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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Shell Carson
Facility Ethanol (E10) Project. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review and
comment period from September 21, 2012 to November 6, 2012. Three comment letters were
received during the public comment period relative to the Draft EIR. These comment letters and
responses to the individual comments are included in Appendix I-C of this document. The
comments were evaluated and no comments in these letters identified other potentially significant
adverse environmental impacts from the proposed project not already analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Minor modifications have been made to the Draft EIR. To facilitate identifying changes in this
Final EIR, modifications to the document are included as underlined text and text removed from
the document is indicated by strikethreugh. To avoid confusion, minor formatting changes are not
shown in underline or strikethrough mode. None of the modifications alter any conclusions
reached in the Draft EIR, or provide new information of substantial importance relative to the draft
document that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815088.5. Therefore, this document is now a Final EIR.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Executive Summary

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1 INTRODUCTION

Shell Oil Products US (Shell) is proposing a project at its Carson Distribution Facility (Carson
Facility) to increase the Carson Facility’s capacity to store on-site either 100 percent pure (neat)
or denatured ethanol (a blend of ethanol and approximately two to five percent gasoline) and
load ethanol into tanker trucks owned by third-party customers that deliver the ethanol to
gasoline blending and distribution terminals for the southern California market. The increase in
ethanol storage and loading capacity is in response to requests by Shell’s existing clients for a
more efficient, consolidated facility that will allow those customers to better meet an increase in
the amount of ethanol required to be blended into gasoline to comply with the 2007 amendments
to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline (RFG)
requirements. The Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project (proposed project) includes the
following changes to the Carson Facility: 1) increase the permitted ethanol throughput at an
existing two-lane tanker truck loading rack; 2) convert four existing storage tanks from gasoline
to ethanol service; 3) install one new ethanol tanker truck loading lane and associated ethanol
loading rack; 4) expand the existing ethanol loading rack operations building; and 5) install one
new gasoline storage tank to partially replace gasoline storage capacity transferred to ethanol
service.

1.2 PURPOSE/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with 815121 (a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), the purpose of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is to serve as an informational document that “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.” The proposed project requires discretionary approvals from the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the City of Carson and, therefore,
it is subject to the requirements of CEQA (Public Resources Code, 821000 et seq.).

CEQA requires that the environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that
feasible methods to reduce, avoid or eliminate significant adverse impacts of the projects be
identified and implemented. The lead agency is the public agency that has the greatest
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect upon
the environment (Pubic Resources Code §21067). In the case of the proposed project, either the
City of Carson or the SCAQMD could assume the lead agency role. CEQA Guidelines §15051
(d) states that where there are two or more public agencies with a substantial claim to be lead
agency, the public agencies may, by agreement, designate an agency as lead agency. The
SCAQMD has the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the entire project as a
whole and is the most appropriate public agency to act as lead agency. Therefore, on May 20,
2008, the City of Carson agreed to designate the SCAQMD as lead agency for the proposed
project’.  The proposed project requires discretionary approval from the SCAQMD for

! Email communication from John Signo - Senior Planner, City of Carson Planning Division, to Michael Krause - Air
Quality Specialist, SCAQMD; May 20, 2008.
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modifications to existing stationary source equipment and installation of new stationary source
equipment. The City of Carson will act as the responsible agency for any permits and approvals
required by the city.

1.3 SCOPE AND CONTENT

To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD, as the lead agency for this project,
prepared a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Initial Study (NOP/IS)
to identify potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the E10 Project (see
Appendix I-A).

The NOP/IS was circulated for a 30-day comment period from April 16, 2010 to May 18, 2010.
The NOP/IS was circulated to neighboring jurisdictions, responsible agencies, other public
agencies, and interested individuals in order to solicit input on the scope of the environmental
analysis to be included in the EIR. In addition, a scoping meeting was held on May 4, 2010, to
solicit any additional public input on the environmental analysis to be included in the EIR. Four
comment letters were received on the NOP/IS during the public comment period. Comment
letters and responses to the individual comments are provided in Appendix I-B. The NOP/IS
formed the basis for and focus of the technical analyses in this Brafi-EIR. The following
environmental topics were identified in the NOP/IS as potentially significant and are further
addressed in this document:

e Air Quality

e Biological Resources

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials
e Hydrology and Water Quality

e Noise

e Transportation and Traffic

At the time the NOP/IS was circulated, the environmental checklist did not specifically include
impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as a topic to be evaluated as part of a CEQA
document. However, as a matter of policy the SCAQMD has evaluated GHG impacts since
2007 for projects where it is the lead agency. Therefore, in the “Air Quality” section of the
environmental checklist, the NOP/IS acknowledged that the effects of GHG emissions would be
analyzed in the EIR. Amendments to the CEQA Guidelines adopted by the Natural Resources
Agency in 2010 contained revisions to the environmental checklist in Appendix G which
formalized the requirement to consider GHG impacts as part of any environmental analysis.
After the release of the NOP/IS for the proposed project, the topic of “Greenhouse Gases” was
added to the “Air Quality” portion of the SCAQMD checklist and renamed as “Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” and questions were added to specifically address the consideration
of GHG impacts. A full analysis of GHG emissions is addressed in this Braft-EIR.

The screening analysis in the NOP/IS concluded that the following environmental topics would
not be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project:
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e Aesthetics

e Agricultural Resources

e Cultural Resources

e Energy

e Geology and Soils

e Land Use and Planning

e Mineral Resources

e Population and Housing
e Public Services

e Recreation

e Solid and Hazardous Waste

None of the comments received on the NOP/IS or at a public scoping meeting changed any of
the conclusions regarding the potential effects of the proposed project included in the NOP/IS.

At the time the NOP/IS was circulated, the environmental checklist also did not specifically
include impacts to forest lands as a topic to be evaluated as part of a CEQA document. The
recent amendments to the CEQA Guidelines adopted by the Natural Resources Agency
contained revisions to the environmental checklist to include consideration of impacts to forest
lands in the environmental analysis. Specifically, the topic of “Agriculture Resources” in the
checklist was revised and renamed as “Agriculture and Forest Resources,” and questions were
added to address the consideration of impacts to forest resources.

Although the NOP/IS did not include a preliminary analysis of impacts to forest resources, to
make the analysis consistent with the recent changes to the environmental checklist, a discussion
of potential impacts from the proposed project that could conflict with, or cause rezoning of
forest lands, has been included in Chapter 4 of this Braft-EIR. No significant impacts on forest
resources were identified.

Pursuant to 815130 of the CEQA Guidelines, a discussion of potential cumulative impacts is also
provided in this Braft—EIR. This Braft-EIR also includes identification of alternatives and
comparisons of their effects on the environment, prepared in accordance with 815126.6 of the
CEQA Guidelines. CEQA Guidelines 815126.6 requires that an EIR include a range of
reasonable alternatives that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the proposed project and
are capable of eliminating or reducing some of the significant adverse environmental effects
associated with the proposed project.

The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from September
21, 2012 to November 6, 2012. As with the NOP/IS, the Draft EIR was circulated to
neighboring jurisdictions, responsible agencies, other public agencies, and interested individuals.
Three comment letters were received during the public comment period relative to the Draft EIR.
These comment letters and responses to the individual comments are included in Appendix I-C

Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project 1-3 December 2012



Chapter 1: Introduction and Executive Summary

of this document. The comments were evaluated and no comments in these letters identified
other potentially significant adverse environmental impacts from the proposed project not
already analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Minor modifications have been made to the Draft EIR. To facilitate identifying changes in this
Final EIR, modifications to the document are included as underlined text and text removed from
the document is indicated by strikethrough. To avoid confusion, minor formatting changes are
not shown in underline or strikethrough mode. None of the modifications alter any conclusions
reached in the Draft EIR, or provide new information of substantial importance relative to the
draft document that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815088.5. Therefore, this document is now a Final EIR.

1.4 RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

CEQA Guidelines 815381 defines a “responsible agency” as “a public agency which proposes to
carry out or approve a project, for which a Lead Agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or
Negative Declaration. For the purposes of CEQA, the term ““responsible agency” includes all
public agencies other than the lead agency that have discretionary approval power over the
project.” The existing two-lane ethanol truck loading rack currently operates under Design
Overlay Review (DOR) Number 764-01 granted by the City of Carson. A modification will be
required to the DOR to allow for the increased truck traffic associated with the proposed project.
Therefore, the proposed project will require discretionary approval from the City of Carson, who
may use this EIR in its decision making process. Additionally, agencies listed in Table 2-3 in
Chapter 2 of this EIR may also use this EIR in their decision making process.

The following bullet points list a sample of public agencies that may have permitting authority
for aspects of modifications at the Carson Facility, and have been given an opportunity to review
and comment on the NOP/IS and EIR; however, except for the DOR, no new discretionary
permits or permit modifications are expected to be required from these agencies for the proposed
project:

e City of Carson;

e State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB);

e Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB); and

e Los Angeles County Sanitation District.

1.5 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

The EIR is intended to be a decision-making tool that provides disclosure of the environmental
consequences associated with implementing the proposed project. Additionally, CEQA
Guidelines 815124 (d)(1) requires the lead agency to identify the following specific types of
intended uses:

e A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision making;
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o A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project; and,

e A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal,
state, or local laws, regulations, or policies.

It is expected the City of Carson will evaluate this EIR to determine if it is sufficient as the
CEQA document for its discretionary approvals over portions of the proposed project. To the
extent that other local public agencies, such as cities, county planning commissions, etc., are
responsible for making land use and planning decisions related to approval of the proposed
project, they could possibly use this EIR as input in their decision-making process. See the
preceding section for a list of public agencies whose approval may be required and who may also
be expected to use this EIR in their decision-making process.

1.6 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 815123 (b)(2), the areas of controversy known to the lead
agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public, shall be identified in the CEQA
document. "Controversy" is generally defined as a difference in opinion or a dispute. During the
Adter-public comment netification-and-review-period for efthe NOP/IS, the SCAQMD received
four comment letters. General comments included the following, the EIR should: _evaluate
health impacts from increased truck traffic on sensitive receptors, such as schools; establish an
appropriate baseline; evaluate use of emission reduction credits, evaluate potential soil
contamination and identify necessary remediation; and evaluate cumulative impacts. As
indicated here, issues raised in these comment letters do not constitute areas of controversy as
they are related specifically to potential impacts from the proposed project and are addressed in
this EIR.;—and—_ Rresponses to theese comment letters received relative to the NOP/IS are
provided in Appendix I-B.

In addition, the SCAQMD received three comment letters relative to the Draft EIR during the
public comment period. The comment letters and responses to the comments raised in those
letters are provided in Appendix I-C of this document. Of the comments received on the Draft
EIR, none identified new issues relative to the environmental analysis or potential areas of
controversy that could not be responded to in Appendix I-C. Further, none of the comments alter
any conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, nor provide new information of substantial importance
relative to the draft document. No other “controversial” issues have been raised regarding the
proposed project. Consequently, since the issues raised are related specifically to analyses that
are already included in this EIR or are required to be included in this EIR, there are no areas of
controversy known to the lead agency. Further, since no areas of controversy were identified by
SCAQMD or the public during the review and comment periods for both the NOP/IS and the
Draft EIR, it is concluded that the proposed project does not contain any areas of controversy as
defined by CEQA.
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1.7 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - CHAPTER 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1.7.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Shell developed the proposed project in response to customer requests for additional ethanol
storage and delivery capacity. Because ethanol is typically shipped from production facilities in
smaller quantities than batches of gasoline, e.g. on unit trains or barges containing roughly
65,000 barrels (bbl)?, Shell proposes to convert existing smaller (69,000 bbl) gasoline storage
tanks to ethanol service to maximize its efficiency in using its existing storage facilities.
Furthermore, the change from 5.7 percent to 10 percent for ethanol in gasoline as mandated by
the 2007 amendments to the CARB Phase 3 RFG requirements has prompted Shell’s customers
to request from Shell approximately 75 percent more ethanol storage and handling capacity. It is
upon this basis that Shell developed the following project objectives:

1. Increase the Carson Facility’s ethanol storage capacity by approximately 75 percent to
respond to customer demand for flexible ethanol storage and handling capacity;

2. Increase the Carson Facility’s ethanol tanker-truck loading capacity by at least 75 percent to
respond to customer demand for consolidated distribution of ethanol;

3. Include modifications that would allow the Carson Facility to minimize impacts to its
existing capacity to receive, store and deliver other petroleum products (e.g., gasoline, diesel
fuel, jet fuel) at current levels for its current and future customers; and

4. Maintain operational efficiency, safety and flexibility at the Carson Facility.
1.7.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project is located at the Shell Carson Distribution Facility, located at 20945 South
Wilmington Avenue, in the City of Carson. The Carson Facility is approximately 446 acres in
size and is bounded to the north by Del Amo Boulevard, to the east by South Wilmington
Avenue and Martin Street, to the south by 213th Street, and to the west by Chico Street, Annalee
Avenue, and Tillman Avenue. All proposed modifications would occur within the confines of
the existing Carson Facility.

1.7.3 LAND USE AND ZONING

The Carson Facility is zoned Manufacturing, Heavy (MH), and the City of Carson General Plan
has the site divided into three land use designations: Heavy Industrial (HI), Business Park (BP),
and Light Industrial (LI). Surrounding land uses include light industrial and single-family
residential to the north, light industrial to the west, single-family residential to the south, light
industrial to the southeast and light and heavy industrial to the east. Five schools are located
within one-quarter mile of the Carson Facility: Del Amo Elementary School is located
approximately 0.07 mile south of the facility, Peace and Joy Christian School is located
approximately 0.08 mile west of the facility, Magnolia Science Academy is located

2 One barrel is 42 gallons.
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approximately 0.16 mile north-northwest of the facility, Intercoast College is located
approximately 0.18 mile southwest of the facility and Friendship Children’s Center is located
approximately 0.24 mile south of the facility.

1.7.4 EXISTING OPERATIONS

The Carson Facility is a former refinery and chemical manufacturing plant site. Chemical
manufacturing was discontinued in the 1980s, and the refinery ceased operating in 1992. The
process units have been dismantled, while the storage tanks remain. The facility currently
consists of the following three operations:

1. Petroleum products pipelines, storage and distribution: Gasoline, jet fuel and diesel fuel
are delivered into the facility by pipeline from local refineries and distribution terminals,
delivered by pipeline from Shell's Mormon Island Marine Terminal at the Port of Los
Angeles, stored in above-ground storage tanks, and delivered out of the facility by
pipeline to customers. A small volume of diesel fuel is also transferred by pipeline to the
chemicals storage and distribution area, described below, and loaded into tanker trucks.

2. Chemical products storage and distribution: Non-halogenated solvents are delivered to
the chemicals storage area by railcar or tanker truck and transferred into storage tanks in
the chemicals area, located on the east side of the facility. These solvents are transferred
by pipeline to an adjacent facility operated by Nexeo Solutions for loading into trucks or
drums and delivery to customers. As noted above, a small volume of diesel is transferred
by pipeline to this operation and loaded into tanker trucks for delivery to customers
through a truck loading rack located in the area.

3. Ethanol storage and loading: Ethanol is delivered by pipeline into the facility primarily
from an off-site railcar offloading facility owned and operated by a third party (the
Kinder Morgan Lomita Terminal), stored in above-ground storage tanks located in the
petroleum products area, and transferred into tanker trucks at an on-site two lane ethanol
truck loading rack for delivery to customers. A small percentage of the daily throughput
of ethanol is also delivered off-site to the Kinder Morgan Carson Terminal by an existing
pipeline dedicated to ethanol service. The significant challenges of using dedicated
pipelines for shipment of ethanol over longer distances effectively precludes shipping
ethanol by pipeline to the Carson Facility’s other ethanol customers.

The Carson Facility’s existing two-lane ethanol truck loading rack is currently permitted to load
a maximum of 30,000 barrels per day (bbl/day) of ethanol. It is not permitted to load other
products.

The Carson Facility essentially provides an ethanol receiving, storage and tanker truck loading
service to its customers who own the ethanol. The Carson Facility’s customers are the fuel
distributors that load and then distribute to their gasoline distribution terminals the ethanol stored
at the Carson Facility. Thus, the trucks coming into the Carson Facility are owned by third party
customers and are not owned by the Carson Facility. The Carson Facility does not take
ownership of the ethanol.
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1.7.5 PROPOSED CARSON FACILITY MODIFICATIONS

The proposed facility modifications are summarized in this section. They consist of
modifications to existing equipment and installation of new equipment.

Shell is proposing to increase the permitted throughput for the existing two-lane ethanol truck
loading rack from 30,000 bbl/day to 35,000 bbl/day of ethanol and to construct a new single-lane
ethanol truck loading rack with a maximum throughput capacity of 17,500 bbl/day of ethanol.
Thus, the total ethanol tanker truck loading capacity would increase by 75 percent, from 30,000
bbl/day to 52,500 bbl/day. The change in the level of ethanol in gasoline to accommodate the
2007 CARB Phase 3 RFG amendment requirements is an increase of approximately 75 percent,
from 5.7 percent to 10 percent, which is expected to have resulted in an increase in the demand
for ethanol to be blended into gasoline of approximately 75 percent. Thus, the 75 percent
increase in the Carson Facility’s ethanol tanker truck loading capacity is intended to
accommodate its customers’ requirements and requests for sufficient ethanol facilities to meet
2007 CARB Phase 3 RFG amendment requirements.

Shell is also proposing to increase the ethanol storage capacity at the Carson Facility by
converting existing gasoline tanks to ethanol service, which would also support the 75 percent
increase in ethanol demand to meet 2007 CARB Phase 3 RFG amendment requirements.
Further, Shell is proposing to partially offset the loss of exiting gasoline storage capacity by
constructing a new 158,000 bbl gasoline storage tank.

The additional ethanol is expected to be primarily delivered into the Carson Facility through the
existing pipeline dedicated to ethanol service that is currently used from the off-site railcar
offloading facility owned and operated by Kinder Morgan.

1.7.5.1 Ethanol Throughput Increase for Existing Loading Lanes

Shell is proposing to increase the maximum permitted ethanol throughput for the existing two-
lane ethanol truck loading rack from 30,000 bbl/day to 35,000 bbl/day. Each loading lane can
load about four trucks per hour. Since the average capacity of a tanker truck is 190 barrels, each
lane can load about 760 barrels per hour, and the two lanes together can load about 1,520 barrels
per hour. The maximum possible throughput over a 24-hour period is 36,480 bbl/day, which is
more than the proposed maximum throughput of 35,000 bbl/day. Thus, increasing the
throughput to 35,000 bbl/day would not require physical modifications to the existing two-lane
truck loading rack or an increase in the number of trucks loaded each hour. Volatile organic
compound (VOC) emissions from the tanker truck loading operations are controlled by an
existing vapor recovery and thermal oxidizer system. Increasing the throughput would not
require physical modifications to the vapor recovery and thermal oxidizer system, because the
142 cubic feet per minute (cfm) average vapor flow rate when two trucks are loaded at the same
time is much less than the thermal oxidizer’s total capacity of 600 cfm.

