at the Refinery.   
 
Further, 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 
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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. 
 
The potential impacts of the proposed project have been fully analyzed and are presented in 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  The comment does not specify any other issues related to the proposed 
project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-117 
  

G1-117.1 

G1-117.3 

G1-117.4 

G1-117.2 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-117 
 

Linda Bassett 
 

Comment G1-117.1 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-117.1 
 
As explained in Master Response 7, the proposed project is not a merger.  Tesoro acquired the 
Carson Operations from BP in 2013.  The Carson and Wilmington Operations have already 
merged.  The two pre-existing refinery operations have been operating as one Refinery since the 
acquisition.  As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIR, the proposed project is designed to better 
integrate the existing Carson and Wilmington Operations, which will improve processing 
efficiency and reduce emissions. 
 
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 FEIR 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 
significant adverse health impact.   
 
Comment G1-117.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-117.2 
 
As explained in Response G1-117.1, 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 illness, were 
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analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  Therefore, the proposed 
project is not expected to cause a significant adverse health impact.   
 
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). 
 
Neither the CEQA Statutes nor Guidelines require an analysis of environmental justice impacts.  
The SCAQMD, however, has a strong record of addressing environmental justice issues since 
the SCAQMD's Environmental Justice program began in 1997.  Since that time, the SCAQMD 
has instituted a number of community initiatives to help improve air quality for low income 
residents and residents of color in the Basin.  The programs and initiatives have been continually 
reviewed and updated.  As a result, the SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program goes beyond 
a single project, and encompasses a unified regional approach to reducing impacts to the Basin’s 
most impacted communities.  Master Response 14 addresses environmental justice regarding the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-117.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-117.3 
 
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.  This includes the sulfur 
content of the crude oil processed at the Refinery. 
 
See Response G1-117.2 for more details on air emissions. 
 
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. 
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The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
The sulfur tank event that occurred at the Refinery on August 26, 2016, is unrelated to the 
proposed project.  No modifications are included in the proposed project that would impact the 
SRP in any way.  However, Tesoro reports that the sulfur tank event was thoroughly investigated 
following Tesoro's Incident Investigation criteria, work process, and methodologies.  An incident 
investigation team with representation by specific disciplines (e.g. technical, operations, and 
maintenance) as well as an outside industry expert conducted an incident investigation root cause 
analysis.  Root cause methodology reviews incident data for cause, identifies causal factors and 
root causes, and provides the associated recommendations, which are implemented with the goal 
of incident prevention and recurrence.   
 
Tesoro reports that the cause of the event is believed to have been solid sulfur blockages in the 
storage tank vent gas blower suction line.  The sulfur blockage led to low flow conditions which 
caused combustible vapors to build up in the tank vapor space in excess of the flammability 
concentration.  An unknown ignition source then ignited the vapors that started the fire.  
Corrective actions included calculating a safe minimum operating vent gas rate and changing the 
vent gas flow alarms on the sulfur tank based on the calculated safe minimum operating vent gas 
rate.  Ongoing corrective action also includes a re-evaluation of the design of the existing sulfur 
tank venting system to determine if there are any better long-term engineered solutions that can 
be feasibly implemented. 
 
Comment G1-117.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-117.4 
 
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, 
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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 Title V Public Hearing and Meeting on the DEIR.  
Further, the SCAQMD did not finalize the document during the holiday period, which lasted 
from late December 2016 to early January 2017. 
 
The DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision of the DEIR is necessary 
under CEQA.   
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Comment Letter No. G1-118 
  

G1-118.1 
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G1-118.2 

G1-118.3 

G1-118.4 
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G1-118.5 

G1-118.4 
Cont’d 
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G1-118.6 

G1-118.7 
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G1-118.8 
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G1-118.8 
Cont’d 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2794 

 
 
  

G1-118.8 
Cont’d 

G1-118.9 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-118 
 

Adams, Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo 
 

Comment G1-118.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-118.1 
 
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 change 
the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, 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 DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not 
provide any new information of environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that changes the 
significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision or recirculation of the DEIR 
is necessary under CEQA.   
 
Comment G1-118.2 
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Response G1-118.2 
 
As explained in Response G1-118.1, 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 change in crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that the DCU 
H-100 heater permit revision will increase the capacity of that unit by 6,000 bbl/day. 
 
Comment G1-118.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-118.3 
 
As explained in Response G1-118.1, 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 change in the crude oil blend processed by the Refinery, except to the extent that 
the DCU H-100 heater permit revision will increase the capacity of that unit by 6,000 bbl/day. 
 
As explained in Response G1-78.137 and G1-78.138, the proposed project does not include any 
modifications that could enable the processing of a lighter crude oil blend.  The physical 
constraints that limit the processing of unblended light crude oils such as Bakken crude oil are 
explained in the DEIR on pages 2-14 through 2-20.  The DEIR also explains the modifications 
that would need to occur in order to process such light crude oils if they are not blended, none of 
which are contemplated by the proposed project.   
 
Comment G1-118.4 
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Response G1-118.4 
 
As explained in Response G1-78.137, the shutdown of the Wilmington Operations FCCU is, as 
stated in the DEIR, part of Tesoro’s integration of the Carson and Wilmington Operations and is 
intended to improve the Refinery’s operational efficiency and reduce local emissions (see DEIR 
page 2-28).  Refinery units are being modified to accommodate the FCCU shutdown and so that 
the same overall volume of finished fuels will be produced using less energy-intensive processes 
and producing lower emissions than the current operation with the Wilmington Operations 
FCCU (see Appendix A page A-61 of the DEIR).   
 