1.7.5.2 Storage Tank Conversions from Gasoline to Ethanol Service

Shell is proposing to convert four existing 69,000 bbl storage tanks from gasoline to ethanol
service to increase the Carson Facility’s capacity to store ethanol until it is loaded into trucks.
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Shell currently has 396,000 bbl of ethanol storage at the Carson Facility. Conversion of four of
the existing gasoline storage tanks into ethanol storage would result in an increase of 276,000 bbl
for a total ethanol storage capacity of 672,000 bbl, a 70 percent increase. Although this
percentage increase in ethanol storage capacity is slightly less than the 75 percent increase
proposed in the first project objective, converting five existing 69,000 bbl storage tanks from
gasoline to ethanol service would actually increase the Carson Facility’s ethanol storage capacity
by 345,000 bbl, which would result in an 87 percent increase. Because the 87 percent increase
that would result from converting five existing storage tanks to ethanol service exceeds the 75
percent increase in the first project objective by 12 percent, Shell is proposing to convert only
four existing gasoline storage tanks to store ethanol to meet the increased demand for ethanol as
a blending component.

The specific storage tanks to be converted would be selected based on operational requirements
at the facility and would be selected from among the following five storage tanks: 505, 506, 509,
510 and 514. The tank conversion activities would consist of draining and degassing the tanks,
replacing the tanks’ internal coatings with an ethanol-compatible coating material and lining the
undersides of the tank roofs. The tanks’ suction and discharge piping would also be modified to
connect to the Carson Facility’s existing ethanol system piping because the piping that carries
ethanol through the facility is separate from the piping that carries gasoline.

1.7.5.3 New Single-Lane Truck Loading Rack

Shell is proposing to construct one new single-lane truck ethanol loading rack, with a maximum
permitted loading rate of 17,500 bbl/day, adjacent to the two existing truck loading lanes. New
equipment to be installed for the new single-lane truck loading rack would include two new
pumps (one active pump and one standby pump, each with a capacity of 2,700 gallons per
minute), three ethanol loading arms, with an ethanol meter and control valve at each arm and two
vapor recovery hoses. The associated piping, conduits and a canopy covering the truck loading
lane would be supported by a new structural steel frame. The new lane would also have a
control panel for control of loading operations. Constructing the new truck loading lane would
require excavating approximately 1,500 cubic yards of soil for foundations and paving
approximately 8,000 square feet. The new truck loading rack would be connected to the vapor
control system for the existing two-lane truck loading rack. The total vapor flow rate to the
vapor control system would be approximately 213 cfm when the two existing loading lanes and
the new loading lane are in use at the same time. Since this flow rate is substantially less than
the system’s capacity of 600 cfm, the proposed ethanol loading throughput increase from
constructing the new single-lane truck loading rack can be accommodated without modifying the
existing vapor control system to increase its capacity, although the Permit to Operate would need
to be modified.

1.7.5.4 Loading Rack Operations Building Expansion

Shell is proposing to modify the existing ethanol truck loading rack control building in support
of the increased ethanol loading capacity to provide additional office space, additional space for
training ethanol tanker truck drivers on the Carson Facility’s safety and operational procedures,
and storage space to replace an outdoor storage shed that would be displaced when the new
single-lane truck loading rack is constructed. The building size would increase from 867 square
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feet to 1,727 square feet, and the expansion would add a conference room, storage room, Kitchen
area, an office and an additional restroom. The appearance of the building addition would match
the existing one-story, masonry block building.

1.7.5.5 New Gasoline Storage Tank

Shell is proposing to construct a new gasoline storage tank with a maximum working storage
capacity of 158,000 barrels to partially replace gasoline storage capacity at the facility that would
be transferred to ethanol service. The new gasoline storage tank would be 160 feet in diameter,
with a shell height of 51.5 feet and would have a cone roof. It would be constructed on a
currently vacant area surrounded by a dike that would provide secondary containment for the
storage tank within the Carson Facility. Constructing the new gasoline storage tank would
consist of grading the area where it would be located, excavating approximately 10,000 cubic
yards of soil for the tank foundation, constructing the concrete tank foundation, erecting the tank
shell, hydrostatic testing of the tank, constructing the tank roof, coating the interior and exterior
of the tank, and installing suction and discharge piping.

It should be noted that even with the construction of the new gasoline storage tank there would
be a net reduction in gasoline storage capacity at the Carson Facility of 118,000 bbl. Shell has
determined that the economic tradeoffs of gaining the extra ethanol storage capacity versus
losing the existing gasoline storage capacity are consistent with the needs of its current and
future customers, such that it will minimize the impacts to those clients.

1.7.6 CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Assuming the EIR is certified and required agency permits and approvals are received,
construction activities for the proposed Shell project could begin and are expected to be
completed approximately 17 months later. Construction for each component of the proposed
project would vary over the construction schedule. The construction activities for most of the
components are expected to overlap during the first four months of the construction period.
Construction work shifts are anticipated to be one 10-hour shift per day, five or six days per
week depending on the construction phase, generally from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

1.7.7 OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Operation of the proposed project would be implemented in two interim phases prior to
achieving the final proposed project operation. During the first interim phase, the permitted
maximum daily throughput of the existing two-lane ethanol truck loading rack would increase to
35,000 bbl/day. Because construction is not necessary or required to increase the throughput of
the existing two-lane truck ethanol loading rack, this phase would begin when the existing
permits are revised and continue for approximately four months, until construction of the new
single-lane truck ethanol loading rack is completed. The second interim phase would begin
when the new single-lane truck ethanol loading rack becomes operational, which would increase
the permitted maximum daily throughput by an additional 17,500 bbl/day, from 35,000 bbl/day
to a total of 52,500 bbl/day. The second interim phase would continue for approximately 13
months, until construction of the proposed new gasoline storage tank is completed, at which time
the proposed project would be fully implemented. The permitted maximum daily throughput for
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the existing and proposed new ethanol loading racks would remain at 52,500 bbl/day following
the second interim phase.

The daily average ethanol loading rate during the baseline period was 25,344 bbl/day, and the
daily average number of ethanol tanker trucks loaded during the baseline period was 132 trucks
per day, which generated 264 one-way tanker truck trips to and from the Carson Facility.

The permitted maximum daily ethanol throughput during the first interim phase of 35,000
bbl/day would be an increase of 9,656 bbl/day above the baseline loading rate and would
increase the daily number of ethanol tanker trucks loaded to 184 trucks per day, which would be
an increase of 52 tanker trucks per day above the average daily number loaded during the
baseline period. The daily number of trips by these additional tanker trucks would be 104 one-
way trips per day.

The permitted maximum daily ethanol throughput of 52,500 bbl/day during the second interim
phase and during full operation would be an increase of 27,156 bbl/day above the baseline
loading rate and would increase the daily number of ethanol tanker trucks loaded to 276 trucks
per day, which would be an increase of 92 tanker trucks per day above the first interim phase and
144 tanker trucks per day above the average daily number loaded during the baseline period.
The daily number of trips by these additional tanker trucks would be an increase of 184 one-way
trips per day above the first interim phase and 288 one-way trips per day above the baseline
period.

As indicated in Section 1.4, the existing two-lane ethanol truck loading rack currently operates
under Design Overlay Review (DOR) Number 764-01 granted by the City of Carson. A
modification will be required to the DOR to allow for the increased truck traffic associated with
the proposed project. Shell will propose to the city that the modification to the DOR limit the
maximum daily of tanker trucks loaded with ethanol to 276 trucks per day.

No additional employees would be required on-site to operate any new equipment as a result of
implementing the proposed project.

1.8 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - CHAPTER 3: ENVIRONMENTAL
SETTING

This chapter presents the existing environmental setting for the proposed project, which normally
constitutes the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an
impact is significant. This EIR is focused only on the environmental topics identified in the
NOP/IS (see Appendix I-A) that could be significantly adversely affected by the proposed
project. The reader is referred to the NOP/IS for discussion of environmental topics not
considered in this EIR, and the rationale for inclusion or exclusion of each environmental topic.
The environmental topics identified in Chapter 3 include both a regional and local setting and are
summarized in the following subsections.
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1.8.1 AIR QUALITY

Air quality in the area of the SCAQMD's jurisdiction has shown substantial improvement over
the last two decades. Nevertheless, some federal and state air quality standards are still exceeded
frequently and by a wide margin. Of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
established for seven criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon
monoxide, particles smaller than 10 microns (PM10) and particles smaller than 2.5 microns
(PM2.5)), the area within the SCAQMD's jurisdiction is only in attainment with standards set for
carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide. Air monitoring for PM10 indicates that
SCAQMD has attained the NAAQS but the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has not yet approved the SCAQMD’s request for re-designation to attainment. The Los
Angeles County portion of the SCAQMD is designated as non-attainment for the state and
federal standards for lead, based on emissions from two specific facilities.

Chapter 3 discusses the effects of meteorological conditions, temperature and rainfall, and wind
flow patterns on the existing air quality conditions in the Basin. EXisting air quality is examined
regarding criteria pollutants, regional air quality, local air quality, the Carson Facility criteria
pollutant emissions, toxic air contaminants (TACs), as well as the regulatory setting.

In addition, construction and operational activities associated with the proposed project also have
the potential to increase emissions of GHGs. The environmental setting and GHG impacts are
primarily discussed in Chapter 5 - Cumulative Impacts.

1.8.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), which is maintained by the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), was conducted in 2007 and updated in 2009
to identify occurrences of special-status species that have been recorded in the area of the Carson
Facility. A biological reconnaissance survey of the proposed project site was also conducted on
June 22, 2009. The survey included locations within the Carson Facility where construction for
the proposed project would occur plus a 500-foot buffer area surrounding each of these locations.
The survey also included a lay down area, approximately four acres in size, which is located
adjacent to and east of the ethanol loading facility.

The 2007 and 2009 searches of the CNDDB identified 28 special-status plant species and 35
special-status wildlife species within the general vicinity of the Carson Facility. It is unlikely
that the plant species have the potential to exist within the proposed project locations, because
the site is not compatible with their habitat requirements. Additionally, no special-status plant
species were observed during the survey. Although no special-status wildlife species were
observed during the 2009 survey, three species, including Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus),
burrowing owl, and western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus), could potentially utilize habitat
within the 500-foot buffer area from the proposed project locations. Nesting birds, which are
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), could also utilize this habitat.
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1.8.3 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The Carson Facility is permitted to handle materials with the potential to cause harm to people,
property, or the environment. An accidental release of these materials could occur due to natural
events, such as earthquakes, and non-natural events, such as mechanical failure or human error.
Potential existing hazards from the Carson Facility are those associated with accidental releases
of flammable liquids, such as gasoline, which could lead to a fire. State and federal laws require
detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled, used, stored, and
disposed of to prevent or mitigate injury to human health or the environment in the event that
such materials are accidentally released.

1.8.4 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The NOP/IS (see Appendix I-A) determined that the proposed project at the Carson Facility has
the potential to generate significant adverse water supply impacts. The NOP/IS also determined
that the proposed project does not have the potential to generate significant adverse water quality
impacts (see Appendix I-A).

Water consumed in the Los Angeles Basin includes both imported water and water from local
sources. Imported sources of water (including the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA), the State
Water Project’s (SWP) California Aqueduct, and the Los Angeles Aqueduct) have, in previous
years, supplied more than six million acre-feet® or two trillion gallons of water to the southern
California region annually. Imported sources have accounted for approximately 74 percent of
the total water used in the region. Local sources of water account for approximately 26 percent
of the total volume consumed annually in the southern California area. Local sources include
surface water runoff and groundwater.

Back-to-back dry years and low reservoir levels put California in a statewide drought, and
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger declared a statewide drought on June 4, 2008. In late 2008,
the state’s major reservoirs were at about one-third of capacity, at a time when they would
typically be at about two-thirds. As a result, the State Department of Water Resources (DWR)
has allocated only 15 percent of requested amounts of water to be delivered to the SWP in 2009.
This allocation is the second lowest in the history of the SWP. Because of the drought, local
water resources are not expected to be stable in the future on a region-wide basis. However,
because of higher than average rainfall years in 2010 and 2011, on March 30, 2011 Governor
Jerry Brown declared an official end to the drought in California.

The Rancho Dominguez District of the California Water Service Company (Cal Water) provides
water service to the Carson Facility. The Cal Water Rancho Dominguez District utilizes a
combination of local groundwater and imported surface water to serve customers in Carson and
parts of Torrance, Compton, Long Beach, and Harbor City. Approximately 80 percent of the
water supply distributed by Cal Water is comprised of imported water, 18 percent is
groundwater, and two percent is desalinated water.

® One acre-foot is equivalent to 325,851 gallons.
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The Carson Facility does not have any wells on-site to provide water. Additionally, the Carson
Facility does not currently have reclaimed water available for use at the facility. The
infrastructure to use reclaimed water for irrigation, such as pipelines, is present within the
facility, and the Shell operators are attempting to arrange for a connection to the West Basin
Municipal Water District’s reclaimed water supply, but it is not known if or when the connection
may be established. Until then, all water consumed by the Carson Facility is provided by Cal
Water.

The Carson Facility currently consumes potable water for fire protection, irrigation, employee
use and consumption and for periodic hydrostatic testing of the structural integrity of existing
storage tanks following major modifications to the tanks. Annual potable water consumption by
the facility decreased from approximately 14.6 million gallons in 2006 to approximately 12.7
million gallons in 2009. Reclaimed water is not currently available for use at the facility.

1.8.,5 NOISE

Noise is usually defined as sound that is undesirable because it interferes with speech
communication and hearing, is intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying
(unwanted sound). Sound levels are measured on a logarithmic scale in decibels (dB). The
universal measure for environmental sound is the “A” weighted sound level, dBA, which is the
sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the A-weighted filter
network. “A” scale weighting is a set of mathematical factors applied by the measuring
instrument to shape the frequency content of the sound in a manner similar to the way the human
ear responds to sounds. In general, a change in sound level of less than 3.0 dBA is not typically
noticed by the human ear. Changes from 3.0 to 5.0 dBA may be noticed by some individuals
who are extremely sensitive to changes in noise. A greater than 5.0 dBA increase is readily
noticeable, while the human ear perceives a 10.0 dBA increase in sound level to be a doubling of
sound.

Noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the proposed project include residences to the north of
the Carson Facility on the north side of East Del Amo Boulevard, residences along a portion of
the southern facility boundary, an elementary school south of the facility and residences south of
the facility and 213th Street.

Predominant sources of off-site noise in the vicinity of the Carson Facility include vehicular
(including truck) traffic along Wilmington Avenue and Del Amo Boulevard and on the Interstate
405 Freeway, heavy and light industrial activities, commercial uses, and rail traffic on rail lines
and spurs. Short-term (approximately 15 minutes duration) noise measurements were taken on
January 13, 2010, at two locations in the residential area west of Wilmington Avenue and south
of the Distribution Facility, and 24-hour duration noise measurements were taken on September
20-21, 2011 in the same residential area. The short-term measurements were taken between 1:30
p.m. and 3:30 p.m., and the 24-hour measurements were taken beginning at 11:00 a.m. The
Equivalent Noise Level (Leq)4 during the short-term measurements was 49 dBA and 55 dBA.
The higher noise level was due primarily to children playing in the local park to the southeast of

4 L.q is the steady-state sound level that, in a specified period of time, contains the same acoustical energy as a varying
sound level over the same time period
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the measurement location. During the 24-hour measurements, daytime noise levels ranged from
49 to 53 dBA Leq between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and nighttime noise levels ranged from 43
to 48 dBA Leq between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Based on the measurements, the daytime Leq
was 51.6 dBA, and the Nighttime Leq was 46.1 dBA.

In 1995, the City of Carson adopted the “Noise Control Ordinance of the County of Los
Angeles,” as amended, as the City’s Noise Control Ordinance, which sets standards for noise
levels in the City. The ordinance includes separate standards for noise from construction
activities and noise from other activities. These standards apply to the proposed project.

1.8.6 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Key regional transportation facilities in the area of the Carson Facility include the San Diego
Freeway (1-405), located approximately 0.1 miles southwest of the facility, the Long Beach
Freeway (I-710), located approximately 1.6 miles east of the facility, the Harbor Freeway (I-
110), located approximately 1.7 miles west of the facility, and the Redondo Beach/Artesia
Freeway (SR-91), located approximately 1.7 miles north of the facility. Key streets in the
vicinity of the Carson Facility include Wilmington Avenue and Alameda Street to the east and
Del Amo Boulevard to the north. These roadways provide access to the facility from the
freeways. In accordance with requirements of the Carson Facility’s DOR granted by the City of
Carson, all ethanol tanker trucks are mandated to exit the facility onto Wilmington Avenue
heading north to Del Amo Boulevard and then east to Alameda Street, avoiding residential areas.

The operating characteristics of an intersection are defined in terms of the level of service (LOS),
which describes the quality of traffic flow based on variations in traffic volume and other
variables such as the number of signal phases. LOS A to C operate well. LOS C normally is
taken as the design level in urban areas outside a regional core. LOS D typically is the level for
which a metropolitan area street system is designed. LOS E represents volumes at or near the
capacity of the roadway which will result in possible stoppages of momentary duration and fairly
unstable traffic flow. LOS F occurs when a facility is overloaded and is characterized by stop-
and-go (forced flow) traffic with stoppages of long duration.

Peak traffic period LOS analyses were developed for intersections in the vicinity of the Carson
Facility. Traffic counts, including turn counts, were taken to determine the existing traffic at
eight intersections. Of the eight intersections, one is operating at LOS D during the morning
peak period (Susana Road and Del Amo Boulevard) and one at LOS E during the evening peak
period (Wilmington Avenue and 1-405 Southbound On-/Off-Ramps). The other six intersections
are operating at LOS C or better.

1.9 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Chapter 4 assesses the potential environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the
proposed project. Chapter 4 evaluates those impacts that are considered potentially significant
under the requirements of CEQA, as determined by the NOP/IS (see Appendix I-A).
Specifically, an impact is considered significant under CEQA if it leads to a “substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment.” Table 1-1 (located at the end of this

Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project 1-15 December 2012



Chapter 1: Introduction and Executive Summary

chapter) summarizes the air quality, biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials,
hydrology and water quality, noise and transportation and traffic impacts of the proposed project.

1.9.1 AIR QUALITY
1.9.1.1 Environmental Impacts

The SCAQMD makes significance determinations based on the maximum daily emissions
during the construction period, which provides a “worst-case” analysis of the construction
emissions. Similarly, significance determinations for operational emissions are based on the
maximum daily emissions during the operational phase. Because operation of the proposed
project would be implemented in interim phases that overlap with the entire construction period
before achieving full operation, the significance determination of emissions during the
construction period is based in comparing the overlapping construction and operational
emissions with the operational significance thresholds.

Greenhouse gas emissions, though part of the air quality analysis, are cumulative impacts and are
analyzed in Chapter 5 for both construction and operational emissions.

Construction Period Emissions

Peak daily overlapping construction and operational emissions for the proposed project are
summarized in Table 4.2-7 together with the SCAQMD’s daily operational threshold levels.
Estimated peak daily emissions during the construction period are expected to be less than the
significance thresholds for carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOx), PM10 and PM2.5.
However, estimated peak daily emissions during the construction period of the proposed project
at the Carson Facility are anticipated to exceed the significance thresholds for volatile organic
compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). Therefore, the air quality impacts during the
construction period are considered significant.