As documented in the DEIR, the ability to process heavier or lighter crude oils occurs at the 
beginning of the refining process.  The crude oil enters the Crude Unit first, where separation 
occurs via simple distillation.  The heavier fraction is sent to the DCU, and the amount of heavy 
crude oil, including heavy Canadian (tar sands) crude oil that can be processed is limited by the 
capacity of the DCU to break the heavy molecules.  This capacity is not changing as a result of 
the proposed project.  The ability to process lighter crude oils is limited by the size of the 
fractionation or distillation column in the Crude Unit.  The existing distillation column is not 
being modified or replaced, thus the Refinery’s ability to process more light crude oil is not 
changing.  If the Refinery were to process more heavy or more light crude oils than the system is 
designed to handle, it would limit the total amount of crude oil that could be processed, thus 
reducing product yield and making that mode of operation economically inviable (see pages 2-14 
through 2-20 of the DEIR).  The processing constraints on the Refinery require it to optimize the 
crude oil blend to produce the maximum amount of product to meet market demands. 
 
The FCCU is located downstream of the Crude Unit and processes already separated 
intermediate feedstock derived from the crude oil.  The proposed project contains modifications 
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to other units to make up for eliminating the processing of gas oil intermediate feedstock in the 
Wilmington Operations FCCU, such as the capacity increases at the Hydrocracking Units 
(HCUs) (see Sections 2.7.1.2 and 2.7.2.4 of the DEIR), to ensure that overall product yield is not 
reduced in the Refinery as a whole (see pages 2-35 to 2-36 of the DEIR).  The processing that 
was accomplished in the baseline years will still be completed, but in different units. 
 
Comment G1-118.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 118.5 
 
Tesoro is a refining and marketing company that does not own or invest in crude oil production 
fields.  Tesoro owns infrastructure and facilities to transfer and process crude oil produced by 
others.  The acquisition of additional assets in the Bakken region is unrelated to the proposed 
project and was simply an addition to its logistics in the Bakken region.  It should be noted that 
Tesoro owns two refineries, the Mandan Refinery and the Dickinson Refinery, in the Bakken 
region that refine Bakken crude oil.359 
 
Comment G1-118.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
359 Tesoro Corporate web pages at http://tsocorp.com/about-tesoro/company-history/ and http://tsocorp.com/about-

tesoro/locations/. 
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Response G1-118.6 
 
As explained in Section 4.1.2.5 of the DEIR and Master Response 8, the Vancouver Energy 
Project is wholly independent from the proposed project and is undergoing separate 
environmental review by the Washington State EFSEC, which includes the evaluation of 
transportation hazards.  Additionally, as described in Master Response 8, the Final EIS has not 
yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy Project, and the project has not been approved.   
 
Comment G1-118.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-118.7 
 
As explained in Response G1-118.1, the Refinery can process various crude oils including light 
sweet crude oil in its crude oil blend.  In order to evaluate the worst case potential impacts 
associated with the proposed project, the highest vapor pressure allowable by SCAQMD Rule 
463 was assumed to be stored in the six new crude oil storage tanks.  Therefore, the Safety Data 
Sheet (SDS, formerly called a Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS)) submitted with the 
SCAQMD permit applications (AN 545645 and AN 545646) is for generic “light sweet crude 
oil,” not specifically Bakken as the comment claims.  The Light Sweet Crude Oil SDS submitted 
with the initial tank applications is generic, was developed to represent a wide range of light 
crude oils and does not simply include data on Bakken, Basrah, or any other light crude oil.   
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As explained in Master Response 8 and Response G1-78.133, the comment made by Tesoro 
regarding committing to accepting 50,000 bbl/day of crude oil through the Vancouver Energy 
Project was a commitment to accept 50,000 bbl/day of crude oil to the West Coast system, which 
consists of the Los Angeles Refinery as well as 3 other refineries.  Tesoro never stated where in 
the West Coast system the crude oil might be utilized, other than to say that that will be 
determined later based on economic considerations.   
 
Comment G1-118.8 
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Response G1-118.8 
 
As stated in Response G1-78.132, the West Coast system that Mr. Goff refers to in the quotes 
from earnings calls cited in the comment is not synonymous with the Los Angeles Refinery, as 
the comment concludes (see Declaration of Douglas Miller).360  Additionally, the conversation 
between Paul Cheng of Barclay's Capital and Mr. Goff on May 1, 2014 regarding a statement 
about possible destinations for Vancouver Energy Project crude oil mentioned the Los Angeles 
Refinery.  While the conversation is specific to the Los Angeles Refinery at one point, Mr. Goff 
elaborated on the source, potential destinations, volumes, and dynamics of refinery crude oil 
sourcing in subsequent statements.  Thus, the conversation was not solely focused on the Los 
Angeles Refinery, but more broadly discussed the expected operation of the Vancouver Energy 
Project, once approved. 
 