Air quality dispersion modeling was conducted to evaluate the potential for peak overlapping
construction and operational emissions to cause localized exceedances of the operational ambient
air quality CEQA significance thresholds for CO, NO,, PM10 and PM2.5. Based on the
American Meteorology Society (AMS)/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD), the CO
significance threshold is not equaled or exceeded, but the NOx, PM10 and PM2.significance
thresholds are exceeded. Therefore, emissions during construction of the proposed project are
not expected to cause significant adverse localized CO air quality impacts at the nearest sensitive
receptors, but they may cause significant adverse localized NO,, PM10 and PM2.5 air quality
impacts to the nearest sensitive receptors.

Operational Emissions

The proposed project’s operational emissions are also evaluated in Chapter 4. The major sources
of operational emissions are combustion emissions from the thermal oxidizer used to control
VOC emissions during tanker truck loading, fugitive VOC emissions from tanker trucks during
loading operations and exhaust emissions from tanker trucks traveling to and from the Carson
Facility. Operational emissions for the proposed project are summarized in Table 4.2-4 together
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with the SCAQMD’s daily operational threshold levels. Estimated emissions during operation of
the proposed project are expected to be below the significance thresholds for CO, SOx, PM10
and PM2.5. Estimated emissions during operation are anticipated to exceed the significance
thresholds for VOC and NOx. VOC emissions would be offset through emission credits required
for permitted sources pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1303 and NOx and SOx emissions would be
offset through RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) required for permitted sources pursuant to
SCAQMD Regulation XX. However, VOC and NOx emissions after applying emission credits
and RTCs to permitted sources would remain significant because VOC and NOx emissions from
non-permitted sources are anticipated to exceed the respective significance thresholds and
emission credits and RTCs are not available for such non-permitted sources. Therefore, the air
quality impacts associated with operation of the proposed project are considered significant.

The peak operational emissions, including tanker truck exhaust emissions, were modeled to
determine the potential impacts on CO, NO,, PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality. Based on
AERMOD, the ground level concentrations of the specified criteria pollutants are expected to be
below the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for changes in air quality concentrations.
Therefore, no significant impacts on local concentrations of criteria pollutants are expected
during operation of the proposed project.

A health risk assessment (HRA) was also conducted to evaluate the potential health risks from
increased emissions of TACs from the proposed project, including exhaust emissions from
tanker trucks, during operation of the proposed project. The risks were evaluated for residential
locations, worker locations and sensitive receptors, such as schools, in the vicinity of the Carson
Facility and near the routes traveled by tanker trucks between the facility and the local freeways.
Based on the air quality modeling and related assumptions, the cancer risks to the Maximum
Exposed Individual Worker (MEIW) and the Maximum Exposed Individual Resident (MEIR)
were calculated to be 1.55 in one million, and 2.11 in one million, respectively, or less than ten
per one million. The highest cancer risk at a sensitive receptor was estimated to be 1.61 in one
million. These results are less than the SCAQMD CEQA cancer risk significance threshold of
ten in one million.

The highest acute hazard index for the proposed project is estimated to be 0.0020, while the
highest non-cancer chronic hazard index for the proposed project is estimated to be 0.020. The
acute and non-cancer chronic hazard indices for the proposed project are less than the SCAQMD
CEQA significance threshold of 1.0. Therefore, no significant adverse acute or chronic health
impacts are expected from the proposed project.

1.9.1.2 Mitigation Measures

A number of feasible mitigation measures have been imposed on the proposed project to mitigate
the potentially significant adverse air quality impacts associated with construction emissions.
The mitigation measures include the development of a Construction Emission Management Plan,
requiring construction equipment to be equipped with engines that meet or exceed California
Tier 3 emission standards to the extent possible, minimizing the sizes of construction equipment
engines, limiting truck idling to five minutes, using electricity wherever possible, maintaining
construction equipment, suspending construction activities during first stage smog alerts and
increasing watering of unpaved vehicle travel areas to three times per day.
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Feasible mitigation measures to mitigate the potentially significant adverse impacts associated
with operational emissions were not identified. The thermal oxidizer used to destroy VOC in the
gases collected by the loading rack vapor collection system would be required to meet current
BACT emission limits for VOC. Specifically, the VOC emission limit in the current permit,
which was issued in 2003, is 0.08 pound per 1,000 gallons of ethanol loaded. The thermal
oxidizer would be subject to BACT and lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) requirements
for VOC emissions. Current air quality BACT guidelines indicate a BACT standard for
“gasoline load racks” of 0.02 pounds VOC per 1,000 gallons product loaded because this rate has
been achieved in practice in California and other similar loading rack projects in the district have
this condition. Although this rack would load only ethanol, due to the potential for emissions of
gasoline vapors from the incoming trucks, SCAQMD permitting staff indicated that this BACT
standard would apply® because it has been achieved in practice. These limits represent the
lowest achievable emission rate (LAER). Thus, it is not feasible to reduce these emissions.

VOC and NOx emissions from tanker truck exhaust would be reduced if all tanker trucks
delivering ethanol from the Carson Facility were late-model trucks that have lower emissions
than the average emissions from heavy heavy-duty vehicles in southern California. However, as
discussed previously, the tanker trucks that deliver ethanol from the facility are operated by the
Carson Facility’s customers or by operators under contract to the Carson Facility’s customers.
Therefore, it is not be feasible for Shell to directly require all tanker trucks that deliver ethanol
from the facility to be late-model trucks.

1.9.1.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

VOC, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions during the construction period are expected to remain
significant following mitigation. The construction emissions associated with CO and SOx are
less than significant and, therefore, mitigation is not required. Construction emissions are
expected to be short-term and they would be eliminated following completion of the construction
phase.

As previously noted, operation of the proposed project is not expected to generate significant
CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5 impacts during operation. The operational impacts of the proposed
project are anticipated to exceed the applicable VOC and NOx significance thresholds and,
therefore, generate significant VOC and NOx impacts. Increases in VOC and NOx emissions are
required to be offset for permitted sources pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1303 and Regulation XX,
respectively. The emission credits for VOC and RTCs for NOx would reduce the proposed
project's net VOC and NOx emissions, respectively. However, VOC and NOx emissions after
applying emission credits and RTCs to permitted sources would remain significant because VOC
and NOx emissions from non-permitted sources are anticipated to exceed the respective
significance thresholds. No additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce VOC or NOx
emissions during operation of the proposed project were identified. Therefore, impacts from
VOC and NOx emissions are expected to remain significant.

® Personal communication, Mr. Thomas Liebel, Senior Air Quality Engineer, SCAQMD, December 2009.
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1.9.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
1.9.2.1 Environmental Impacts
Construction Impacts

No candidate, sensitive, or special-status species were observed during a survey of locations
within the Carson Facility where construction for the proposed project would occur, and there is
no suitable habitat to support these species within the construction footprint of the proposed
project. However, three special-status species, including the burrowing owl, Monarch butterfly,
and western yellow bat, could potentially utilize habitat within a 500-foot buffer area from the
proposed project construction areas. Nesting birds, which are protected under the MBTA, could
also utilize this habitat.

During the biological survey of the project locations, a single burrow that could potentially be
utilized by the burrowing owl was detected approximately 50 feet north of the proposed
construction lay down area. Although no owls were seen occupying this burrow and there were
no signs of recent use, future occupancy of this burrow by an owl cannot be precluded. The
presence of an owl or the presence of an occupied burrow within the vicinity of a construction
area poses some potential risk to individual owls in the form of direct mortality or accidental
injury from construction vehicles, or entrapment inside the burrows during grading, as they are a
ground-dwelling species. Therefore, construction of the proposed project could potentially cause
significant adverse impacts to the burrowing owl.

A small grove of eucalyptus trees located approximately 400 feet west of the proposed gasoline
storage tank construction could provide wintering roosts for Monarch butterflies, and western
yellow bats could potentially roost in fan palms approximately 250 feet from the proposed
construction laydown area. However, the proposed gasoline storage tank construction would be
more than 200 feet from the grove, which is considered to be a buffer limit around roost trees to
avoid disturbing an active roost or aggregation of butterflies. Thus, there would be no adverse
indirect impacts to potentially roosting butterflies from added noise and vehicle activity.
Additionally, the proposed lay down area would be more than 100 feet from the palm trees,
which is considered to be a buffer limit from roosting bats to avoid disturbing a roost. Thus,
there would be no adverse indirect impacts to potentially roosting western yellow bats.

The grove of eucalyptus trees, as well as the stands of fan palms located approximately 250 feet
north of the ethanol loading area, have the potential to support nesting birds. Therefore,
construction of the proposed project could potentially cause significant adverse impacts to
nesting birds.

Operational Impacts

The proposed new gasoline storage tank would not generate noise during operation, and facility
personnel would only visit the storage tank as required for routine inspections and necessary
maintenance. Thus, operation of the gasoline storage tank would not have the potential to
disturb nesting birds in the grove of eucalyptus trees west of the gasoline storage tank location.
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Activities during operation of the other components of the proposed project would be similar in
nature to those that currently occur, except that the daily maximum number of ethanol tanker
truck loading trips associated with the proposed project would be approximately twice the daily
average number of trips during the baseline period (e.g., 552 one-way trips per day vs. 264 one-
way trips per day). However, due to the degraded nature of the habitat and the ongoing activity
within the Carson Facility, the area is not expected to support a significant number of sensitive
species. The wildlife that may currently utilize the habitats within the Carson Facility does so in
spite of this high level of disturbance. These individuals have become accustomed to an elevated
level of activity, and it is unlikely that a further increase in truck trips would change their habits.
Thus, operation of the other components would not have the potential to disturb nesting birds in
the fan palms north of the ethanol loading area.

Based on these considerations, operation of the proposed project would not cause significant
adverse impacts to biological resources.

1.9.2.2 Mitigation Measures

Feasible mitigation measures have been imposed on the proposed project to mitigate the
potentially significant adverse impacts on biological resources associated with construction
activities. The mitigation measures include conducting pre-construction presence/absence
surveys by qualified biologists for the species that could potentially be impacted by construction
activities and, if the surveys indicate the presence of these species, establishing appropriate “no-
construction” buffer areas around the locations where the species are found.

No mitigation measures are required for the operation phase of the proposed project, because
potential impacts on biological resources were determined to be less than significant.

1.9.2.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of the mitigation measures would reduce impacts to sensitive and special-status
wildlife species during construction of the proposed project to a less than significant level.
Impacts on biological resources during operation of the proposed project would also be less than
significant.

1.9.3 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
1.9.3.1 Environmental Impacts

Potential hazard impacts are considered to be significant if an accidental release of a hazardous
material results in exposure to one or more individuals off-site. Hazard impacts are evaluated by
estimating the potential impact distances caused by “worst-case” accident scenarios. Impacts are
considered significant if the accident scenario would increase the area of potential current
impacts beyond the facility’s fence line.

A scenario involving a spill of flammable liquid was considered for each of the three
components of the proposed project that involves handling or storage of flammable liquid (i.e.,
the existing storage tanks converted from gasoline to ethanol service, the new gasoline storage
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tank and the new single-lane loading rack). Two possible outcomes were identified and analyzed
for each of the scenarios. The first outcome involves contact of the spilled liquid with an
ignition source to cause a pool fire. The second outcome involves evaporation of a portion of the
liquid to produce a vapor cloud, which then comes into contact with an ignition source to cause a
vapor cloud explosion.

The “worst-case” accident scenario involving the new gasoline storage tank could potentially
cause impacts that extend beyond the Carson Facility’s fence line. Approximately 97 percent of
the off-site geographic area of these impacts would overlap with off-site areas that could
potentially be impacted by “worst-case” accident scenarios involving existing storage tanks.
Thus, a worst-case accident scenario involving the new gasoline storage tank would potentially
increase the geographic extent of off-site impacts by approximately 2.8 percent (comprising an
area of approximately 182,680 square feet) compared with potential impacts from existing
storage tanks. Therefore, because the hazard impacts associated with the new gasoline storage
tank extend into new areas off-site, the impacts exceed the hazards and hazardous materials
significance criterion. While the “worst-case” accident scenarios involving the converted storage
tanks also could potentially cause impacts that extend beyond the Carson Facility’s fence line,
although still within the hazard footprint of existing storage tanks, converting them from gasoline
to ethanol service would actually reduce the current potential impact distance. This reduction
results because potential impacts from a pool fire or vapor cloud explosion involving ethanol
would not extend as far as a pool fire or vapor cloud explosion involving gasoline, thus, reducing
the number of potential off-site exposures to pool fire or vapor cloud explosion incidents.
Therefore, the hazard impacts associated with converting the existing storage tanks from
gasoline to ethanol service would not exceed the hazards and hazardous materials significance
criterion. The “worst-case” scenarios involving the new single-lane ethanol truck loading rack
would not cause impacts that would extend beyond the Carson Facility’s fence line. Therefore,
hazard impacts associated with the new single-lane loading rack would not exceed the hazards
and hazardous materials significance criterion.

Additionally, soils that would be excavated to construct the foundation for the new gasoline
storage tank would potentially be considered hazardous waste. If this potentially hazardous
waste is not handled properly in accordance with local, state and federal rules which regulate the
characterization, handling, transportation, and ultimate disposition of contaminated soils,
potential significant adverse impacts from exposure to the potential hazardous waste could occur.

1.9.3.2 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are required, if feasible, to minimize the potentially significant “worst-case”
off-site hazard impacts associated with the proposed new gasoline storage tank. There are a
number of rules, regulations, and laws applicable to the Carson Facility that serve to reduce the
potential adverse impacts associated with hazards at the facility, including those hazards
associated with the new gasoline storage tank. Federal Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) regulations require the preparation and implementation of a Process
Safety Management (PSM) Plan. A PSM Plan that meets the requirements of the regulations and
is appropriately implemented is intended to prevent or minimize the consequences of a release
involving a toxic, reactive, flammable, or explosive chemical. A PSM review would be required
as part of the proposed project. The primary components of a PSM include written process
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safety information to enable the employer and employees to identify and understand the hazards
posed by the process, performance of a process safety analysis to determine and evaluate the
hazard of the process being analyzed, development of operating procedures that provide clear
instructions for safely conducting activities involved in each process identified for analysis,
training in the overview of the process and in the operating procedures for facility personnel and
contractors, and a pre-start up safety review for new facilities and for modified facilities where a
change is made in the process safety information. Additionally, the proposed project plan
includes several design and operational features to minimize the risk and consequences of a
gasoline leak from the new gasoline storage tank.

No additional feasible mitigation measures to minimize the potentially significant “worst-case”
off-site hazard impacts associated with the proposed new gasoline storage tank have been
identified, over and above the extensive safety regulations that currently apply to the Carson
Facility.

A feasible mitigation measure has been imposed on the proposed project to mitigate the
potentially significant adverse off-site hazard impacts associated with the excavation and
disposal of soils that would be excavated to construct the foundation for the new gasoline storage
tank. This mitigation measure requires preparation and implementation of a Construction
Contaminated Soils Management Plan that addresses the identification, sampling,
characterization, handling, segregation, storage, and disposal of contaminated soils in
compliance with local, state, and federal regulations.

1.9.3.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of the mitigation measure requiring preparation and implementation of a
Construction Contaminated Soils Management Plan would reduce potential hazards and
hazardous materials impacts associated with excavation of potentially contaminated soils to a
less than significant level.

Although compliance with existing regulations and implementation of the proposed project
safety measures are intended to minimize the potential impacts associated with a release, such
compliance is not expected to completely eliminate the potential hazard impacts associated with
the proposed new gasoline storage tank. Therefore, hazards and hazardous material impacts
generated by the proposed project, specifically the new gasoline storage tank, will continue to
exceed the significance criteria.

1.9.4 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
1.9.4.1 Environmental Impacts

The NOP/IS (see Appendix I-A) determined that the proposed project at the Carson Facility has
the potential to generate significant adverse impacts on hydrology and water quality.
Specifically, the use of potable water for hydrostatic testing during construction and operation of
the proposed project would exceed significance criteria for water supply. Therefore, the
proposed project’s water supply impacts are evaluated in this EIR. The NOP/IS determined that
the proposed project does not have the potential to generate significant adverse water quality
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impacts (see Appendix I-A). Therefore, water quality impacts were not evaluated further in this
EIR.

Construction Impacts

During construction activities, the proposed project may use minor quantities of water for dust
suppression and soil compaction associated with site preparation and grading, in compliance
with the dust suppression requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust. In addition, the
proposed new gasoline storage tank and new piping associated with the proposed project would
require the use of water for hydrostatic testing during construction. Reclaimed water is not
currently available for use at the Carson Facility. Although the Shell operators are in the process
of arranging for the availability of reclaimed water at the Carson Facility, it is currently unknown
if or when reclaimed water may become available. Therefore, potable water would need to be
used during the construction period for these activities.

Preliminary analysis of hydrostatic testing of the new gasoline storage tank indicates that it may
require a total of approximately 7.7 million gallons of water over four or more days, with a
maximum daily use of less than two million gallons. Construction of the proposed project would
not create an ongoing, long-term increase in demand for potable water, as the use of potable
water for hydrostatic testing of the proposed new gasoline storage tank would only occur once
during construction of the proposed project.

The Carson Facility’s water supplier, California Water Service Company, Rancho Dominguez
District (Cal Water), indicated that the increased potable water use for the proposed project can
be supplied. Thus, the existing potable water supply has the capacity to meet the increased
demands of the proposed project. Even though the existing potable water supply has the capacity
to meet the increased demands of the proposed project for potable water during the construction
phase, the maximum daily usage of potable water during construction of the proposed project
would exceed the SCAQMD’s daily threshold for potable water use.

Operational Impacts

The proposed project is not expected to increase water demand on a continual basis during the
operational period, as gasoline storage tanks and ethanol loading racks do not require water for
their operation.

The proposed new gasoline storage tank may require hydrostatic testing to test its structural
integrity if major repairs are made sometime in the future, and the potable water required would
be similar to the amount required during construction. However, new tanks, such as the
proposed gasoline storage tank, are not expected to require major repairs for at least 20 years.
Thus, it is expected that major repairs and possible hydrostatic testing would not be required for
at least 20 years, if at all.

If reclaimed water becomes available at the Carson Facility before additional hydrostatic testing
of the proposed gasoline storage tank is conducted, potable water would not be needed. If
additional hydrostatic testing of the proposed new gasoline storage tank is needed in the future
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and reclaimed water is not available, the maximum daily usage of potable water would exceed
the daily threshold for potable water consumption.

1.9.4.2 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are required, if feasible, to minimize the potentially significant water supply
impacts associated with the construction and operation phases of the proposed project since the
quantity of potable water required for hydrostatic testing of the proposed gasoline storage tank
would exceed the significance threshold during construction and may also exceed the
significance threshold during operation. As discussed in Subsection 1.9.4.1, the Shell operators
are in the process of arranging for the availability of reclaimed water at the Carson Facility.
However, it is currently unknown if or when reclaimed water would become available. Additionally,
it is not known if it would be available in sufficient quantities and a sufficient pressure for
hydrostatic testing of the proposed new gasoline storage tank. The Carson Facility currently
discharges water from hydrostatic testing with potable water to both the Los Angeles County
Sanitation District’s sanitary sewer system under its industrial user permit and to the Dominguez
Channel under its NPDES permit. The NPDES permit would need to be amended to allow the
discharge of reclaimed water used for hydrostatic testing.

Because of the aforementioned uncertainties regarding the availability of reclaimed water for
hydrostatic testing of the proposed new gasoline storage tank and the requirement to amend the
Carson Facility’s NPDES permit, use of reclaimed water for hydrostatic testing is not considered a
feasible mitigation measure at this time.