As explained in Response G1-78.132, the “West Coast System” includes four separate refineries, 
and the general statements of Mr. Goff do not provide any support for the conclusion that the 
comment reaches that the Vancouver Energy Project will replace California crude oils with 
Bakken and heavy Canadian crude oils.  In fact, full review of the quotes in Comment G1-78.133 
(see page 25 of the comment letter) indicates that Mr. Goff states that the types of crude oils that 
will be supplied to the West Coast will be dependent upon the “dynamics of the pricing of other 
types of crude.”  He concludes that the amount of crude oil taken into the West Coast system 
depends on “other impacts on crude.”  While the West Coast system includes the Los Angeles 
Refinery, and Tesoro has committed to accept 50,000 bbl/day into the West Coast system; the 
exact refinery or refineries that will be receiving portions of this volume is undetermined.  As 
explained in the DEIR and Master Response 4, if the crude oil from the Vancouver Energy 
Project is routed to the Los Angeles Refinery, the crude oil will need to be blended with other 
crude oils in order to fit within the Refinery's current operating constraints, so there will be no 
impacts from processing different crude oil.  All potential impacts of storing crude oil in the 
proposed project tanks and transferring unblended crude oils in the associated piping have been 
evaluated in the DEIR assuming worst-case crude oil properties.  Any routing of crude oil 
through the Vancouver Energy Project is not a result of the proposed project, and could occur 
with or without the proposed project (see Master Response 8).  
 

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

Companies, Inc. 
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Note also that the statement in Comment G1-78.133 of Mr. Goff is taken out-of-context to 
suggest that the Vancouver Energy Project and the Refinery are linked.  The CEO was 
responding to a question about whether the Vancouver Energy Project and the proposed project 
were connected and his response rejected that concept: 
 

 Q- Sam Margolin – Cowen and Company – Analyst: 
“I'm sorry if I misheard this; this might have been two separate ideas, but did you say 
there is some integration between the Vancouver Rail Project and the Los Angeles 
integration?  Is there a permanent change in crude play that you are targeting that makes 
the EBITDA target work or was that two points that I just combined in my head?” 
 
A- Greg Goff: 
“Yes [, acknowledging the question].  No, we made no comments about that whatsoever.  
We have said that once Vancouver Energy is up and operating, we will use crude oil into 
the facilities to supply our West Coast operations, but there is no connection to the 
permit.”361 
 

Thus, Tesoro expresses its intent that the proposed project and the Vancouver Energy Project are 
independent.  The proposed project, once approved, will go forward whether or not the 
Vancouver Energy Project is approved.  Furthermore, the potential impacts of the Vancouver 
Energy Project, including those related to transportation, were analyzed in the Vancouver Energy 
Project DEIS (see Master Response 8). 
 
Comment G1-118.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-118.9 
 
The comment summarizes specific comments made in the letter.  See Responses G1-118.1 
through G1-118.8 addressing the specific issues raised in the comment.  The comment does not 
specify any additional issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
  

                                                            
361 Thompson Reuters Streetevents Edited Transcript TSO- Q1 2016 Tesoro Corp Earnings Call May 05, 2016 / 

12:30PM GMT, at page 14. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-119 
  

G1-119.1 

G1-119.2 

G1-119.3 
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G1-119.4 

G1-119.5 

G1-119.6 

G1-119.7 
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G1-119.7 
Cont’d 

G1-119.8 

G1-119.9 

G1-119.10 

G1-119.11 

G1-119.12 

G1-119.13 
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G1-119.14 

G1-119.15 
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G1-119.16 
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G1-119.16 
Cont’d 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-119 
 

Communities for a Better Environment 
 

Comment G1-119.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.1 
 
The comment refers to a letter submitted to the Office of the Mayor of Los Angeles and a letter 
submitted from the Office of Mayor of Los Angeles to the SCAQMD.  The comment does not 
raise issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The comment is noted and no response 
is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-119.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.2 
 
The comment summarizes the attached letters and will be directly addressed in Responses      
G1-119.4 to G1-119.16. 
 
Comment G1-119.3 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.3 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment G1-119.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.4 
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-119.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.5 
 
As explained in Section 4.1.2.5 of the DEIR and Master Response 8, the Vancouver Energy 
Project is wholly independent from the proposed project and is undergoing separate 
environmental review by the Washington State EFSEC, which includes the evaluation of 
transportation hazards.  Additionally, as described in Master Response 8, the Final EIS has not 
yet been issued for the Vancouver Energy Project, and the project has not been approved.   
 
Comment G1-119.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.6 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The DEIR 
assessed regional impacts including rail transport emissions (see Table 4.2-8 of the DEIR).  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
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Comment G1-119.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.7 
 
The comment refers to derailment of a train carrying Bakken crude oil in Mosier, Oregon.  As 
explained in Response G1-81.57, there are no proposed project modifications to bring crude oil 
by rail to the Refinery.  The Mosier derailment is not relevant to the DEIR analysis or the 
proposed project. 
 
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.362  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. 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
362  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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Comment G1-119.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.8 
 
The comment does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  The 
proposed project does make or cause any changes to the routes mentioned in the comment.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-119.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.9 
 
As explained in Response G1-119.5, the Vancouver Energy Project is wholly independent from 
the proposed project. 
 