No other feasible mitigation measures to avoid exceeding the water supply significance threshold
have been identified because hydrostatic testing is required during construction of the proposed
gasoline storage tank to test its structural integrity to help ensure that leaks of gasoline will not
occur after the tank is filled with gasoline.

1.9.4.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

No feasible mitigation measures have been identified to avoid having water use exceed the water
supply significance threshold during construction of the proposed project or during operation of
the proposed project if additional hydrostatic testing of the proposed gasoline storage tank is
required in the future.

1.95 NOISE
1.9.5.1 Environmental Impacts
Construction Impacts

Construction activities for the proposed project may generate some noise associated with the use
of construction equipment and construction-related traffic. Because construction is anticipated to
take place 10 hours per day, from 7:00 am. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and
occasionally on Saturday, there would be no construction activities that would generate noise
during the nighttime. Maximum increases in noise levels at residences closest to the
construction areas within the Carson Facility caused by the operation of construction equipment
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were estimated. These estimated maximum increases did not exceed the limits specified in the
City of Carson’s noise ordinance. Therefore, noise impacts caused by the operation of
construction equipment at the Carson Facility would be less than significant.

Maximum increases in noise levels at residences closest to the routes expected to be used by
construction-related traffic were also estimated. The maximum increases would be less than one
dBA, which would be less than the significance threshold of a three dBA increase and would not
be noticeable. Therefore, noise impacts caused by construction-related traffic would be less than
significant.

Operational Impacts

The number of ethanol tanker trucks loaded at the Carson Facility is expected to increase during
operation of the proposed project, resulting in the generation of additional noise at the ethanol
loading area from truck loading activities. Noise generated by ethanol tanker trucks traveling
within the Carson Facility and to and from the facility would also increase.

Due to the distances between the ethanol loading area and the closest residences, intervening
barriers, and the background noise from surrounding roadway traffic, noise caused by increases
in loading activities at the ethanol loading during operation of the proposed project are not
expected to be audible at nearby receptors. Therefore, noise impacts associated with stationary
noise sources during operation would be less than significant.

The number of trucks loaded each hour is expected to increase from approximately six trucks per
hour to approximately 12 trucks per hour, which would generate an increase of 12 one-way on-
site truck trips per hour (six inbound trucks plus six outbound trucks per hour). The estimated
maximum hourly equivalent noise level from the increased on-site tanker truck trips at the
closest residence was 54 dBA. The resulting daytime noise levels at the residence would
increase by one dBA, from 53 dBA to 54 dBA, which is less than the noise significance
threshold of a three dBA increase. The resulting nighttime noise levels at the residence would
increase by two dBA, from 48 dBA to 50 dBA, which does not exceed the 50 dBA noise
standard. Therefore, on-site operation of the proposed project would not cause significant
adverse daytime or nighttime noise impacts.

Maximum increases in noise levels at residences closest to the off-site routes expected to be used
by the increased operational ethanol tanker truck traffic were also estimated. The maximum
increases would be less than one dBA, which would be less than the significance threshold of a
three dBA increase and would not be noticeable. Therefore, noise impacts caused by off-site
operational traffic would be less than significant.

1.9.5.2 Mitigation Measures

No significant adverse noise impacts during construction or operation are expected as a result of
the activities associated with the proposed project. Therefore, no specific mitigation measures
are required.
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1.9.6 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
1.9.6.1 Environmental Impacts
Construction Traffic Impacts

Construction activities resulting from implementing the proposed project would generate a
temporary increase in traffic in the vicinity of the Carson Facility associated with construction
workers and construction trucks. The LOS analysis assumes that 195 construction workers
would be commuting to the Carson Facility during peak construction activities. Additionally,
115 construction trucks are assumed to travel to and from the facility during peak construction
activities. The morning (A.M.) peak period of the adjacent street system surrounding the Carson
Facility is from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. Because the construction shift is anticipated to start at
7:00 a.m., worker commuting traffic attributable to project construction is not anticipated to
affect the A.M. peak period conditions. However, impacts from construction worker commuting
during the A.M. peak period were evaluated to allow for unanticipated changes to the daily
construction schedule. The evening (P.M.) peak period is from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Because
the construction shift is anticipated to end at 5:00 p.m., construction workers for the proposed
project would leave during the P.M. peak period. Therefore, the analysis examined impacts from
construction worker commuting during the P.M. peak period. Construction truck trips would
mainly consist of material deliveries that would occur throughout the 10-hour workday. Thus,
approximately 12 construction trucks are assumed to travel to and from the facility during the
A.M. and P.M. peak traffic periods.

Analyses were performed to evaluate potential impacts on the traffic system during the morning
A.M. and P.M. peak traffic periods. The traffic analysis shows that the proposed project may
cause an increase of 3.8 percent at the Wilmington Avenue/I-405 South-bound On-/Off-Ramp
intersection during the PM peak period. This intersection operates at LOS E during the PM peak
period. Therefore, construction traffic for the proposed project could result in significant adverse
impacts to this intersection during the P.M. peak period during project construction.

The traffic analysis shows that the intersection of Wilmington Avenue and Dominguez Street
may show a change in LOS from A to B during the P.M. peak period and the intersections of
Wilmington Avenue and Carson Street may show a change in LOS from A to B during the A.M.
peak period. However, LOS B is considered acceptable; therefore this change in LOS is not
considered a significant adverse impact. No other intersections are anticipated to show a change
in LOS.

The volume-to-capacity ratio may increase by more than two percent at the intersections of
Wilmington Avenue and Del Amo Boulevard, Alameda Street and Del Amo Boulevard, Santa Fe
Avenue and Del Amo Boulevard, Wilmington Avenue and Dominguez Street, and Wilmington
Avenue and Carson Street. However, these intersections would operate at LOS A, B or C. The
volume-to-capacity ratio is not expected to increase by more than two percent at any other
intersection studied except the Wilmington Avenue/l-405 South-bound On-/Off-Ramp
intersection, as previously noted. Therefore, construction traffic for the proposed project is not
expected to result in significant adverse impacts to any of the intersections other than the
Wilmington Avenue/I-405 South-bound On-/Off-Ramp intersection during the P.M. peak period.
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The traffic analysis also shows that construction-related traffic for the proposed project would
not cause a change in LOS on freeways or increase the volume-to-capacity by two percent or
more. Therefore, no adverse impacts are expected on local freeways due to construction
activities associated with the proposed project.

Operational Traffic Impacts

During operation, the increase in ethanol loading is expected to result in additional truck traffic
on area roadways. The LOS analysis assumes that the number of tanker trucks loaded with
ethanol at the Carson Facility during operation of the proposed project would increase by 144
trucks/day (equivalent to 288 one-way truck trips per day) over the average number during the
baseline period. The additional truck trips are estimated for purposes of this study to be spread
evenly over a 24-hour period, with approximately six inbound and six outbound trips per hour
occurring during each of the A.M. and P.M. peak traffic periods. The tanker trucks would
continue to use the route required by the DOR approved by the City of Carson for the proposed
project: Wilmington Avenue between Dominguez Street and Del Amo Boulevard, Del Amo
Boulevard between Dominguez Street and the 1-710 Freeway, and Alameda Street north and
south of Del Amo Boulevard.

The traffic analysis shows that operation of the proposed project would not cause a change in the
LOS at intersections in the vicinity of the Carson Facility or cause in increase on the volume-to-
capacity ratio at an intersection of two percent or more. Therefore, impacts on traffic during
operation of the proposed project are expected to be less than significant.

1.9.6.2 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are required, if feasible, to minimize the potentially significant traffic
impacts associated with the construction phase of the proposed project, since the construction
traffic for the proposed project may cause significant adverse impacts to the Wilmington
Avenue/1-405 South-bound On-/Off-Ramp intersection during the PM peak period.

A mitigation measure will be imposed on the proposed project that would require Shell to require
that construction workers not use this intersection to access the Southbound 1-405 Freeway when
they leave the facility at the end of the construction shift. Instead, construction workers who
want to travel south on the 1-405 Freeway would be required to travel north on Wilmington
Avenue to Del Amo Boulevard, east on Del Amo Boulevard to the Southbound 1-710 Freeway,
and south on the 1-710 Freeway to the Southbound 1-405 Freeway. This requirement would be
included in construction contracts. Additionally, Shell would post signs in the construction
worker parking area reminding them of this requirement and remind them of this requirement
during daily briefings. Shell would also enforce compliance by requiring construction workers
to have colored stickers in their back windows and periodically conducting visual audits to see if
any cars with the stickers get onto the Southbound 1-405 Freeway at Wilmington Avenue. If a
worker is seen to enter the South-bound 1-405 Freeway at Wilmington Avenue, Shell would take
one or more of the following actions: (1) issue a warning to the worker following the first
violation and not allow the worker on the Carson Facility following a second violation; (2)
deduct a specified amount from the payment to the contractors who employ the workers for each
violation; or (3) stop construction work and conduct a 30-minute meeting with all contractor
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employees on the project regarding the importance of following the directive, at the contractor’s
expense (i.e. Shell would not pay the contractor for the project delay).

1.9.6.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce impacts on traffic and transportation
during construction of the proposed project to a less than significant level. Impacts on traffic and
transportation during operation of the proposed project would also be less than significant.

1.10 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY OF
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

CEQA Guideline §15130(a) requires an EIR to discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the
project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in 815065(a)(3). There are
a number of projects proposed for development in the vicinity of the Carson Facility which may
contribute cumulative impacts to those generated by the proposed project at the facility. The
discussion in Chapter 5 lists projects which are reasonably expected to proceed in the foreseeable
future, i.e., project information has been submitted to a public agency.

1.10.1 AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES
1.10.1.1 Environmental Impacts
Construction Impacts

Estimated construction emissions for the Carson Facility proposed project exceed the regional
thresholds established by the SCAQMD for VOC and NOx and the localized significance
thresholds for NOx, PM10 and PM2.5. Therefore, the construction air quality impacts are
considered cumulatively considerable for VOC, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 and are concluded to be
cumulatively significant.  Although estimated construction emissions for the potential
cumulative projects exceed the thresholds established by the SCAQMD for CO, estimated
construction emissions for the Carson Facility proposed project do not exceed the thresholds
established by the SCAQMD for CO and SOx. As stated in CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4)),
the “mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not
constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulatively
considerable.” Therefore, the air quality construction impacts for the proposed project are not
cumulatively considerable for CO and SOx.

Operational Impacts

Estimated operational emissions for the Carson Facility proposed project exceed the thresholds
established by the SCAQMD for VOC and NOx. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts
are considered cumulatively considerable for VOC and NOx and are concluded to be
cumulatively significant. Although estimated operational emissions for the potential cumulative
projects exceed the thresholds established by the SCAQMD for CO, PM10 and PM2.5, estimated
operational emissions for the Carson Facility proposed project do not exceed the thresholds
established by the SCAQMD for CO, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5. As stated in CEQA Guidelines
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815064(h)(4)), the “mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects
alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are
cumulatively considerable.” Therefore, the air quality operational impacts for the proposed
project are not cumulatively considerable for CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5.

Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts

The health risk assessment (HRA) results for the Carson Facility proposed project operational
activities were below the significance threshold. The potential impacts from toxic air
contaminants are localized impacts. Most of the potential carcinogenic health risk impacts from
the HRA for the proposed project were associated with diesel particulate matter (DPM)
emissions from the increase in tanker truck trips, with the risks increasing in areas adjacent to the
Carson Facility in the vicinity of the on-site route followed by the tanker trucks. The other
proposed projects in the area may result in overall TAC emission increases. However, the
cumulative projects are located one-half mile or more from the Carson Facility, and on-site toxic
air contaminant emissions are not expected to overlap due to the distance from the Carson
Facility and dispersion from the sources, which dilutes toxic emission impacts. It is possible that
DPM emissions from diesel trucks associated with one of the potential cumulative projects may
occur on some of the same roadways as DPM emissions from ethanol tanker trucks for the
proposed Carson Facility project. Health risks from DPM emissions from trucks associated with
the other project have not been estimated so it is not known if they may cause significant adverse
impacts that could overlap with impacts from the proposed Carson Facility project. However, as
stated in CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4)), the “mere existence of significant cumulative impacts
caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed
project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.”  Therefore, no significant
cumulative adverse impacts from toxic air contaminants are expected from the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gases

Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on earth as a whole,
including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. Global warming, a related
concept, Is the observed increase in average temperature of the earth’s surface and atmosphere.
One identified cause of global warming is an increase of greenhouse gases (GHGS) in the
atmosphere. Some studies indicate that the potential effects of global climate change may
include rising surface temperatures, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per
year, and more drought years. Events and activities, such as the industrial revolution and the
increased consumption of fossil fuels (e.g., gasoline, diesel, coal, etc.), have heavily contributed
to the increase in atmospheric levels of GHGs. As reported by the California Energy
Commission (CEC), California contributes 1.4 percent of the global and 6.2 percent of the
national GHGs emissions.

In response to growing scientific and political concern regarding global climate change,
California has recently adopted a series of laws to reduce both the level of GHGs in the
atmosphere and to reduce emissions of GHGs from commercial and private activities within the
State.
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On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD adopted an interim GHG Significance Threshold for
projects where it is the lead agency using a tiered approach for determining significance. The
objective of the SCAQMD’s interim GHG significance threshold proposal is to achieve a GHG
emission capture rate of 90 percent of all new or modified stationary source projects. A GHG
significance threshold based on a 90 percent emission capture rate is considered to be appropriate
to address the long-term adverse impacts associated with global climate change because most
projects will be required to implement GHG reduction measures. Further, a 90 percent GHG
emission capture rate sets the emission threshold low enough to capture a substantial fraction of
future stationary source projects that will be constructed to accommodate future statewide
population and economic growth, while setting the emission threshold high enough to exclude
small projects that will in aggregate contribute a relatively small fraction of the cumulative
statewide GHG emissions.

The proposed project has been evaluated for all increases in GHG emission sources during
construction and operation, including increased energy supplied via purchased electrical power
during operation. The proposed project is estimated to result in an increase of 12,349 metric tons
per year of GHGs. This estimated increase exceeds the SCAQMD’s GHG significance threshold
for industrial projects where it is the lead agency of 10,000 metric tons of CO, equivalent
emissions per year. Therefore, GHG emissions associated with the proposed project are
considered to be cumulatively considerable and to contribute to significant adverse cumulative
impacts associated with GHG emissions.

1.10.1.2 Mitigation Measures

Estimated CO and SOx emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project are
not expected to be cumulatively significant. Therefore, mitigation measures for these emissions
are not required. Muitigation measures to reduce the potentially significant air quality impacts
from VOC, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions during construction of the proposed project were
identified in Subsection 4.2.3. No additional feasible project-specific mitigation measures for
emissions during construction have been identified. No feasible mitigation measures for VOC or
NOx emissions during operation of the proposed project were identified, as discussed in
Subsection 4.2.3. A mitigation measure to reduce annual GHG emissions was identified in
Subsection 5.3.5 that would limit the annual quantity of ethanol loaded by the existing two-lane
loading rack and the proposed new single-lane loading rack to 16,972,500 bbl during any
calendar year. This mitigation measure would not reduce the maximum permitted daily (as
opposed to annual) ethanol loading from the proposed limit of 52,500 bbl/day.

1.10.1.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Estimated CO and SOx emissions during construction of the proposed project are not expected to
be cumulatively significant, and estimated CO, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions during
operation of the proposed project are not expected to be cumulatively significant. The estimated
cumulative adverse air quality impacts due to construction activities associated with the proposed
project are expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, PM10 and
PM2.5 emissions, and thus, are considered to be cumulatively significant, even after mitigation.
The estimated cumulative adverse air quality impacts associated with the operation of the
proposed project are expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC and
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NOx emissions, and thus, are considered to be cumulatively significant, even after mitigation.
By limiting the annual quantity of ethanol loaded to 16,972,500 bbl per year, mitigation measure
G-1 would reduce estimated GHG emissions from the proposed project to 9,937 metric tons per
year, which would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold. Therefore, the proposed
project’s GHG emissions with mitigation are not cumulatively considerable and do not
contribute to overall significant cumulative GHG impacts.

1.10.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
1.10.2.1 Environmental Impacts

Potential impacts on biological resources during the construction phase of the proposed project
are expected to be less than significant with the application of mitigation measures identified in
Subsection 4.3.3. The impacts on biological resources during construction of the proposed
project could be caused by the potential disturbance of special status species or nesting birds if
they are present inside the facility during the construction activities. Since construction activities
for the proposed project are not expected to impact most biological resources outside the facility,
they are not expected to overlap with any potential impacts on biological resources caused by the
potential cumulative projects. However, birds are mobile and can move from site to site. A
relatively minor loss of habitat from multiple sites could result in the eventual loss of significant
amounts of habitat to the species or group of species overall. Because these temporary impacts
would be fully mitigated and there would be no long-term loss of potential habitat as a result of
the proposed project, there would be no cumulative impact from the proposed project.
Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not cause cumulative adverse impacts on
biological resources. Operation of the proposed project is not expected to cause impacts on
biological resources. Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not cause cumulative
adverse impacts on biological resources.

1.10.2.2 Mitigation Measures

Project-specific mitigation measures to reduce impacts on biological resources during the
construction phase for the proposed project to less than significant levels were identified in
Subsection 4.3.3. Because operation of the proposed project is not expected to cause impacts on
biological resources, no mitigation measures during the operational phase are required. Further,
because construction and operation of the proposed project are not expected to cause cumulative
adverse impacts on biological resources, no additional mitigation measures are required.

1.10.2.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Impacts on biological resources after the application of the mitigation measures during
construction as identified in Subsection 4.3.3 would be less than significant. Therefore, the
proposed project’s biological impacts during construction are not cumulatively significant.
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1.10.3 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
1.10.3.1 Environmental Impact

None of the potential cumulative projects identified in Section 5.2, except the BP Carson
Refinery Safety, Compliance and Optimization Project, is expected to use or store hazardous
materials in quantities that could cause potentially significant impacts. Additionally, it is
extremely unlikely that upset conditions would occur at both the Carson Facility and the BP
Carson Refinery at the same time. Furthermore, the potential vapor cloud explosion hazard
assumed in the “worst-care” analysis is expected to travel less than 2,000 feet from the new
gasoline storage tank location, and all of the potential cumulative projects are more than 2,000
feet from the location of the new gasoline storage tank. In particular, the location of the project
at the BP Carson Refinery is more than 6,000 feet from the location of the new gasoline storage
tank at the Carson Facility. The Final EIR for the BP Carson Refinery project (SCAQMD, 2006)
concluded that the maximum off-site impact distance for a “worst-case” accident during
operation would be less than 1,700 feet. Thus, even if upset conditions were to occur at both the
Carson Facility and the BP Carson Refinery at the same time, off-site impacts are not expected to
overlap. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause significant cumulative hazards
and hazardous materials impacts.