Further, statements made by Tesoro regarding sourcing “advantaged crude oils”, as that term is 
used by Tesoro, including Bakken crude oil, are typically made with regard to its West Coast 
system, which includes the Kenai Refinery in Alaska, the Anacortes Refinery in Washington, 
and the two California refineries in Martinez and Los Angeles363, not specifically the Los 
Angeles Refinery.  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, and will continue to occur, with or without the proposed project.  Additionally, 
Responses G1-81.22 through G1-81.24 explain corporate statements made by Tesoro that, when 

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

term that is used with varying meanings based on the context of the presentation or statement.  Analyst day and 
earning statements presentations are given to an audience that routinely participates in the presentations and is 
familiar with Tesoro’s corporate structure and financial performance.  Therefore, some of the references are not 
intended to be as explicit as they would be to an uninformed audience.  At times, the term refers to Tesoro’s four 
west coast refineries, but it can also refer to those four refineries as well as Tesoro Logistics or a distribution 
system to third-party clients on the west coast.  Thus, the context surrounding the use of this phrase is always 
necessary to understand the speaker’s intended meaning, but the phrase is not used to refer only to the Los 
Angeles Refinery in isolation. 
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put in proper context, do not support claims that the proposed project is dependent on processing 
any particular type of crude oil.  There are no corporate statements that state or even imply that 
the proposed project is designed to facilitate a change in the crude oil blend processed by the 
Refinery. 
 
Comment G1-119.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.10 
 
As explained in Response G1-119.5, the Vancouver Energy Project is wholly independent from 
the proposed project.  Response G1-78.107 describes the purpose of the new and replacement 
storage tanks, which is to allow larger marine vessels to fully unload crude oil deliveries in one 
dock visit, improving efficiency and reducing marine vessel emissions and costs.  The comment 
does not specify any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-119.11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.11 
 
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). 
 
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 
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Isomerization Unit, new crude oil storage tanks, the SARP, and interconnecting pipelines are 
potentially significant based on worst-case release scenarios.  
 
The hazard analysis takes a worst-case approach by assuming that the entire contents of a tank or 
other equipment would rapidly be released, and that no safety measures are implemented that 
could reduce the severity of an accidental release.  It is expected that hazard impacts would be 
less than analyzed because the Refinery has safety measures in place and specified employees 
are trained regarding safety measures.  Further, the DEIR imposes measures to mitigate hazard 
impacts (see Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR).  Finally, as described in Section 3.3.7 of the DEIR, the 
Refinery is subject to many laws and regulations that address safety and emergency responses in 
the event of an accident.  Nonetheless, the DEIR conservatively concluded that hazard impacts 
would remain significant. 
 
Comment G1-119.12 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.12 
 
The comment does not raise any issues related to the proposed project or the DEIR.  Therefore, 
no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-119.13 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.13 
 
As indicated in the DEIR Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 for the proposed project, crude oil is not 
currently transported directly to either the Wilmington or Carson Operations via rail.  These 
locations do not currently have the facilities or SCAQMD permits to receive crude oil deliveries 
by rail.  No new or modified facilities are included in the proposed project to enable crude oil 
deliveries by rail.   
 
Comment G1-119.14 
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Response G1-119.14 
 
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.  The statement cited in the comment is explained in detail in 
Response G1-78.136.  The quotation is from an Analyst and Investor Day presentation.  As 
described in Attachment C, the Declaration of Douglas Miller,364 it is important to note that 
analyst and investor discussions present a high level overview of strategic projects that Tesoro 
plans to implement at the time of the respective presentations.  In fact, just prior to the selected 
quote, Keith Casey (Tesoro’s Executive Vice President, Operations) stated, “Now, as I told you, 
I also get to update you on some strategic projects, and we have talked about a few of these for 
the last bit, but really give you some news on the exciting progress that we are making on each of 
these.”365  Clearly, Mr. Casey is talking about more than one strategic project.  Simply because 
the projects are summarized together in an overview is not an indication that the projects are 
related.  The quotation references two separate projects—the proposed project and the 
Vancouver Energy Project—as each helping Tesoro accomplish general corporate goals, but the 
speaker never links the two projects together or states that Tesoro has plans to change the crude 
oil slate at the Refinery.  The proposed project will not result in a significant change in the crude 
oil blend processed by the Refinery except as analyzed in the DEIR. 
 
  

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

Companies, Inc. 
365 Thomson Reuters Streetevents Edited Transcript, TSO- Tesoro Corporation 2015 Analyst and Investor Day, 

December 9, 2015, 2:00PM, at page 10. 
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Comment G1-119.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.15 
 
The slides from Comment G1-119.15 are updates of several proposed investments planned by 
Tesoro Corporation.  The planned investments (the proposed project, the Vancouver Energy 
Project, and the West Coast Mixed Xylenes and Anacortes Isomerization Projects) are not related 
simply because they are listed on the same “big picture” slide entitled “Strategic Investments for 
Distinctive Value.”  (This is slide 13 of the Morgan Stanley Refining Corporate Access Day 
Presentation.366)  Each of the bullet items on slide 13 represent separate, unrelated strategic 
investments, and the subsequent 4 slides in the Presentation (slide numbers 14, 15, 16, and 17) 
dedicate a slide to each specific strategic investment to explain the strategy and value of each, 
independent investment.  Providing only the two slides in the comment, without the context of 
the Presentation slides that immediately follow them, removes the context of the separate 
strategic investments presented at the Morgan Stanley conference.  When reviewing the slides 
shown in the comment in context with the omitted Presentation slides (see Figure 81.22-1), it is 
clear that the presentation is describing four separate and distinct strategic investments.  Master 

                                                            
366 Morgan Stanley Refining Corporate Access Day Presentation http://phx.corporate-ir.net/External.File?item= 

UGFyZW50SUQ9NjMzNDYwfENoaWxkSUQ9MzM4NDAyfFR5cGU9MQ==&t=1.  
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Response 8 and Response G1-78.139 describe in detail that the Vancouver Energy Project is 
unrelated to the proposed project. 
 