1.10.3.2 Mitigation Measures

Because construction of the proposed project is not expected to cause impacts on hazards and
hazardous materials, no mitigation measures during the construction phase are required.
However, the proposed project operational impacts due to hazards and hazardous materials are
considered to be significant. While there are no feasible mitigation measures that have been
identified, over and above the extensive safety regulations that currently apply to the Carson
Facility, as discussed in Subsection 4.4.3, a number of existing rules and regulations apply to the
Carson Facility, as well as to other industrial facilities, regarding minimizing hazards and the
handling, transport and storage of hazardous materials. Compliance with these rules and
regulations is expected to minimize industry-related hazards and hazardous materials impacts.
No additional feasible mitigation measures were identified for the BP Carson refinery project
over and above the extensive safety regulations that currently apply to the refinery facility.

1.10.3.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

No project-specific operational impacts of the BP Carson Refinery project on the Carson Facility
proposed project due to hazards and hazardous materials are expected because hazards at the BP
Carson Refinery are not expected to overlap with hazards at the Carson Facility and vice versa.
Thus, any adverse operational hazards and hazardous materials impacts that may result from the
proposed project would not be considered cumulatively considerable. Although compliance with
existing regulations and implementation of the proposed project safety measures are intended to
minimize the potential impacts associated with a release, such compliance is not expected to
completely eliminate the potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts. Therefore, hazards
and hazardous material impacts generated by the proposed project, specifically the new gasoline
storage tank, are expected to remain significant.
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1.10.4 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
1.10.4.1 Environmental Impacts

Impacts to water supply during construction of the Carson Facility proposed project exceed the
SCAQMD’s potable water demand significance threshold. None of the CEQA documents for
the potential cumulative projects identified potentially significant adverse impacts to water
supply during construction. However, because the maximum daily use of potable water during
construction of the proposed project exceeds the potable water significance threshold established
by the SCAQMD, the impacts to potable water supply during construction are considered
cumulatively considerable because it has the potential to adversely affect local water supplies to
the cumulatively related facilities.

Impacts to water supply during operation of the proposed project may exceed the SCAQMD’s
potable water demand significance threshold if additional hydrostatic testing of the proposed new
gasoline storage tank is needed in the future and reclaimed water is not available. None of the
CEQA documents for the potential cumulative projects identified potentially significant adverse
impacts to water supply during operation. However, because the maximum daily use of potable
water during operation of the proposed project may exceed the potable water significance
threshold established by the SCAQMD, the potential impacts to potable water supply during
operation are considered cumulatively considerable because it has the potential to adversely
affect local water supplies to the cumulatively related facilities.

1.10.4.2 Mitigation Measures

As indicated in Subsection 5.6.1, construction and operational activities may have significant
adverse cumulative potable water supply impacts. As indicated in Subsection 4.5.3, no feasible
project-specific mitigation measures to reduce water supply impacts during the construction and
operational phases for the proposed project were identified.

1.10.4.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

The estimated cumulative adverse water supply impacts due to construction and operational
activities associated with the proposed project are expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance
threshold for potable water use, and thus, are considered to be cumulatively considerable, and,
thus, are expected to remain cumulatively significant.

1.10.5 NOISE
1.10.5.1 Environmental Impacts

Construction of the proposed project is not expected to cause project-specific significant adverse
noise impacts. Although construction of the other potential cumulative projects would generate
noise, impacts from construction noise are localized. The Safran City Center Project, which is
the closest potentially related project to the Carson Facility, is more than 3,400 feet from the
areas within the Carson Facility where construction activities would occur. Noise levels from
on-site construction activities for the Carson Facility project would not be expected to be audible
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at this distance. Therefore, on-site construction activities for the proposed project are not
expected to cause significant cumulative noise impacts. Because all but one of the potentially
related projects that may be under construction at the same time as the proposed project are
located on the opposite side of the 1-405 Freeway from the Carson Facility, it is unlikely that
traffic associated with construction of these projects would utilize the same routes to and from
the local freeway system as truck and construction worker traffic traveling to and from the
Carson Facility. Although one of the potentially related projects is located on the same side of
the 1-405 Freeway as the Carson Facility, the most direct route to that project from the 1-405
Freeway would be north on Avalon Boulevard, which does not coincide with routes anticipated
to be used by traffic during construction of the proposed project at the Carson Facility.
Therefore, traffic during construction of the proposed project is not expected to cause
cumulatively considerable adverse noise impacts and, therefore, traffic during construction of the
proposed project is not expected to generate significant adverse cumulative noise impacts.

Operation of the proposed project is not anticipated to cause significant noise impacts. Potential
noise impacts during operation of the proposed project would be caused by tanker trucks
traveling within and to and from the Carson Facility. None of the available CEQA documents
for the potential cumulatively related projects indicated that traffic associated with operation of
those projects would be in the vicinity of the Carson Facility. Therefore, noise generated by
tanker trucks traveling within and in the vicinity of the Carson Facility is not expected to cause
cumulative noise impacts with traffic associated with operation of the other projects. It is
possible that trucks associated with one of the potential cumulative projects could travel on some
of the same roadways as ethanol tanker trucks for the proposed Carson Facility project, and noise
from these trucks could affect the same residences adjacent to the truck routes that could be
affected by the ethanol tanker trucks. Noise impacts from trucks associated with the other
project have not been estimated so it is not known if they may cause significant adverse impacts
that could overlap with impacts from the proposed Carson Facility project. However, as stated in
CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4)), the “mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused
by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s
incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.” Therefore, no significant cumulative adverse
noise impacts are expected from the proposed project.

1.10.5.2 Mitigation Measures

Construction and operation of the proposed project are not expected to cause significant
cumulative noise impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required.

1.10.6 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
1.10.6.1 Environmental Impacts

Potential project-specific adverse impacts on traffic and transportation during the construction
phase of the proposed project are expected to be less than significant with the application of
mitigation measures identified in Subsection 4.7.3 (see Table 4.7-8). Because all but one of the
potentially related projects that may be under construction at the same time as the proposed
project are located on the opposite side of the 1-405 Freeway from the Carson Facility, it is
unlikely that traffic associated with construction of these projects would utilize the same routes
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to and from the local freeway system as truck and construction worker traffic traveling to and
from the Carson Facility. Although one of the potentially related projects is located on the same
side of the 1-405 Freeway as the Carson Facility, the most direct route to that project from the I-
405 Freeway would be north on Avalon Boulevard, which does not coincide with routes
anticipated to be used by traffic during construction of the proposed project at the Carson
Facility. Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause cumulatively considerable
impacts on traffic and transportation during construction.

Increased tanker truck trips to and from the Carson Facility during operation of the proposed
project are not expected to cause project-specific significant impacts on traffic. Potential
cumulative traffic impacts from operation of the proposed project and the largest potential
cumulative projects were analyzed. The analysis concluded that significant adverse impacts
would not occur. Therefore, operation of the proposed project is not expected to cause
significant cumulative impacts on traffic and transportation.

1.10.6.2 Mitigation Measures

Project-specific mitigation measures to reduce impacts on traffic and transportation during the
construction phase for the proposed project to less than significant levels were identified in
Subsection 4.7.3. Because operation of the proposed project is not expected to cause significant
project-specific adverse impacts on traffic and transportation, no mitigation measures during the
operational phase are required.

1.10.6.3 Level of Significance after Mitigation

Project-specific impacts on transportation and traffic after the application of the project-specific
mitigation measures during construction as identified in Subsection 4.7.3 would be less than
significant.  Therefore, the proposed project’s transportation and traffic impacts during
construction are not expected to generate significant adverse cumulative transportation and
traffic impacts during construction. The analysis of potential cumulative impacts during
operation concluded that significant adverse impacts would not occur. Therefore, operation of
the proposed project is not expected to cause significant cumulative impacts on traffic and
transportation.

1.11 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - CHAPTER 6: SUMMARY OF
ALTERNATIVES

This EIR identifies and compares the relative merits of a range of reasonable alternatives to the
proposed project as required by the CEQA guidelines. According to the CEQA Guidelines,
alternatives should include feasible measures that would attain most of the basic objectives of the
proposed project and that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
proposed project while providing a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each
alternative. In addition, though the range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned
choice, they need not include every conceivable project alternative (CEQA Guidelines,
815126.6(a)). The key consideration is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives
foster informed decision-making and public participation.
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Alternatives to the proposed project include: Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative; Alternative 2
- Construct the New Gasoline Storage Tank at an Alternative Location within the Carson
Facility; and Alternative 3 — Eliminate the New Gasoline Storage Tank.

Only the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) avoids the exceedance of all significance criteria
identified with the proposed project, so it would be the “Environmentally Superior Alternative”
(CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(e)(2)). While eliminating project-specific impacts in all areas, the
No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) would prevent Shell from meeting any of the objectives of
the proposed project. Furthermore, under Alternative 1, Shell’s current and potential new
customers for ethanol storage and loading would need to rely on existing infrastructure or new
infrastructure that would need to be constructed at some other unknown location to continue to
meet current and increased future demand. According to CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(¢)(2), if
the environmentally superior alternative is the no project alternative, then the EIR shall identify
an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Alternative 3 has been
identified as the environmentally superior alternative as explained in the discussion below.

The alternative location for the new gasoline storage tank for Alternative 2 was chosen to
maximize the distance between the gasoline storage tank and the facility boundaries while
avoiding the need to demolish existing structures and keeping the tank as close as possible to
existing storage tanks. The location is just to the northwest of the ethanol loading area. Under
Alternative 2 (as with the proposed project), emissions of VOC, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 would
exceed the applicable significance thresholds during the construction period, although the
exceedance would be greater under Alternative 2 than for the proposed project. Operational
VOC and NOx emissions would be the same under Alternative 2 and the proposed project and
would exceed the applicable significance criteria. Alternative 2 would reduce by slightly less
than half the approximately 183,000 square foot increase in the off-site hazard footprint resulting
from the proposed project, yet the new hazard footprint under Alternative 2 would cover a
residential area whereas the new area covered by the hazard footprint of the proposed project
would be in a commercial/industrial area. Alternative 2 would not eliminate the potential
exceedance of the potable water supply significance threshold that would occur for the proposed
project. All other impacts would be less than the significance thresholds under Alternative 2 and
for the proposed project.

The entire Carson Facility is under a Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAO) 97-120 from the Los
Angeles RWQCB related to contamination from the former refinery and chemical facilities
historically at the site. Within the next one to two years, vapor extraction will begin in the area
identified for the alternative tank site under Alternative 2 to address subsurface contamination
issues. The vapor extraction process and other soil and groundwater remediation will require
approximately five to eight years of action before the site would be suitable for construction of
new facilities, including a new gasoline storage tank.

Delaying the construction of the new gasoline storage tank until the location would be
appropriately remediated and ready for development would delay full implementation of the
conversion of the existing gasoline storage tanks to ethanol storage, which would not fully meet
the first three objectives for the project for six to ten years later than anticipated. Also, as a
result of this delay, it is possible that other ethanol storage projects could be constructed, thus
eliminating the need for the currently proposed project.

Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project 1-36 December 2012



Chapter 1: Introduction and Executive Summary

In addition, for several reasons Alternative 2 would not meet the fourth objective, to maintain
operational efficiency, safety and flexibility at the Carson Facility. First, while the existing tanks
closest to the location for the gasoline storage tank under Alternative 2 also contain gasoline, the
piping systems connecting the tanks together are not designed to accommodate a new tank to the
east of the existing storage tanks. Connecting the new tank into the gasoline manifold system
would require approximately 1,500 feet of additional piping and would result in more
complicated tracking and control systems. That additional complexity in the piping and control
systems would introduce additional complexity in inspecting and managing the tanks; which may
also impact safety protocols. It is for these reasons that Shell’s standard operating procedure at
the Carson Facility is to store similar products together whenever possible. This additional
complexity would reduce operational efficiency and safety controls.

Under Alternative 3 (as with the proposed project), emissions of VOC, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5
would exceed the applicable significance thresholds during construction, although they would be
lower under Alternative 3 than the proposed project. Operational VOC and NOx emissions
would be the same under Alternative 3 and the proposed project and would also exceed the
applicable significance criteria during operation. Alternative 3 would avoid the 2.8 percent
increase in the off-site hazard impact area resulting from the proposed project, and Alternative 3
would also eliminate the potential exceedance of the potable water supply significance threshold
that would occur for the proposed project. All other impacts would be less than the significance
thresholds under Alternative 3 and for the proposed project. Because Alternative 3 would
eliminate exceedances of significance criteria for both hazards and hazardous materials and
hydrology and water quality impacts compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 is
considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative as required under 815126.6(e)(2) of
the CEQA Guidelines.

However, Alternative 3 would only meet two of the four objectives for the proposed project.
Although Alternative 3 would meet Shell’s objectives 1 and 2 (it would increase the Carson
Facility’s storage capacity of ethanol by approximately 75 percent and would allow Shell to
respond to its customers’ requests for 75 percent more ethanol throughput capacity), Alternative
3 would not meet objectives 3 and 4 (it would not minimize impacts to its existing capacity to
receive, store and deliver other petroleum products at current levels for its current and future
customers, and would not maintain operational efficiency, safety and flexibility at the Carson
facility.) This alternative would reduce Shell’s existing on-site storage capacity for other fuels
by 158,000 bbls (compared to the proposed project) and would reduce operational efficiency
within the Carson Facility by requiring more adjustment of the remaining existing gasoline
storage resources. In the absence of the new gasoline storage capacity, Shell’s existing gasoline
operations would be impacted substantially. Shell would have to limit when and how batches of
gasoline and diesel fuel are sent out to the distribution terminals via pipelines (the normal way
they are shipped to the distribution terminals). With the reduced storage capacity some
customers may need to delay or miss delivery of a fuel batch to a distribution terminal, or a
refinery may need to slow production if sufficient storage is unavailable. Batches of gasoline
from refineries typically arrive in larger quantities (typically 100,000 bbl) than ethanol (typically
65,000 bbl). Shell has analyzed its operations and developed the proposed project in order to
maintain flexibility and operational efficiency for the system as a whole.
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The proposed project is preferred over the No Project Alternative because the No Project
Alternative would not meet any of the project’s objectives.

The proposed project is preferred over Alternative 2 for the following reasons:

Peak daily VOC and NOx PM10 emissions during the construction period, which exceed
the applicable regional significance thresholds under Alternative 2 and the proposed
project, would be higher under Alternative 2;

The requirements for vapor extraction and other soil and groundwater remediation would
delay the construction of the new gasoline storage tank for between six and ten years,
thereby requiring reordering the completion of work on the different components of the
project and substantially delaying achievement of the project’s first three objectives;

Alternative 2 would reduce by less than half but not eliminate the off-site geographic area
that is outside the existing hazard footprint. Also, the new area within the hazard
footprint for Alternative 2 is residential while the new area within the hazard footprint for
the proposed project is commercial and light industrial; and

Alternative 2 would not meet the project’s fourth objective because of the increased
operational complexity introduced by the new gasoline storage tank not being located
with other gasoline tanks.

The proposed project is preferred over Alternative 3 for the following reasons:

Although Alternative 3 would eliminate the increase under the proposed project in the
off-site geographic area that currently exceeds the significance thresholds for hazard
impacts, the increase in the off-site geographic area for the proposed project is 2.8
percent of the existing geographic area where hazard impact thresholds would potentially
be exceeded. Additionally, the probability of a catastrophic failure of the proposed new
gasoline storage tank is 0.127 catastrophic failures per million hours to 3.02 failures per
million hours, which correspond to a rate of failure between approximately once per 38
years and once per 900 years. Thus, the incremental probability of a storage tank failure
and a resultant fire or explosion during operation of the proposed project is small.
Regardless, this potential hazard impact would be eliminated under this alternative;

Alternative 3 would also eliminate the use of potable water for hydrostatic testing for the
proposed new gasoline storage tank for the proposed project, the use of potable water for
this hydrostatic testing is not an ongoing demand; and

Alternative 3 would not meet the project’s third or fourth objectives. This alternative
would reduce Shell’s existing on-site storage capacity for other fuels by up to 158,000
bbls (compared to the proposed project) and would reduce operational efficiency within
the Carson Facility by requiring more adjustment and coordination of the remaining
existing gasoline storage resources.
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No feasible project alternative completely eliminates all significant adverse environmental
impacts. Therefore, based on the foregoing information, the proposed project most efficiently
achieves the project objectives while minimizing potential adverse environmental impacts.

1.12 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - CHAPTERS 7 AND 8: REFERENCES
AND ACRONYMS

Information on references cited (including organizations and persons consulted) and the
acronyms are presented in Chapters 7 and 8, respectively.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures
Air Quality
1 Estimated Develop a Construction Emission | Shell During Construction
construction Management Plan, require construction emissions are expected
emissions of VOC | construction equipment to be to remain significant
and NOx exceed the | equipped with engines that meet for VOC and NOx.
SCAQMD  regional | or exceed California Tier 3
CEQA significance | emission standards to the extent
thresholds and are | possible, minimize the sizes of
considered construction equipment engines,
significant. limit truck idling to five minutes,
use electricity wherever possible,
maintain construction equipment,
and suspend construction
activities during first stage smog
alerts.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures

Air Quality (continued)

2 Estimated None required. N/A N/A Construction
construction emissions are
emissions of CO, expected to be less
SOx, PM10 and than significant for
PM2.5 do not exceed CO, SOx, PM10 and
the SCAQMD CEQA PM2.5.
regional significance
thresholds and are
considered less than
significant for
regional impacts.

3 Local  ground-level | Same as Item 1 for construction | Shell During Local ground-level
concentrations of | NOx emissions and water construction concentrations of
NO,, PMI10 and |unpaved surfaces on which NO,, PM10 and
PM2.5 during | vehicles travel three times per PM2.5 during
construction may | day. construction are
exceed the localized expected to remain
significance threshold significant.
and are considered
significant.
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Table 1-1 (continued)
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures

Air Quality (continued)

4 Local  ground-level | None required. N/A N/A Concentrations of CO
concentrations of CO during  construction
during  construction are expected to be less
are not expected to than significant.
exceed the localized
significance
thresholds and are
considered less than
significant.

5 Traffic impacts during | None required. N/A N/A Concentration of CO
construction of the from traffic during
proposed project are construction is
not expected to cause expected to be less
CO hotspots and no than significant.
significant adverse
impact on ambient air
quality is expected.
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Table 1-1 (continued)
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures
Air Quality (continued)
6 Estimated operational | VOC and NOx emissions from | Shell Prior to operation | Operational emissions
emissions of VOC and | stationary sources will be are expected to remain
NOx  exceed the | offset. No other feasible significant for VOC
SCAQMD CEQA | mitigation  measures  were and NOXx.
significance identified.
thresholds and are
considered significant.
7 Estimated operational | None  required. Project | N/A N/A Operational emissions
emissions of CO, | stationary source emissions are are expected to be less
SOx, PM10 and | controlled through wuse of than significant for
PM2.5 do not exceed | BACT. CO, SOx, PM10 and
the SCAQMD CEQA PM2.5.
significance
thresholds and are
considered less than
significant.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures
Air Quality (continued)
8 Local  ground-level | None required. N/A N/A Concentrations of CO,
concentrations of CO, NO,, PM10 and
NO,;, PM10 and PM2.5 during
PM2.5 during operation are expected
operation are not to be less than
expected to exceed the significant.
localized significance
threshold and are
considered less than
significant.
9 The cancer risk due to | None required. N/A N/A Cancer risk impacts

operation  of  the
proposed project is
expected to be less
than the significance
criterion of 10 in one
million, so that project
impacts are less than
significant.

are expected to be less
than significant.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures
Air Quality (continued)
10 The proposed | None required. N/A N/A No significant non-
project’s impacts carcinogenic  health
associated with impacts are expected.

exposure  to
carcinogenic

compounds are
expected to be less
than significant. The
chronic hazard index
and the acute hazard
index are both below
the significance
threshold of 1.0 and,
thus, are considered
less than significant.

non-
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures

Air Quality (continued)

11 Estimated GHG | Limit annual ethanol loading to | Shell During operation | Estimated GHG
emissions from the | 16,972,500 barrels during any emissions from the
proposed project | calendar year. proposed project are
exceed the SCAQMD expected to be
CEQA  significance reduced below the
thresholds and are SCAQMD CEQA
considered significance
cumulatively thresholds and are
significant. considered less than

significant.

Biological Resources

12 Construction of the | Conduct pre-construction | Shell Prior to and | Potential impacts on
proposed project | presence/absence surveys by during the burrowing owl and
could potentially | qualified biologists for the construction nesting birds during
cause significant | species that could potentially be construction are
adverse impacts on | impacted by  construction expected to be

the burrowing owl and
nesting birds.

activities and, if the surveys
indicate the presence of these
species, establish appropriate
“no-construction” buffer areas
around the locations where the
species are found.

reduced to less than
significant as a result
of the mitigation
measures.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures

Biological Resources (continued)

13 Operation  of  the | None required. N/A N/A Potential impacts on
proposed project is biological  resources
not anticipated to during operation of
cause significant the proposed project
adverse impacts on are expected to be less
biological resources. than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

14 Installation of the new | A Process Safety Management | Shell Prior to operation | Potential hazards and

gasoline storage tank
could potentially
cause off-site impacts
from a fire or vapor
explosion under a
“worst-case” scenario.

review will be required as part
of the proposed project to
reduce the likelihood and
consequences of an accident
that could cause significant
adverse impacts. Additionally,
Shell will implement several
design and operational features
to minimize the risk and
consequences of a gasoline leak
from the new gasoline storage
tank.

of  the new
gasoline storage
tank

hazardous material
impacts from a fire or
vapor cloud explosion
during operation of
the proposed project
are expected to remain
significant.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (continued)

15 Excavation of | Prepare and implement a | Shell Prior to and | Potential hazards and
contaminated soils | Construction Contaminated during hazardous material
could potentially | Soils Management Plan that construction impacts from
cause off-site impacts | addresses the identification, excavating
if not handled | sampling, characterization, contaminated soils

properly in
accordance with local,
state and federal rules

which regulate the
characterization,
handling,
transportation, and

ultimate disposition of
contaminated soils.

handling, segregation, storage,
and disposal of contaminated
soils in compliance with local,
state, and federal regulations.

during construction of
the proposed project
are expected to be less
than significant.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures
Hydrology and Water Quality
15 Potable water use | None identified. N/A N/A Potable water supply
during construction of impacts during
the proposed project is construction are
expected to exceed the expected to remain
SCAQMD CEQA significant.
significance threshold.
16 Potable water use | None identified. N/A N/A Potable water supply

during operation of
the proposed project
may  exceed  the
SCAQMD CEQA
significance threshold.

impacts during
operation are expected
to remain significant.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures

Noise

17 Noise impacts during | None required. N/A N/A Noise impacts during
construction are construction are
expected to be below expected to be less
the significance than significant.
criteria, and, thus,
noise impacts during
construction are
considered less than
significant.

18 Noise impacts during | None required. N/A N/A Noise impacts during
operation are expected operation are expected
to be below the to be less than
significance  criteria significant.
and,  thus, noise
impacts during
operation are
considered less than
significant.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Table 1-1 (continued)

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures
Traffic and Transportation
19 Estimated traffic | Construction workers will be | Shell During Traffic impacts on
impacts on one local | restricted from wusing the construction local intersections
intersection and | Wilmington Avenue/I-405 during  construction
freeways———during | South-bound On-/Off-Ramp to are expected to be less
construction  exceed | access the Southbound 1-405 than significant.
the significance | Freeway when they leave the
threshold and, thus, | facility at the end of the
impacts are | construction shift. Instead,

considered significant.

construction workers who want
to travel south on the 1-405
Freeway will be required to
travel north on Wilmington
Avenue to Del Amo Boulevard,
east on Del Amo Boulevard to
the Southbound I-710 Freeway,
and south on the 1-710 Freeway
to the Southbound 1-405
Freeway.
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Table 1-1 (concluded)
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Number Impact Mitigation Measures' Implementing Timing Impact After
Entity for of Mitigation Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Measures

Traffic and Transportation (continued)

20 Estimated traffic | None required. N/A N/A Traffic impacts on
impacts on local local freeways
freeways during the during construction
construction period are expected to be
are less than the less than significant.
significance
threshold and, thus,
impacts are
considered less than
significant.

21 Estimated traffic | None required. N/A N/A Traffic impacts

impacts on local
intersections  and
freeways during
operation are less
than the significance
thresholds and, thus,

impacts are
considered less than
significant.

during operation are
expected to be less
than significant.

! These are summaries of the mitigation measures. The reader is referred to Chapter 4 for specific details of the mitigation measures.
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Chapter 2: Project Description

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 INTRODUCTION

Shell is proposing a project at its Carson Facility to increase the facility’s capacity to store on-
site either 100 percent pure (neat) or denatured ethanol (a blend of ethanol and approximately
two to five percent gasoline) and load ethanol into tanker trucks owned and operated by third
party customers that deliver the denatured ethanol to gasoline blending and distribution terminals
for the southern California market. The proposed increase in denatured ethanol storage and
loading capacity is in response to requests by Shell’s existing clients for a more efficient,
consolidated facility that will allow those customers to better meet the 75 percent increase in
ethanol content in gasoline required by the 2007 amendments to the CARB Phase 3 RFG
requirements.

The proposed project includes the following changes to the Carson Facility: 1) increase the
ethanol throughput at an existing two-lane tanker truck loading rack; 2) convert four existing
storage tanks from gasoline to ethanol service; 3) install one new ethanol tanker truck loading
lane and associated ethanol loading rack; 4) expand the existing ethanol loading rack operations
building; and 5) install one new gasoline storage tank to replace gasoline storage capacity
transferred to ethanol service.

2.2 BACKGROUND

Federal and California regulations have required gasoline to have a minimum oxygen content to
reduce tailpipe emissions from motor vehicles since 1992. Prior to 1999, these regulations did
not specify the type of oxygenate to be added to gasoline to meet the oxygen content
requirements. Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) was typically used in California to comply
with the oxygen content requirements. In response to a study conducted by the University of
California about the health and environmental risks and benefits of MTBE in gasoline compared
to other oxygenates, California Governor Davis issued an Executive Order D-5-99 on March 25,
1999 that directed California to phase-out the use of MTBE in gasoline by December 31, 2002.
On December 9, 1999, CARB adopted new gasoline specifications, known as the California
Reformulated Gasoline (RFG) Phase 3 requirements, which included a prohibition on the use of
MTBE in gasoline by December 31, 2002. In order to continue to meet oxygen content
requirements without using MTBE, the petroleum industry in California instead was required to
blend 5.7 percent denatured ethanol into gasoline base stock for sale at retail outlets. The
December 31, 2002 deadline was later extended to December 31, 2003.

Replacing MTBE with ethanol as an oxygenate in gasoline required changes in the way
oxygenate blending occurred. MTBE was predominately added to gasoline at refineries before
the gasoline was transported to gasoline distribution facilities by pipelines, where the gasoline
was loaded into tanker trucks for distribution to retail outlets. However, unlike gasoline
containing MTBE, gasoline containing ethanol has a high affinity for water. As a result,
transporting gasoline containing ethanol by pipeline could lead to unacceptable levels of water in
the gasoline, particularly if the pipelines are also used to transport other fuels such as diesel or jet
fuel or are over several miles in length. To avoid having excess water in the final gasoline fuel,
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ethanol is blended with gasoline base stock at the gasoline distribution facilities instead of at the
refineries. This change required transporting ethanol to the gasoline distribution facilities, most
commonly by tanker truck.

At the time the RFG Phase 3 requirements were adopted, there was insufficient infrastructure in
place in southern California to support the volumes of ethanol required by gasoline distribution
facilities to meet the new oxygen/ethanol gasoline specification. To help meet the increase in
demand for ethanol, ethanol storage and transfer facilities were constructed at the Carson Facility
in 2003. The Carson Facility’s capabilities for receipt, storage and loading of ethanol into tanker
trucks for delivery to off-site gasoline blending and distribution terminals has enabled Shell to
support the market demand for ethanol. The Carson Facility currently has 325,000 bbl of ethanol
storage capacity and operates a two-lane ethanol loading rack. The existing ethanol loading rack
is permitted to load up to 30,000 barrels® of ethanol into tanker trucks per day, which represents
a substantial portion of the ethanol blended into gasoline in southern California.

The Carson Facility essentially operates as a warehousing facility to receive, store, and load
ethanol owned by Shell’s customers. The Carson Facility does not take ownership of the ethanol
passing through the Carson Facility. Rather, the customers contract with the Carson Facility to
provide a negotiated amount of storage capacity and loading capacity on both a daily and annual
basis.

As part of the RFG Phase 3 regulatory process, CARB directed its staff to investigate the
potential emissions impact of adding ethanol to gasoline, specifically related to the increase in
hydrocarbon emissions through permeation. Permeation refers to the diffusive process whereby
fuel molecules migrate through the materials of a vehicle’s fuel system. Eventually, the fuel
molecules are emitted into the air where they contribute to evaporative emissions from the
vehicle. Recently completed studies of on-road motor vehicles now show that ethanol increases
the evaporation emissions of gasoline through permeation over that of a comparable fuel without
ethanol or with MTBE. Based on study results, CARB staff calculated the statewide increase in
evaporative emissions from on-road motor vehicles due to the presence of ethanol in gasoline to
be about 18.4 tons per day of hydrocarbons (HC) in 2010. This represents a seven percent
increase in evaporative emissions and a four percent increase in overall HC emissions (CARB,
2007).

On June 14, 2007, CARB adopted amendments to the RFG Phase 3 specifications (herein
referred to as the 2007 RFG Phase 3 amendments), and these amendments became effective on
August 29, 2008. The 2007 RFG Phase 3 amendments address the permeation issue and
emissions increases due to ethanol.

The 2007 RFG Phase 3 amendments (CARB, 2008a) include:

e Amending the California Predictive Model to ensure that emissions associated with
permeation caused by ethanol use are mitigated and to incorporate new data;

® One barrel is 42 gallons.
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e Decreasing the gasoline sulfur cap limit from 30 parts per million by weight (ppmw) to
20 ppmw (21 ppmw for California reformulated gasoline blendstock for oxygenate
blending [CARBOB’]) to improve enforceability and facilitate new motor vehicle
emissions control technology;

e Allowing emissions averaging beginning December 31, 2009, for low-level sulfur blends
to provide additional flexibility for producers and importers that produce gasoline in
order to compensate for unexpected deviations in the refinery process that could lead to
individual batch inconsistencies;

e Applying a 7.00 pounds per square inch (psi) Reid vapor pressure (RVP) limit to
oxygenated gasoline when the evaporative emissions portion of the Predictive Model is
used to certify ethanol blends to reflect that virtually all gasoline will be oxygenated and
that commingling emissions are not a problem for these fuels;

e Retaining the 6.90 RVP limit for non-oxygenated gasoline to ensure that no increase in
hydrocarbon emissions from commingling with oxygenated gasoline will occur;

¢ Allowing flexibility in setting oxygen content in the Predictive Model to account for
variability in test methods;

e Increasing the maximum allowable amount of denaturant in ethanol to be consistent with
the current standards of the American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM);

e Updating the test method for oxygenate content of gasoline;
e Requiring producers to use the revised Predictive Model starting December 31, 2009;

e Adding an option to use an alternative emissions reduction plan (AERP) beginning
December 31, 2009 through December 31, 2011, instead of producing RFG compliant
with the revised Predictive Model, to help mitigate emissions associated with permeation;
and

e Requiring the production of RFG Phase 3 gasoline that complies with the revised
Predictive Model after December 31, 2011.

According to CARB staff, the most cost-effective way for fuel producers to meet the
requirements of the 2007 RFG Phase 3 amendments would be to increase the percentage of
ethanol blended into gasoline to 10 percent (E10), which will reduce exhaust hydrocarbon
emissions sufficiently to offset the increase in emissions through permeation (CARB, 2008b).
Thus, complying with the 2007 RFG Phase 3 amendments essentially required fuel producers to
increase the percentage of ethanol blended into gasoline from the current required level of 5.7
percent to 10 percent by December 31, 2009, unless they choose to implement an AERP, in
which case they will be required to increase the ethanol level to 10 percent no later than January
1, 2012.

" CARBOB is the blendstock with which ethanol is blended to produce oxygenated gasoline. The sulfur cap limit is
higher for CARBOB than for gasoline, because adding denatured ethanol to CARBOB reduces the sulfur content of the
resulting oxygenated gasoline.
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While the requirement for the increased percentage of ethanol to be blended into gasoline was
mandated to occur no later than January 1, 2012, in fact, many of the gasoline distributors
increased the percentage of ethanol blended into gasoline by January 1, 2010. As a result, the
supply of ethanol in southern California is currently meeting the demand. However, Shell has
been receiving requests from its customers for more capacity for ethanol storage and delivery
and developed the proposed project in response to those requests. Shell’s customers have
indicated that the increased storage and loading capacity at the Carson Facility would offset
disruptions in the supply chain and offer flexibility and liquidity of ethanol which would allow
them to more readily buy, sell and trade ethanol. That additional capacity also allows Shell to
offer stronger quality control and cost savings for the industry from the efficiency and economic
scale of the Carson Facility. In addition, the increased ethanol inventory would help offset
disruptions in the ethanol supply-chain and variability of demand due to holidays, events and
other demand spikes. Furthermore, in anticipation of future increases in ethanol blends, such as
E15, being discussed with the EPA, the proposed project will serve as an important component
in maintaining the transportation infrastructure within southern California.

2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

As described in Section 2.1, Shell developed the proposed project in response to customer
requests for additional ethanol storage and delivery capacity. Because ethanol is typically
shipped from production facilities in smaller quantities than batches of gasoline, e.g. on unit
trains or barges containing roughly 65,000 bbl, Shell proposed to convert the existing smaller
(69,000 bbl) gasoline storage tanks to ethanol service to maximize its efficiency in using its
existing storage facilities. Furthermore, the change from 5.7 percent to 10 percent for ethanol in
gasoline as mandated by the 2007 amendments to the CARB Phase 3 RFG requirements has
prompted Shell’s customers to request from Shell approximately 75 percent more ethanol storage
and handling capacity. It is upon this basis that Shell developed the following project objectives:

1. Increase the Carson Facility’s ethanol storage capacity by approximately 75 percent to
respond to customer demand for flexible ethanol storage and handling capacity;

2. Increase the Carson Facility’s ethanol tanker-truck loading capacity by at least 75 percent to
respond to customer demand for consolidated distribution of ethanol;

3. Include modifications that would allow the Carson Facility to minimize impacts to its
existing capacity to receive, store and deliver other petroleum products (e.g., gasoline, diesel
fuel, jet fuel) at current levels for its current and future customers; and

4. Maintain operational efficiency, safety and flexibility at the Carson Facility.

As discussed in Section 2.2, Shell is proposing the Carson Facility E10 project to meet its
customers’ demand for additional flexible ethanol storage and delivery capacity. Because the
Carson Facility functions like a warehouse, receiving, storing and loading products for its
customers, it is important that Shell has the necessary flexibility in storage options to meet
individual customer demands for storage and loading of the ethanol. The proposed project was
designed to provide that flexibility, which is the basis for objectives 1 and 2.
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The Carson Facility currently provides storage and throughput for gasoline and other liquid fuels
for a large number of customers in southern California. Shell developed the proposed project to
balance customers’ demands for ethanol storage and delivery capacity with customers’ demands
for storage of other fuels. Maintaining that balance is the basis for objective 3.

Inherent in these objectives is Shell’s internal requirement to complete this project with a zero
incident safety record not only in construction but also throughout its operational lifespan. To
that end, Shell will continue to support designs and operating procedures that minimize the
potential for safety incidents. Objective 4 encapsulates this requirement because minimizing
components, procedures, staff requirements, piping runs and overall complexity saves financial
and environmental costs and enhances safety and quality both during construction and operation.

2.4 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project is located at the Shell Carson Distribution Facility, located at 20945 South
Wilmington Avenue, in the City of Carson. Figures 2-1 and 2-2 show the regional and site
locations of the Carson Facility, respectively. The Carson Facility is approximately 446 acres in
size and is bounded to the north by Del Amo Boulevard, to the east by South Wilmington
Avenue and Martin Street, to the south by 213th Street, and to the west by Chico Street, Annalee
Avenue, and Tillman Avenue. All proposed modifications would occur within the confines of
the existing Carson Facility.

2.5 LAND USE AND ZONING

The City of Carson has zoned the entire facility Manufacturing, Heavy (MH). The City of
Carson General Plan has also divided the site into three land use designations: Heavy Industrial
(H1), Business Park (BP) and Light Industrial (LI1). Although the zoning designations are
supposed to implement the General Plan land use designations, some of the zoning designations
for the facility are not completely consistent with the land use designations because the entire
facility is zoned MH. However, the Heavy Industrial land use designation is consistent with the
MH zoning, and the proposed project would be located within the portion of the facility
designated as Heavy Industrial.

Surrounding land uses include light industrial and single-family residential to the north, light
industrial to the west, single-family residential to the south, light industrial to the southeast and
light and heavy industrial to the east. There are several schools located within approximately
two miles of the Carson Facility as shown in Table 2-1. Schools shown in Table 2-1 also include
schools near expected tanker truck routes.
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Figure 2-1. Regional Location Map
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Table 2-1

Schools Within Approximately Two Miles From the Facility Boundary

Approximate Distance to Closest

School Address Facility Boundary (miles)
Peace & Joy Christian School 940 East Dominguez St., Carson 0.08
Friendship Children’s Center 1717 East Carson St., Carson 0.24
Dominguez Seminary 18127 South  Alameda  St., 1.64"
Compton

Del Amo Elementary School 21228 Water St., Carson 0.07
Magnolia Science Academy 1254 East Helmick St., Carson 0.16
Curtiss Middle School 1254 East Helmick St., Carson 0.32
Eternal Word Graduate School 19819 Midtown Ave., Carson 0.26
Golden Wings Academy 20715 Avalon Blvd., Carson 0.46
New  Millennium  Secondary | 20700 Avalon Blvd., Carson 0.25
School

Carson Montessori Academy 812 East Carson St., Carson 0.34
InterCoast College One Civic Plaza, Carson 0.18
Carnegie Middle School 21820 Bonita St., Carson 0.28
First Lutheran School 19707 South Central Avenue, 0.30

Carson

! Location is adjacent to truck route to SR-91

2.6 EXISTING OPERATIONS

The Carson Facility is a former refinery and chemical manufacturing plant site.

Chemical

manufacturing was discontinued in the 1980s, and the refinery ceased operating in 1992. The

process units have been dismantled, while the storage tanks remain.

consists of the following three operations:

The facility currently

1. Petroleum products pipeline storage and distribution: gasoline, jet fuel and diesel fuel are
delivered into the facility by pipeline from local refineries (VValero in Wilmington, Tesoro
in Wilmington, Chevron in El Segundo, BP in Carson and Exxon-Mobil in Torrance) and
distribution terminals, delivered by pipeline from Shell's Mormon Island Marine
Terminal at the Port of Los Angeles, stored in above-ground storage tanks, and delivered

out of the facility by pipeline to customers.