Comment G1-119.16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-119.16 
 
This attached letter is a copy of a previously submitted Comment Letter Number G1-A8.  See 
Response G1-A8.1 to G1-A8.5 for more details. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-120 
 
  

G1-120.1 
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APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2823 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-120 
 

Comment G1-120.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-120.1 
 
The SCAQMD recognizes this comment letter as a resubmittal of Comment Letter Number     
G1-119.  See Responses G1-119-1 to G1-119.16 for more details. 
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Comment Letter No. G1-A11 
 

  

G1-A11.3 

G1-A11.2 

G1-A11.1 

G1-A11.4 



APPENDIX G1:  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
 

G1-2830 

 
  

G1-A11.4 
cont’d. 
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G1-A11.5 

G1-A11.10 

G1-A11.9 

G1-A11.8 

G1-A11.7 

G1-A11.6 
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G1-A11.13 

G1-A11.12 

G1-A11.11 

G1-A11.10 
cont’d. 
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G1-A11.15 

G1-A11.14 

G1-A11.13 
cont’d. 
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G1-A11.17 

G1-A11.15 
cont’d. 

G1-A11.16 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-A11 
 

Aleshire & Wynder, LLP, Attorney for City of Carson 
 

Comment G1-A11.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.1 
 
This comment introduces the comments of the City of Carson (the City), a responsible agency 
for the proposed project, which are responded to in detail in subsequent responses.  However, the 
proposed project would not create a new or larger refinery or result in a substantial increase of 
crude oil throughput capacity, but would further integrate the already merged Refinery's Carson 
and Wilmington Operations.   
 
Comment G1-A11.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.2 
 
The DEIR identifies that the proposed project requires discretionary approvals from several 
agencies, including SCAQMD, the Alameda Corridor Transit Authority, and the City of Carson 
(see Table 2.10-1 of the DEIR).  The SCAQMD understands that two project components–the 
new crude oil storage tanks and the Interconnecting Pipeline–require discretionary approvals by 
the City of Carson.  The remaining 22 project components require only ministerial approvals 
from the local jurisdictions.  The SCAQMD has the majority of the discretionary permitting 
action since air quality permits are required for proposed project components that are located at 
both the Carson and Wilmington Operations.  Sections 2.7.1.1 through 2.7.1.9, 2.7.2.1 through 
2.7.2.11, 2.7.3.1 and 2.7.3.3 of the FEIR describe individual elements of the proposed project, all 
of which require permits to construct from SCAQMD.  Thus, the SCAQMD is the appropriate 
lead agency for the proposed project.   
 
As the lead agency, the SCAQMD has fully complied with its obligations under CEQA to 
engage with responsible agencies.  The City of Carson was engaged from the beginning of the 
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process through the City's Planning Department.  The City and other responsible agencies were 
notified of and have been engaged in the CEQA review process.  The SCAQMD has responded 
thoroughly to the City of Carson’s comments on the DEIR, and has explained where in the 
record the SCAQMD’s responses are supported by substantial evidence.  The City of Carson’s 
obligations as a responsible agency are contained in CEQA Guideline § 15096.  The City must 
consider the environmental effects of the project as shown in this EIR, and cannot require a new 
EIR absent the circumstances described in CEQA Guideline § 15162. 
 
The SCAQMD has provided a full and complete environmental analysis of the proposed project.  
The SCAQMD responded to all of the City’s comments provided on the NOP/IS (see Appendix 
A of the DEIR, pages A-117 through A-128) and all of the City’s comments provided on the 
DEIR in the Responses G1-A4.1 through G1-A4.38, G1-A9.1, G1-A9.2, G1-A10.1 through G1-
A10.4, and, in this response, G1-A11.1 through G1-A11.17.  The DEIR fully analyzed the 
proposed project’s potential impacts and the comment does not provide any new information of 
environmental impacts that was not analyzed or that increases the severity of a significant impact 
or that changes the significance determinations made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revision and/or 
recirculation of the DEIR are necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-A11.3 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.3 
 
As described in Response G1-A11.2, the DEIR fully analyzed the proposed project’s potential 
impacts and the comment does not provide any new information of environmental impacts that 
was not analyzed or that changes the significance conclusions made in the DEIR.  Therefore, no 
revision and/or recirculation of the DEIR are necessary under CEQA. 
 
Comment G1-A11.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.4 
 
Response G1-A11.1 explains that the scope of the proposed project does not create a new or 
larger Refinery. 
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The SCAQMD already held a Public Hearing on the Title V Permit and Public Meeting on the 
DEIR for the proposed project in Carson on May 17, 2016.  All comments received at the Public 
Meeting are responded to in Appendix G2 of the FEIR and all other public comments received 
on the DEIR are responded to in Appendix G1 of the FEIR.  As explained in detail in Master 
Response 1, the DEIR was circulated for an extended length of time.  The proposed project has 
complied with and exceeded the public process required by CEQA Guidelines § 15087.   
 
Comment G1-A11.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.5 
 
This comment summarizes the comments of the City, by their consultant, MRS, and states that 
there are issues with baseline conditions and proposed project impacts.  The concerns raised in 
this comment are provided in more detail in subsequent comments and responded to in detail in 
subsequent Responses G1-A11.6 through G1-11.17.   
 