A small volume of diesel fuel is also

transferred by pipeline to the chemicals storage and distribution area, described in #2
below, and loaded into tanker trucks. This diesel transfer operation is located on the west

side of the facility.
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2. Chemical products storage and distribution: Non-halogenated solvents are delivered to
the chemicals storage area by railcar or tanker truck and transferred into storage tanks in
the chemicals area, located on the east side of the facility. This facility is geographically
separate from the petroleum products storage area. These solvents are transferred by
pipeline to an adjacent facility operated by Ashland Chemical Co. for loading into trucks
or drums and delivery to customers. As noted in #1 above, a small volume of diesel is
transferred by pipeline to this operation and loaded into tanker trucks for delivery to
customers through a truck loading rack located in the area.

3. Ethanol storage and loading: Ethanol is delivered by pipeline into the facility primarily
from an off-site railcar offloading facility owned and operated by a third party (the
Kinder Morgan Lomita Terminal), stored in above-ground storage tanks located in the
petroleum products area, and transferred into tanker trucks at an on-site two-lane ethanol
truck loading rack for delivery to customers. This rack is located adjacent to the
petroleum products facility.

2.6.1 EXISTING ETHANOL OPERATIONS

Currently, ethanol is primarily delivered by a dedicated ethanol pipeline into the Carson Facility
from the Kinder Morgan Lomita Terminal. It is stored in above-ground storage tanks and
transferred into tanker trucks at an on-site two-lane ethanol truck loading rack for delivery to
customers. A small percentage of the daily throughput of ethanol is also delivered off-site to the
Kinder Morgan Carson Terminal by an existing pipeline dedicated to ethanol service. The lack
of available infrastructure precludes shipping ethanol by pipeline to the Carson Facility’s other
ethanol customers.

The current SCAQMD permit for the two-lane ethanol truck loading rack allows ethanol
throughput up to a maximum of 30,000 barrels per day (bbl/day). It is not permitted to load
other products.

The Carson Facility essentially provides an ethanol receiving, storage and tanker truck loading
service to its customers who own the ethanol. The Carson Facility’s customers are the fuel
distributors that load and then distribute the ethanol stored at the Carson Facility to their gasoline
distribution terminals. Thus, the trucks coming into the Carson Facility are owned by third party
customers and are not owned by the Carson Facility. The Carson Facility does not take
ownership of the ethanol. Rather, ownership commonly passes from the ethanol producer to the
fuel distributor once it enters the Carson Facility.

2.7 PROPOSED CARSON FACILITY MODIFICATIONS

Shell is proposing to increase the permitted throughput for the existing two-lane ethanol truck
loading rack from 30,000 bbl/day to 35,000 bbl/day and to construct a new single-lane ethanol
truck loading rack with a maximum throughput capacity of 17,500 bbl/day of ethanol. Thus, the
total ethanol tanker truck loading capacity would increase by 75 percent, from 30,000 bbl/day to
52,500 bbl/day. The change in the level of ethanol in gasoline to accommodate the 2007 CARB
Phase 3 RFG amendment requirements is an increase of approximately 75 percent, from 5.7
percent to 10 percent, which is expected to have resulted in an increase in the demand for ethanol
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to be blended into gasoline of approximately 75 percent. Thus, the 75 percent increase in the
Carson Facility’s ethanol tanker truck loading capacity is intended to accommodate its
customers’ requirements and requests for sufficient ethanol infrastructure to meet 2007 CARB
Phase 3 RFG amendment requirements.

Shell is also proposing to increase the ethanol storage capacity at the Carson Facility by
converting existing storage tanks from gasoline to ethanol service, which would also support the
75 percent increase in ethanol demand to meet 2007 CARB Phase 3 RFG amendment
requirements. Further, Shell is proposing to partially offset the loss of existing gasoline storage
capacity by constructing a new gasoline storage tank.

The additional ethanol is expected to be primarily delivered into the Carson Facility through the
existing pipeline dedicated to ethanol service that is currently used from the off-site railcar
offloading facility owned and operated by Kinder Morgan.

The following sections provide additional detail describing the proposed project. Figure 2-3
provides the locations of the changes within the Carson Facility.

2.7.1 ETHANOL THROUGHPUT INCREASE FOR EXISTING LOADING LANES

Shell is proposing to increase the maximum permitted ethanol throughput for the existing two-
lane ethanol truck loading rack from 30,000 bbl/day to 35,000 bbl/day. The existing two-lane
truck loading rack is capable of loading one 190-barrel capacity tanker truck in each lane in
approximately 15 minutes, including the time required for the truck to pull into the loading lane,
connect the loading arms, load the ethanol, disconnect the loading arms, and pull out of the
loading lane. Thus, approximately 96 trucks could be loaded with ethanol per loading lane in a
24-hour period. This corresponds to a maximum possible throughput of about 18,240 bbl/day
per lane. While the facility does not currently load more than its maximum permitted throughput
of 30,000 bbl/day, it is capable of loading a total of about 36,480 bbl/day through both lanes.
Since this maximum possible throughput is more than the proposed throughput of 35,000
bbl/day, the proposed increase in throughput from 30,000 bbl/day to 35,000 bbl/day can be
accomplished by increasing the number of trucks loaded each day by approximately 52 one-way
trips without changing the time required to load each truck. Therefore, part of the proposed
throughput increase can be accommodated without modifying the existing two-lane truck loading
rack.

Volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from the tanker truck loading operations are
controlled by a combined vapor recovery and thermal oxidizer system. The air in the cargo
spaces in the empty tanker trucks when they arrive at the Carson Facility has vapors which
contain VOCs from the trucks’ previous loads. Ethanol displaces this air as it is loaded into the
tanker trucks. The displaced air is collected by vapor recovery hoses connected to the trucks
during the loading process, stored in a 50,000 cubic foot bladder tank, and then sent to an
SCAQMD-permitted thermal oxidizer, where the organic vapors collected from both loading
lanes are burned to control VOC emissions. The bladder tank acts as a surge vessel to avoid
large fluctuations in the vapor flow rate to the combustion system and can store displaced vapors
from about 47 tanker trucks with an average capacity of 190 barrels. The combustion system has
an input capacity of 600 cubic feet per minute (cfm). Loading a 190-barrel capacity tanker truck
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Figure 2-3. Site Plan Showing Locations of Project Components

with ethanol displaces 1,067 cubic feet of vapors from the truck cargo space. Since the loading
operations for a single truck require 15 minutes, the average vapor flow rate from loading one
truck is about 71 cfm (1,067 cubic feet/15 minutes = 71.1 cfm), and the average flow rate when
two trucks are loaded at the same time is about 142 cfm, which is much less than the combustion
system’s total capacity of 600 cfm. Since the proposed increase in maximum daily throughput
would not change the time required to load each tanker truck, the flow rate to the combustion
system would not increase. Therefore, the proposed throughput increase can be accommodated
without modifications to the existing vapor recovery and thermal oxidizer system.

Although neither the existing two-lane truck loading rack nor the vapor recovery and control
system would need to be physically modified to achieve the proposed increase in daily
throughput, the existing SCAQMD Permit to Operate for the two-lane truck loading rack would
need to be modified to increase the maximum permitted daily throughput. Because the permit
would need to be modified, the existing vapor recovery and control system would be required to
achieve current best available control technology (BACT) and lowest achievable emission rate
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(LAER) requirements for VOC emissions, which the existing control system can achieve.
Specifically, the VOC emission limit in the current permit, which was issued in 2003, is 0.08
pound per 1,000 gallons of ethanol loaded. Current BACT and LAER for “gasoline load racks”
is 0.02 pound VOC per 1,000 gallons product loaded (Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) BACT guidelines). Although this rack would load only ethanol, due to the
potential for emissions of gasoline vapors from the incoming trucks, SCAQMD permitting staff
indicated that this BAAQMD BACT standard would apply® because it has been achieved in
practice. Previous source tests of the system have demonstrated that the proposed BACT
emission limits can be achieved without modifying the control system.

2.7.2 STORAGE TANK CONVERSIONS FROM GASOLINE TO ETHANOL
SERVICE

Shell is proposing to convert four existing 69,000 bbl storage tanks from gasoline to ethanol
service to increase the facility’s capacity to store ethanol before it is loaded into trucks. Shell
currently has 396,000 bbl of ethanol storage at the Carson Facility. Conversion of four existing
storage tanks from gasoline to ethanol service would result in an increase of 276,000 bbl for a
total ethanol storage capacity of 672,000 bbl, a 70 percent increase. Although this percentage
increase in ethanol storage capacity is slightly less than the 75 percent increase proposed in the
first project objective, converting five existing 69,000 bbl storage tanks from gasoline to ethanol
service would actually increase the Carson Facility’s ethanol storage capacity by 345,000 bbl,
which would result in an 87 percent increase. Because the 87 percent increase that would result
from converting five existing storage tanks to ethanol service exceeds the 75 percent increase in
the first project objective by 12 percent, Shell is proposing to convert only four existing gasoline
storage tanks to store ethanol to meet the increased demand for ethanol as a blending component.

The specific existing storage tanks to be converted would be selected based on operational
requirements at the facility and would be selected from among the following five storage tanks:
505, 506, 509, 510 and 514. All five of these tanks are approximately 117 feet in diameter and
42 feet tall and have maximum storage capacities of approximately 69,000 barrels. As shown in
Figure 2-3, they are all located in the same area within the facility. By converting tanks within
the same area, Shell would retain the operational efficiency consistent with its standard operating
procedures and community standards of practice.

Storage tanks containing the same product are generally located close to each other and in close
proximity to the manifold system that connects the tanks to the main receipt and delivery
pipelines. Minimizing the distances between tanks with the same contents and between the tanks
and the main manifold system minimizes the amount of piping, valves, pumps, and flanges in the
system. This arrangement also minimizes time, energy, and costs during construction, and
fugitive emissions and power demands during operations. Locating tanks with the same contents
close to each other also minimizes the amount of oversight needed to maintain operating safety
and product quality control. Finally, locating tanks with the same contents close to each other
facilitates response by emergency personnel tasked with fire suppression.

& Personal communication, Mr. Thomas Liebel, Senior Air Quality Engineer, SCAQMD, December 2009.
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The tank conversion activities would consist of draining and degassing the tanks, replacing the
tanks’ internal coatings with an ethanol-compatible coating material prior to filling, and lining
the undersides of the tank roofs. The tanks’ suction and discharge piping would also be modified
to connect to the facility’s existing ethanol system piping because the piping that carries ethanol
at the facility is separated from the piping that carries gasoline.

2.7.3 NEW SINGLE-LANE TRUCK LOADING RACK

Shell is proposing to construct one new single-lane truck loading rack, with a maximum
permitted loading rate of 17,500 bbl/day, adjacent to the two existing truck loading lanes. New
equipment to be installed for the new single-lane truck loading rack would include two new
pumps (one active pump and one standby pump, each with a capacity of 2,700 gallons per
minute), and three ethanol loading arms, with an ethanol meter and a control valve at each arm
and two vapor recovery hoses. The associated piping, conduits and a canopy covering the truck
loading lane would be supported by a new structural steel frame. The new lane would also have
a control panel for control of loading operations. Constructing the new truck loading lane would
require excavating approximately 1,500 cubic yards of soil for foundations and paving
approximately 8,000 square feet.

The new truck loading rack would be connected to the vapor control system for the existing two-
lane truck loading rack. Since, as stated previously, the average vapor flow rate when loading a
single truck is about 71 cfm, the total vapor flow rate to the vapor control system would be
approximately 213 cfm when the two existing loading lanes and the new loading lane are in use
at the same time. This total flow rate is substantially less than the existing vapor combustion
system’s capacity of 600 cfm. Therefore, the proposed ethanol loading throughput increase from
constructing the new single-lane truck loading rack can be accommodated without modifying the
existing vapor control system to increase its capacity, although the Permit to Operate would need
to be modified.

2.7.4 LOADING RACK OPERATIONS BUILDING EXPANSION

Shell is proposing to modify the existing ethanol truck loading rack control building in support
of the increased ethanol loading capacity to provide additional office space, additional space for
training ethanol tanker truck drivers on the Carson Facility’s safety and operational procedures,
and storage space to replace an outdoor storage shed that would be displaced when the new
single-lane truck loading rack is constructed. The building size would increase from 867 square
feet to 1,727 square feet, and the expansion would add a conference room, storage room, Kitchen
area, an office and an additional restroom. The appearance of the new addition would match the
existing one-story, masonry block building. The construction activities would include removal
of part of an existing sidewalk, some internal partitions, partial ceiling systems, roof systems and
some windows and doors to facilitate the building expansion; grading and excavation of an area
approximately 30 feet wide by 70 feet long; building erection (walls and roof); and installation of
utilities (plumbing, electrical, heating, ventilation and air conditioning).
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2.7.5 NEW GASOLINE STORAGE TANK

Shell is proposing to construct a new gasoline storage tank with a maximum working storage
capacity of 158,000 barrels to partially replace the gasoline storage capacity that would be
transferred to ethanol service. The new gasoline storage tank would be 160 feet in diameter,
with a shell height of 51.5 feet and would have a cone roof. It would be constructed on a
currently vacant area surrounded by a dike that would provide secondary containment for the
storage tank within the Carson Facility.

The storage tanks adjacent to and near the location for the proposed new gasoline storage tank
are all in gasoline service. As discussed previously in Subsection 2.7.2, storage tanks containing
the same product are generally located close to each other together and in close proximity to the
manifold system that connects the tanks to the main receipt and delivery pipelines, which is a
main reason that this location was selected for the proposed new gasoline storage tank.

Constructing the new gasoline storage tank would consist of grading the area where it would be
located, excavating approximately 10,000 cubic yards of soil for the tank foundation,
constructing the concrete tank foundation, erecting the tank shell, hydrostatic testing of the tank,
constructing the tank roof, coating the interior and exterior of the tank, and installing suction and
discharge piping.

It should be noted that even with the construction of the new gasoline storage tank there would
be a net reduction in gasoline storage capacity at the Carson Facility of 118,000 bbl. Shell has
determined that the economic tradeoffs of gaining the extra ethanol storage capacity versus
losing the existing gasoline storage capacity are consistent with the needs of their current and
future customers, such that it will minimize the impacts to those clients.

2.8 CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Assuming the EIR is certified and required agency permits and approvals are received,
construction activities for the proposed Shell project could begin. As shown in Figure 2-4,
activities to convert the existing storage tanks from gasoline to ethanol service are expected to
last for about six months, construction activities for the new single-lane truck loading rack are
expected to last for about four months, construction activities for the loading rack operations
building expansion are expected to last for about two months, and construction activities for the
new gasoline storage tank are expected to last for about 17 months. Activities to convert one
existing storage tank from gasoline to ethanol service are expected to last for about three months,
and no more than two existing storage tanks would be converted at the same time. The
construction schedule shown in Figure 2-4 assumes that two storage tanks would be converted
during the first three months of the construction period and two more storage tanks would be
converted during the next three months. Because this schedule results in the greatest potential
overlap of construction activities, using it to evaluate potential impacts from construction
activities in the EIR ensures that impacts are not underestimated.

Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project 2-14 December 2012



Chapter 2: Project Description

Figure 2-4
Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project Construction Schedule

Construction Month
Component 71819 10|11

Storage Tank Conversions from Gasoline to Ethanol

New Loading Lane

Operations Building Expansion

New Gasoline Storage Tank

Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project 2-15 December 2012



Chapter 2: Project Description

Construction is not necessary or required to increase the throughput of the existing two-lane
truck ethanol loading rack. The throughput would increase when the existing permits are
revised, which would occur before the new single-lane truck ethanol loading rack is expected to
be operational.

Construction work shifts are anticipated to be one 10-hour shift per day, generally from 7:00 a.m.
to 5:00 p.m. Construction activities are anticipated to occur five or six days per week, depending
on the construction phase, from Monday through Friday or Saturday.

Peak overall construction employment for the proposed project is anticipated to be 195 workers
during the first month of construction, which would generate 390 daily one-way commuting
trips.  Average construction employment over the entire 17-month construction period is
estimated at about 63 workers.

A peak of approximately 230 one-way construction truck trips per day to and from the facility is
anticipated to occur during the first two months of construction activities for the proposed
project. These trips would include trips by haul trucks and by trucks delivering materials to the
facility and are anticipated to be spread out over the 10-hour daily construction period.

A peak of approximately 620 total one-way construction worker (390) and construction truck
(230) trips per day would occur.

2.9 OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Operation of the proposed project would be implemented in two interim phases prior to
achieving the final proposed project operation, as shown in Table 2-2. During the first interim
phase, the permitted maximum daily throughput of the existing two-lane ethanol truck loading
rack would increase to 35,000 bbl/day. Because construction is not necessary or required to
increase the throughput of the existing two-lane truck ethanol loading rack, this phase would
begin when the existing permits are revised and continue for approximately four months, until
construction of the new single-lane truck loading rack is completed. The second interim phase
would begin when the new single-lane truck loading rack becomes operational, which would
increase the permitted maximum daily throughput by an additional 17,500 bbl/day, from 35,000
bbl/day to a total of 52,500 bbl/day. The second interim phase would continue for approximately
13 months, until construction of the proposed new gasoline storage tank is completed, at which
time the proposed project would be fully implemented. The permitted maximum daily
throughput for the existing and proposed new ethanol loading racks would remain at 52,500
bbl/day following the second interim phase.

The daily average ethanol loading rate during the baseline period was 25,344 bbl/day, and the
daily average number of ethanol tanker trucks loaded during the baseline period was 132 trucks
per day, which generated 264 one-way tanker truck trips to and from the Carson Facility.
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Table 2-2
Proposed Project Implementation Phases

Increase above Baseline

One-Way
Ethanol
Tanker
Phase Ethanol Trucks Truck
Implementation | Duration | Loading Loaded Trips Overlapping
Phase (months) | (bbl/day) | (trucks/day) | (trips/day) Construction
Phase I: 4 Begin storage tank
Increase 9,656 52 104 conversion,
throughput through construct new
two existing loading lane, expand
loading lanes operations building,
begin new gasoline
storage tank
construction
Phase II: 13 Complete storage
A. Increase 9,656 52 104 tank conversion,
throughput through complete new
two existing gasoline storage
loading lanes tank construction
B. Operate new
ethanol single-lane 17,500 92 184
loading rack
Total 27,156 144 288
Full ongoing None
Implementation:
A. Increase 9,656 52 104
throughput through
two existing
loading lanes
B: Operate new
ethanol single-lane 17,500 92 184
loading rack
C: Operate new
gasoline storage 0 0 0
tank
Total 27,156 144 288
Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project 2-17 December 2012




Chapter 2: Project Description

The permitted maximum daily ethanol throughput during the first interim phase of 35,000
bbl/day would be an increase of 9,656 bbl/day above the baseline loading rate and would
increase the daily number of ethanol tanker trucks loaded to 184 trucks per day, which would be
an increase of 52 tanker trucks per day above the average daily number loaded during the
baseline period. The daily number of trips by these additional tanker trucks would be 104 one-
way trips per day.