Comment G1-A11.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.6 
 
As explained in Response G1-A4.35, OEHHA has stated that the CalEnviroScreen tool was not 
developed to address CEQA analyses or impacts.  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.  The City suggests in 
this comment that reducing existing Refinery impacts and those added by the proposed project 
could be implemented through the City’s permitting process.  Any measures imposed by the City 
of Carson beyond what is required to mitigate the significant impacts resulting of the proposed 
project are outside the scope of CEQA and these responses to comments. 
 
Comment G1-A11.7 
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Response G1-A11.7 
 
SCAQMD received and responded previously to the City’s comments in Responses G1-A4.1 
through G1-A4.38, G1-A9.1, G1-A9.2, G1-A10.1 through G1-A10.4, and to these additional 
comments in this response at G1-A11.1 through G1-A11.17. 
 
Comment G1-A11.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.8 
 
In Section 4.2.2.5 and Appendix B-4, the DEIR discusses the health risks posed by the emission 
of toxic air contaminants from the proposed project’s new and modified equipment.  The 
analysis used the actual 2012/2013 emissions from the Refinery’s existing equipment as the 
baseline for purposes of assessing the proposed project’s impacts.  (See page 4-33.)  Contrary to 
what the comment states, the DEIR did not use “regional information” (that is, the MATES IV 
study) as the baseline for assessing impacts from the proposed project’s new and modified 
equipment. 
 
As explained in Responses G1-A4.11 and G1-A11.9 through G1-A11.12, the MATES IV study 
describes the background conditions in the project area with respect to health impacts from toxic 
air contaminants. 
 
As explained in Response G1-A4.5, the DEIR analyzed the impacts from the proposed project.  
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a) states “An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project.  In assessing the impact of a proposed project, the 
lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions 
in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, . . .”  
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the SCAQMD adopted significance thresholds that 
evaluate the proposed project incremental change to health risks.  As explained in Section 4.2.2.5 
of the FEIR, the health impacts of the proposed project are considered less than significant.   
 
Comment G1-A11.9 
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Response G1-A11.9 
 
The comment presumably refers to an HRA prepared in connection with AB2588.  As explained 
in G1-A4.11, the AB2588 HRA was limited, in that it did not take into account emissions from 
mobile sources.  The MATES IV study, in contrast, includes mobiles sources and therefore 
provides a much more comprehensive and better description of background conditions.  A 
quantitative assessment of the proposed project emissions was performed (see Section 4.2.2.5 
and Appendix B-4 of the FEIR). 
 
Comment G1-A11.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.10 
 
The DEIR analysis used the actual 2012/2013 emissions from the Refinery’s existing equipment 
as the baseline for purposes of assessing the proposed project’s impacts from TACs (see page 4-
33 of the DEIR).  This baseline was used to assess both cancer risks and non-cancer risks, 
including the risks of acute and chronic exposures.  Contrary to what the comment states, the 
DEIR did not use “regional information” (that is, the MATES IV study) as the baseline for 
assessing impacts from the proposed project’s new and modified equipment. 
 
The DEIR did rely on the MATES IV study to describe background conditions.  In Response 
G1-A4.12, the maximum 24-hour measured concentrations were compared to the acute REL for 
illustrative purposes, using the best information available, in order to provide the City with an 
idea of the relative magnitude of acute risks.  While Table 4.2 of the OEHHA Guidance shows a 
range of 0.2 to 0.6 for the adjustment factor, the AERSCREEN recommended adjustment factor 
is 0.6, which is 1.7 times higher than the one-hour concentration, not five times as suggested by 
the comment.  The 0.6 factor is applied to a one-hour value to estimate a 24-hour value.  Page 4-
36 of the 2015 OEHHA HRA Guidelines provides information on how to estimate 
concentrations for longer averaging periods from the 1-hour concentrations derived from 
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screening dispersion models. Screening dispersion models are used to provide a conservative 1-
hour modeled concentration and the longer averaging periods (8-hour, 24-hour, and sometimes 
annual) can be estimated by applying a scaling ratio. However, this scaling ratio is not 
appropriate to be used for estimating 1-hour concentrations from 24-hour ambient measurements. 
 
MATES IV concluded that the annual averages of pollutants measured were below the chronic 
reference exposure levels (RELs).  Section 6.3 of the OEHHA Guidance discusses the eight-hour 
chronic RELs and explains that the eight-hour chronic RELs were developed because of 
concerns that applying the chronic REL in some scenarios was overly conservative.  Since the 
chronic RELs were not exceeded, it then follows the eight-hour chronic RELs would be less and 
not exceeded. 
 
Comment G1-A11.11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.11 
 
The prevailing wind direction is to the east.  The West Long Beach station is located one-half 
mile downwind of the Refinery.  The City of Carson is located upwind or crosswind from the 
Refinery.  Based on the analysis in the DEIR, the greatest impacts are located downwind of 
sources.  Therefore, TAC concentrations registered at the monitoring station would likely have 
higher values than locations farther away and upwind or crosswind from the Refinery.  The 
closest resident in Carson is located 1,300 feet upwind of the Refinery and was not determined to 
be the maximum acute risk location for the proposed project.  The maximum acute risk for the 
proposed project is located downwind of Refinery units along the Dominguez Channel at the 
fenceline.   
 
Comment G1-A11.12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.12 
 
As explained in G1-A4.11, G1-A4.12, G1-A11.10, and G1-A11.11, in accordance with CEQA, 
the DEIR analyzes impacts from the proposed project.  Existing operations and activities are 
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limited by permits, and are considered the “baseline” condition against which impacts are 
measured.   
 
Comment G1-A11.13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.13 
 
As explained in Response G1-A4.1, the proposed project would eliminate the Wilmington 
Operations FCCU and redistribute activities and associated emissions to various existing units in 
both the Carson and Wilmington Operations to accommodate the shutdown (see Figures A4.1-1 
and A4.1-2).  This redistribution of activities and associated emissions was fully analyzed in the 
FEIR.  Health impacts of the proposed project are analyzed Section 4.2.2.5 of the FEIR and are 
considered less than significant. 
 
As explained in Responses G1-4.17 and G1-A10.3, all complaints logged by the SCAQMD are 
investigated.  As shown in the data provided to the City of Carson in Response G1-A10.3, not all 
complaints are related to odors.  No nexus between complaints and health effects has been 
presented.  Odors are regulated by the SCAQMD as nuisances under SCAQMD Regulation 402 
and are investigated to identify the source and remedy the odor, if possible.  If non-compliance 
with SCAQMD rules and regulations are discovered during the investigation, appropriate 
enforcement action is taken. 
 
The inclusion of the NOP/IS in Appendix A and comments and responses in Appendix G1 
regarding odors adequately characterizes the existing conditions and the proposed project impact, 
which has been determined to be less than significant. 
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Comment G1-A11.14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.14 
 
As explained in Responses G1-A4.19 and G1-A4-20, the SCAQMD assesses hazard impacts 
using a worst-case consequence methodology.  The methodology is more conservative than other 
forms of risk assessment for two reasons.367  First, in a worst-case consequence analysis, the 
frequency (or probability) of the worst-case occurring is assumed to be 100 percent (or 1.0 if 
using probability).  This is an extremely conservative approach since large (e.g., worst-case) 
releases do not happen frequently, although they can generate a large impact, while small (e.g., 
pin-hole leaks) releases happen much more frequently (but less than constantly, < 1.0), but do 
not generate any significant hazard to the public. 
 
Second, the SCAQMD approach uses injury, not lethality, as the modeling “endpoint.”  What 
this means is that the worst-case releases have to be modeled to an injury level which would 
extend further than the lethal level for the same release and same hazard.  The result of the 
worst-case analysis is a representation (presented as a circle around the release point) to the 
largest extent of an injury impact (radiant, explosive, or toxic) for any release that could occur 
within the process being evaluated (e.g., process unit, pipeline, etc.).   
 
                                                 
367 Attachment H, Quest Consultants Memoranda 
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While other EIRs may have included probability in the hazard analysis, the significance criteria 
adopted by the SCAQMD through a public process are based solely on consequence.  Therefore, 
the analysis presented in the FEIR is conservative consistent with the SCAQMD significance 
criteria.  
 
Comment G1-A11.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.15 
 
An increase in 1,460 trucks annually translates into a maximum increase of four trucks per day, 
or no more than one truck per hour.  The existing operational traffic study analyzed an increase 
of four trucks per hour (see Appendix E of the DEIR).  This increase was found to have no 
change in the level of service (LOS) at any of the intersections analyzed (see Table 8 on page E-
35) and, therefore, is considered less than significant.  In fact, even the construction traffic 
analysis, which analyzed an increase of 470 and 476 vehicles trips in the morning and evening 
peak hours, respectively, found that only one intersection exceeded the significance threshold.  
The trucks associated with the coke transport will not travel through this intersection.  The 
intersection found to have significant impacts from construction traffic is located at Interstate 
405 and Wilmington Avenue at the northwest corner of the Carson Operations.  Coke transport 
trucks from the Wilmington Operations occur approximately two miles southeast of the 
intersection at Interstate 405 and Wilmington Avenue and travel east on Sepulveda Boulevard to 
Interstate 710 south to the Port of Long Beach.  Therefore, the annual increase in truck traffic 
will not change the significance analysis. 
 
Furthermore, the significance thresholds are based on the peak day. The annual increase in truck 
traffic is not expected to change the peak day because the coke production peak day occurred in 
the baseline period.   
 
Health risk impacts related to the coke trucks were added to the HRA presented in the FEIR.  
The results of the revised HRA are presented in Section 4.2.2.5 of the FEIR and do not change 
the significance determination presented in the DEIR. 
 
The FEIR has been revised to include the disclosure of the additional coke trucks in the 
appropriate locations throughout the document. 
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Comment G1-A11.16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.16 
 
The comment claims that additional information regarding the existing pipeline system is 
required to assess potential impacts in the City of Carson from the transfer of additional volumes 
of crude oil from the marine terminals to the storage tanks [at the Carson Crude Terminal or the 
Refinery].  There will be no increase in the volume of crude oil transferred from Marine 
Terminal 1 to the Carson Crude Terminal.  The new Carson Crude Terminal crude oil storage 
tanks are proposed to enable marine vessels to offload their cargo in one dock trip.  The rate of 
offloading would not change; the new storage tanks would enable the marine vessels to fully 
unload without needing to partially unload, and then wait at anchor for additional on-shore 
storage tank unloading capacity to become available in order to continue offloading.  Therefore, 
no increase is expected in the volume of crude oil transferred within the City of Carson from 
Marine Terminal 1. 
 
As stated in Section 2.6.5 of the DEIR and reiterated in Response G1-A4.7, no physical changes 
to the marine terminals or pipelines connecting the marine terminals to the Refinery are included 
in the proposed project.  The additional crude oil transfer is from the Long Beach Marine 
Terminal to the Wilmington Operations.  The operation of the pipeline connecting the Long 
Beach Marine Terminal has already been used at the transfer rate of 15,000 bbl/hr when 
offloading to existing external floating roof tanks.  Therefore, there is no change in operating 
pressure or transfer rate conditions associated with the pipeline in Long Beach that connects to 
the Wilmington Operations.  With no physical or operational changes proposed, the need for 
information on the historical operation of the pipelines is unnecessary to determine the proposed 
project’s impacts under CEQA. 
 
The transfer lines from the marine terminals to the Refinery and the Carson Crude Terminal are 
regulated by U.S. DOT, as described in Section 3.3.7.1.5 of the DEIR.  The State Fire Marshal 
enforces regulations to ensure the safe, reliable, and environmentally sound operation of 
pipelines within California, including Tesoro’s crude oil transfer pipelines in Carson. 
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Comment G1-A11.17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A11.17 
 
The comment suggests that the FEIR only include analysis and mitigation of historic (baseline) 
odor conditions, even though the proposed project is not expected to have an impact on odors 
from the Refinery, and the comment does not provide any evidence that such an impact will 
result from the proposed project.  Per CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.2(a) and 15264(a)(3), the 
FEIR is required to assess project impacts and mitigate significant impacts, respectively, not 
impacts from baseline conditions. 
 
The information provided by the City in their comments, including the associated SCAQMD 
complaint log and responses to those comments, are part of the FEIR.  Response G1-A10.3 
provides perspective on SCAQMD’s log of alleged complaints regarding the Refinery's Carson 
Operations from 2005 through mid-2016.  The majority of the time period captured by the log 
includes operation under previous owners of Carson Operations.  The log includes odor, noise, 
flaring, smoke and substance deposition complaints.  Sorting the log, there are 261 entries that 
occur on 176 days during the span of 2005 to mid-2016 of which 113 days had alleged odor 
complaints.  Upon receipt, each complaint was investigated by SCAQMD inspectors.  In many 
cases, the source of the complaint was not verified in the field, or was found to be another 
facility.  Of the 113 days with alleged odor complaints, the SCAQMD inspectors believed 
Carson Operations was the source of 22 complaints, none of which occurred since the time 
Tesoro acquired the Carson Operations.  The historical information has no relation to the 
proposed project and no evidence was provided that the proposed project would generate odors.  
Therefore, the conclusion made in the NOP/IS related to odors that impacts are less than 
significant does not change.  
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Comment Letter No. G1-A12  

G1-A12.1 

G1-A12.2 

G1-A12.3 

G1-A12.4 
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Response to Comment Letter No. G1-A12 
 

City of Long Beach 
 

 
Comment G1-A12.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A12.1 
 
Thank you for your comments.  The potential impacts to the surrounding community including 
Long Beach were fully analyzed in the DEIR (see Response G1-A12.3 for additional details). 
 
As explained in Master Response 3, the DEIR fully analyzed and disclosed the proposed 
project’s potential health impacts from all pollutants.  The proposed project’s potential cancer 
and non-cancer human health impacts, including asthma and other respiratory illnesses, were 
analyzed in the DEIR, and determined to be less than significant.  The estimated cancer risk due 
to the operation of the proposed project was found to be less than the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of ten in one million (see Section 4.2.2.5 of the DEIR).  The non-cancer 
chronic and acute hazard indices were found to be below the SCAQMD’s non-cancer chronic 
and acute hazard index threshold of 1.0.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause 
a significant adverse health impact.   
 
Comment G1-A12.2 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A12.2 
 
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 
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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-A12.3 
 
 
 
 
 
Response G1-A12.3 
 
The DEIR included the Long Beach area east of the Refinery in the impact analysis of the 
proposed project.  The ambient air quality analysis, health risk assessment, noise study, and 
traffic study included receptor locations and intersections in Long Beach (see Figure 4 and 5 of 
Appendix B-3, Figure 3 and 4 of Appendix B-4, Figure 4-1 through 4-5 of Appendix D, and 
Figure 5 of Appendix E of the FEIR).  No significant impacts were identified in the City of Long 
Beach. 
 
As discussed in Master Response 4, the Refinery is designed to and does process California 
crude oils as well as other North American and foreign crude oils.  As discussed in the DEIR 
Section 2.5.4.1, the Refinery currently purchases crude oil from all over the world, based on the 
results of complex analysis that includes the use of Linear Program Modeling to ensure the crude 
oils purchased are suitable for processing at the Refinery.  Crude oil produced at the THUMS 
islands in Long Beach are processed at the Refinery.  The types of crude oil that can be 
processed in the Refinery are limited by the Refinery’s unique configuration of process 
equipment. 
 
The proposed project does not include any equipment or operational modifications necessary to 
significantly change the crude oil blend properties or proportion ranges of different types of 
crude oil.  The Refinery will continue to receive a variety of crude oils with or without the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project will not reasonably or foreseeably impact the 
types of crude oil being processed by the Refinery, and no additional analysis is required. 
 
Comment G1-A12.4 
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Response G1-A12.4 
 
As discussed in Responses G1-A12.1 through G1-A12.3, the FEIR fully addressed the concerns 
raised.  The comments do not specify any issues related to the proposed project impacts analyzed 
in the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
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