The permitted maximum daily ethanol throughput of 52,500 bbl/day during the second interim
phase and during full operation would be an increase of 27,156 bbl/day above the baseline
loading rate and would increase the daily number of ethanol tanker trucks loaded to 276 trucks
per day, which would be an increase of 92 tanker trucks per day above the first interim phase and
144 tanker trucks per day above the average daily number loaded during the baseline period.
The daily number of trips by these additional tanker trucks would be an increase of 184 one-way
trips per day above the first interim phase and 288 one-way trips per day above the baseline
period.

As indicated in Section 1.4, the existing two-lane ethanol truck loading rack currently operates
under Design Overlay Review (DOR) Number 764-01 granted by the City of Carson. A
modification will be required to the DOR to allow for the increased truck traffic associated with
the proposed project. Shell will propose to the city that the modification to the DOR limit the
maximum daily of tanker trucks loaded with ethanol to 276 trucks per day.

No additional employees would be required on-site to operate any new equipment as a result of
implementing the proposed project.

Typically, construction occurs prior to project operation. However, because of the interim
operating phases in the proposed project, construction activities overlap with increases in
operations above current levels. As a result, proposed project phases incorporate both operating
equipment and construction activities, and are based on the interim operating phases and
construction activities described in Table 2-2. Potential environmental impacts of both operation
and construction will thus be analyzed together.

2.10 PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Shell is required to obtain environmental permits to operate the Carson Facility from a variety of
federal state, and local agencies (see Table 2-3). Shell has secured the appropriate permits to
operate the existing Carson Facility. However, Shell has applied for and must obtain air quality
permits related to the proposed project. The environmental permits generally required by Shell
are discussed below. The Carson Facility currently has operating permits but some of these may
require modifications associated with the proposed project revisions. A summary of major
permitting and regulatory compliance requirements for existing equipment is provided in Table
2-3.

2.10.1 FEDERAL APPROVALS

Direct federal approvals for the proposed project are not expected because many of the U.S. EPA
regulations and requirements are implemented by state or local agencies. However, the Spill
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Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan (40CFR 112, 8112.7) requires all new and
modified facility units and storage tanks be included in a new or existing SPCC Plan, as
applicable, and such plan must be reviewed by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, as the enforcing agency. Further, the Carson Facility will have to continue to comply
with the applicable provisions of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA)
Title 111 and Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA). In California, both federal and state
Community Right-to-Know laws are coordinated through the California Governor’s Office of
Emergency Services (OES) and known as the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-
Know Act (EPCRA). The corresponding state law is Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and
Safety Code (H&SC). As a result, no direct federal approval is expected to be required prior to
commencing the proposed project.

2.10.2 STATE APPROVALS

Construction-related permits may be required from the California Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (CalOSHA) for activities associated with demolition, construction,
excavation, and tower crane erection. Any deliveries of heavy construction equipment which
require the use of oversized transport vehicles on state highways will require a California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) transportation permit.

2.10.3 LOCAL APPROVALS

The SCAQMD has responsibility as lead agency for the CEQA process and for certification of
the EIR. Permits to Construct/Operate for new units and modifications to existing units will be
required. Permits or plan approvals also may be required for construction, soil remediation, and
demolition activities. The SCAQMD requires a permit for any equipment or process, which
emits an air contaminant or controls the issuance of an air contaminant.

The existing two-lane ethanol truck loading rack currently operates under Design Overlay
Review (DOR) No. 764-01 granted by the City of Carson. A modification will be required to the
DOR to allow for the facility modifications and increased truck traffic associated with the
proposed project.

The project may require revisions to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit, including storm water runoff, from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB).

The Los Angeles County Fire Department is responsible for review and approval of the
Hazardous Material Business Plan (HMBP) for the Carson Facility, which would need to be
revised as part of the proposed project. The Fire Department also is responsible for assuring that
fire codes are implemented.

Building, grading and electrical permits for the proposed project would be required from the City
of Carson to assure that the project complies with the Uniform Building Code.
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Table 2-3

Federal, State and Local Agency Permits and Applications

Agency Permit or Approval

Requirement

Applicability to Project

Federal

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)

Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan (40 CFR
Part 112), implemented by the
Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board

Modifications to Carson
Facility that affect the
potential for oil or flammable
materials discharge into
navigable waters.

Title 111 of the federal Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1990,
including development of an
Accidental Release Program,
implemented by the California
Emergency Management
Agency

Modifications to Carson
Facility operations involving
use of listed regulated
substances.

Title 111 of the Superfund
Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986,
including §313 — Annual
Release Reporting (Form R),
implemented by EPA

Modifications to Carson
Facility operations involving
use or storage of extremely
hazardous substances (EHSS)
or other regulated hazardous
materials.

Occupational Safety and
Health Administration
(OSHA)

Compliance with 29 CFR
1920, including preparation of
an Emergency Response Plan,
a Fire Prevention Plan,
Process Hazards Safety
Review, and employee
training, implemented by the
California Emergency
Management Agency and the
Los Angeles County Fire
Department

Modifications to Carson
Facility operations involving
materials that are acutely
toxic, flammable or explosive.
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Table 2-3 (continued)

Federal, State and Local Agency Permits and Applications

Agency Permit or Approval

Requirement

Applicability to Project

U.S. Department of
Transportation (U.S. DOT)

Compliance with U.S. DOT
regulations regarding
transportation of hazardous
substances (40 CFR Part 172),
implemented by the California
Department of Transportation
and California Department of
Toxic Substance Control

Project-related transportation
(import/export of hazardous
substances).

State

California Environmental
Protection Agency, Dept. of
Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC)

On-site hazardous waste
generation

Project-related modifications
to applicable hazardous
materials and hazardous waste
generation handling at the
Carson Facility

Proposition 65 — California’s
Safe Drinking Water and
Toxic Enforcement Act of
1986

Project-related exposure of the
public to listed carcinogens or
reproductive toxins due to
proposed modifications.
Public notification is required
under certain specified
conditions.

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

Transportation Permit (CCR
21 Division 2, et.seq.)

Project-related application to
transport overweight, oversize,
and wide loads on state
highway

California Department of
Industrial Relations, Division
of Occupational Safety and
Health (CalOSHA)

Process Safety Management
(PSM) Program (40 CFR Part
1910)

PSM program may require
updating due to the proposed
project including written
process safety information,
hazard and operability
(HAZOP) analysis,
development of operating
procedures, training
procedures, and pre-start
safety review.

Construction-related permits
(CCR Title 8, Division 1, and
crane Chapter 4)

Excavation, construction,
demolition and tower crane
erection permit.
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Table 2-3 (continued)

Federal, State and Local Agency Permits and Applications

Agency Permit or Approval

Requirement

Applicability to Project

CalOSHA (continued)

Written Hazard
Communication Standard
Compliance Program

Project-related modifications
to Carson Facility operations
involving hazardous materials
(including needed
modifications to employee
training programs).

California Office of
Emergency Services

Transportation Permit (CCR
21 Division 2, et.seq.)

Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know
Act (EPCRA), H&SC Chapter
6.95

Local

South Coast Air Quality
Management District
(SCAQMD)

Permits to Construct

SCAQMD Rule 201: Permit to
construct and operate.
Applications are required to
construct, operate or modify
stationary emission sources.

Permits to Operate

SCAQMD Rule 203: Permit to
Operate. Applications are
required to operate stationary
emissions sources.

CEQA

The SCAQMD is the lead
agency for preparation of the
environmental document and
approval of the project (Public
Resources Code, 821067) and
CEQA Guidelines 815367.

Title V of the 1990 Clean Air
Act

SCAQMD Regulation XXX:
Permit to construct and
operate. Applications are
required to construct, operate
or modify stationary emission
sources.
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Table 2-3 (continued)

Federal, State and Local Agency Permits and Applications

Agency Permit or Approval

Requirement

Applicability to Project

SCAQMD (continued)

Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD)

SCAQMD Regulation XVII:
Requirements for
modifications to stationary
sources in attainment areas.
The Permit to Construct issued
by the SCAQMD will be
evaluated for PSD
applicability. CO, NOx, and
SOx net emissions from the
project will be determined. If
net emissions from the project
are less than PSD thresholds
(i.e., 40 tons/year for NOx and
SOx and 100 tons/year for
CO), PSD will not be
triggered. However, BACT
will be installed for all
pollutants.

Standards for Approving
Permits

SCAQMD Rule 212: Permits
cannot be issued unless the
equipment can operate in
compliance with the
California Health and Safety
Code and provisions of Rule
212. Also requires public
notification of significant
project.

BACT and Modeling

SCAQMD Rule 2005,
Regulation XI11, or Regulation
XVII: New or modified permit
units must be installed with
BACT, obtain offsets and
perform modeling of new
emissions increases

Toxics Best Available Control
Technology (T-BACT) and
Risk Assessment

SCAQMD Rule 1401: New
Source Review (NSR) of
Carcinogenic Air
Contaminants. New or
modified permit units must
comply with maximum
allowed risk levels.
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Table 2-3 (concluded)

Federal, State and Local Agency Permits and Applications

Agency Permit or Approval

Requirement

Applicability to Project

Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB)

National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDEYS)
Permit/Waste Discharge
requirement.

Project-related modifications
to applicable storm water
runoff plans.

SPCC plan requirement.

Project-related modifications
to applicable SPCC plans.

City of Carson

Design Overlay Review
(DOR)

Project-related modifications
to operations allowed by
current DOR

Building Permit

Required for project-related
foundations and buildings to
assure compliance with
Uniform Building Code

Grading Permit

Required prior to grading.

Plumbing and Electrical
Permit

General construction permit.

Los Angeles County Fire
Department (LACFD)

Hazardous Materials Business
Plan

Storage of project-related
hazardous materials.

Above Ground Storage of
Hazardous/Flammable
Materials (Uniform Fire Code,
Acrticle 80)

Project-related storage of
regulated materials

Los Angeles County
Sanitation District

Industrial Wastewater
Discharge Permit (California
Health & Safety Code,
Division 6, Chapter 4, Article
1, 86521)

Project-related modifications
to the Carson Facility’s
industrial wastewater
discharge to the sewer if it
affects the quantity, quality or
method of industrial
wastewater disposal.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
3.1 INTRODUCTION

CEQA Guidelines 815125(a) states that “An EIR must include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental
analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting
will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines
whether an impact is significant.” This chapter presents the existing environmental setting for
the proposed project, from both a both a regional and local perspective, which normally
constitutes the baseline physical environmental conditions by which a lead agency determines
whether an impact is significant. This chapter also describes the existing environment around
the Carson Facility, as applicable, that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.

Potential impacts from the proposed project were evaluated by analyzing the effects of increases
in activities above the baseline activities that could cause impacts. The levels of the existing
activities at the Carson facility for delivering ethanol by tanker trucks, such as the quantity of
ethanol loaded into tanker trucks and the number of tanker truck trips from the facility to deliver
ethanol, vary from day-to-day in response to short-term variations in customer demand. Periods
of equipment maintenance and repair also cause day-to-day variations in activities at the facility.
Thus, the levels of activities at the Carson Facility that occurred on the day when the NOP/IS
was published would not be a reasonable representation of baseline conditions for this EIR.
CEQA provides some flexibility in determining a project’s baseline by stating, “This
environmental setting [at the time the NOP is released] will normally [emphasis added]
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact
is significant.” Therefore, levels of activities between January 15, 2010, and April 14, 2010,
were used to establish the baseline. This time period was used for the following reasons:

e Complying with the 2007 RFG Phase 3 amendments required fuel producers to increase
the percentage of ethanol blended into gasoline by December 31, 2009. As a result,
levels of activities at the Carson facility associated with ethanol loading and delivery
prior to January 2010 were not representative of current market demand;

e The first two weeks of January 2010 were a transition period for the demand for ethanol
deliveries from the Carson Facility. Therefore, January 15, 2010, was used as the
beginning of the time period to establish the baseline; and

e April 14, 2010, was used as the end of the time period to establish the baseline, because
the NOP/IS was published on April 15, 2010.

This Braft-EIR focuses only on the environmental topics that could be significantly affected in
an adverse way by the proposed project, as identified in the NOP/IS (see Appendix I-A), which
include air quality, biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water
quality, noise and transportation/traffic. The rationales for why the remaining environmental
topic areas are not significant are summarized in Chapter 4. Also, the reader is referred to the
NOP/IS (see Appendix I-A) for discussion of environmental topics not considered in this Braft
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EIR and the rationale for inclusion or exclusion of an analysis for each environmental topic in
this BraftEIR.

At the time the NOP/IS for the proposed project was circulated for public comment, the
environmental checklist (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G) did not specifically include impacts to
forest lands as a topic to be evaluated as part of a CEQA document. The amendments to the
CEQA Guidelines adopted by the Natural Resources Agency in 2010 contained revisions to the
environmental checklist to include consideration of impacts to forest lands in the environmental
analysis. Although the NOP/IS did not include a preliminary analysis of impacts to forest
resources, to make the analysis consistent with the changes to the environmental checklist, a
discussion of potential environmental impacts from the proposed project that could conflict with,
or cause rezoning of forest lands, has been included in Chapter 4 of the Braft—EIR. No
significant impacts on forest resources were identified.

3.2 AIR QUALITY

The Carson Facility is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which is a sub-area within
the SCAQMD jurisdiction (referred to hereafter as the district). The district consists of the four-
county Basin (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San
Bernardino counties) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and the
Mojave Desert Air Basin. The Basin is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and south and
the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.

3.21 CLIMATE AND METEOROLOGY

The climate in the Basin generally is characterized by sparse winter rainfall and hot summers
tempered by cool ocean breezes. A temperature inversion, a warm layer of air that traps the cool
marine air layer underneath it and prevents vertical mixing, is the prime factor that allows
contaminants to accumulate in the Basin. The mild climatological pattern is interrupted
infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, and Santa Ana winds. The
climate of the area is not unique, but the high concentration of mobile and stationary sources of
air contaminants in the western portion of the Basin, in addition to the mountains, which
surround the perimeter of the Basin, contribute to the generally poor air quality in the region.

Temperature affects the air quality of the region in several ways. Local winds are the result of
temperature differences between the relatively stable ocean air and the uneven heating and
cooling that takes place in the Basin due to a wide variation in topography. Temperature also has
a major effect on vertical mixing height and affects chemical and photochemical reaction times.
The annual average temperatures vary little throughout the Basin, averaging 75 °F. The coastal
areas show little variation in temperature on a year-round basis due to the moderating effect of
the marine influence. On average, August is the warmest month while January is the coolest
month. Most of the annual rainfall in the Basin falls between November and April. Annual
average rainfall varies from nine inches in Riverside to 14 inches in downtown Los Angeles.

Wind flow patterns play an important role in the transport of air pollutants in the Basin. The
winds flow from offshore and blow eastward during the daytime hours. In summer, the sea
breeze starts in mid-morning, peaks at 10 to 15 miles per hour, and subsides after sundown.
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There is a calm period until about midnight. At that time, the land breeze begins from the
northwest, typically becoming calm again about sunrise. In winter, the same general wind flow
patterns exist except that summer wind speeds average slightly higher than winter wind speeds.
This pattern of low wind speeds is another factor that allows pollutants to accumulate in the
Basin.

The normal wind patterns in the Basin are interrupted by the unstable air accompanying the
passing of storms during the winter and infrequent strong northeasterly Santa Ana wind flows
from the mountains and deserts north of the Basin.

3.2.2 EXISTING AIR QUALITY

Local air quality in the Basin is monitored by the SCAQMD, which operates a network of
monitoring stations throughout the Basin. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) operates
additional monitoring stations.

3.2.2.1 Criteria Pollutants

Criteria air pollutants are those pollutants for which the federal and state governments have
established ambient air quality standards or criteria for outdoor concentrations in order to protect
public health with a margin of safety (see Table 3.2-1). National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) were first authorized by the federal Clean Air Act of 1970 and have been set by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) were authorized by the state legislature in 1967 and have been set by CARB.

Table 3.2-1
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards
State Standard® Federal Primary Standard?
Alr Concentration/ Concentration/ Most Relevant Effects
Pollutant Averaging Time Averaging Time
Carbon 20 ppm, 1-hr. average > 35 ppm, 1-hr. average > (a) Aggravation of angina
Monoxide 9.0 ppm, 8-hr. average > 9 ppm, 8-hr. average > pectoris and other aspects
(CO) of coronary heart disease;

(b) Decreased exercise
tolerance in persons with
peripheral vascular disease
and lung disease

(c) Impairment of central
nervous system functions;
and

(d) Possible increased risk to
fetuses
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Table 3.2-1 (continued)
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

Air
Pollutant

State Standard'

Federal Primary Standard?

Concentration/
Averaging Time

Concentration/
Averaging Time

Most Relevant Effects

Ozone (0s)

0.09 ppm, 1-hour average >
0.070 ppm, 8-hour average >

0.12 ppm, 1-hour average >
0.075 ppm, 8-hour average >

(a) Short-term exposures:

1) Pulmonary function
decrements and localized
lung edema in humans
and animals; and,

2) Risk to public health
implied by alterations in
pulmonary morphology
and host defense in
animals;

(b) Long-term exposures: Risk
to public health implied by
altered connective tissue
metabolism and altered
pulmonary morphology in
animals after long-term
exposures and pulmonary
function decrements in
chronically exposed
humans;

(c) Vegetation damage; and,
(d) Property damage.

Nitrogen
Dioxide
(NO,)

0.18 ppm, 1-hour average >
0.030 ppm, AAM >

0.100 ppm, 1-hour average >
0.053 ppm, AAM >

(a) Potential to aggravate
chronic respiratory disease
and respiratory symptoms
in sensitive groups;

(b) Risk to public health
implied by pulmonary and
extra-pulmonary
biochemical and cellular
changes and pulmonary
structural changes; and

(c) Contribution to
atmospheric discoloration

Sulfur
Dioxide
(S02)

0.25 ppm, 1-hour average >
0.04 ppm, 24-hour average >

75 ppb, 1-hour average >

Bronchoconstriction
accompanied by symptoms
which may include wheezing,
shortness of breath and chest
tightness during exercise or
physical activity in persons
with asthma

Shell Carson Facility Ethanol (E10) Project

December 2012




Chapter 3: Environmental Setting

Table 3.2-1 (continued)
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

State Standard'

Federal Primary Standard?

Alr Concentration/ Concentration/ Most Relevant Effects
Pollutant Averaging Time Averaging Time
Suspended 50 pg/m?, 24-hour average. > 150 pg/m?®, 24-hour average > | (a) Excess deaths from short-
Particulate 20 pg/m®, AAM > term exposures and
Matter exacerbation of symptoms
(PM10) in sensitive patients with
respiratory disease; and,
(b) Excess seasonal declines in
pulmonary function,
especially in children.
Suspended 12 pg/m®, AAM > 15.0 pg/m®, AAM > (a) Increased hospital
Particulate 35 pg/m?, 24-hour average > admissions and emergency
Matter room visits for heart and
(PM2.5) lung disease;
(b) Increased respiratory
symptoms and disease; and,
(c) Decreased lung functions
and premature death.
Lead 1.5 pg/m?, 30-day average >= (@) Increased body burden; and
1.5 pg/m®, calendar quarter (b) Impairment of blood
0.15 pg/m?, rolling 3-month formation and nerve
average conduction
Sulfates 25 pg/m?, 24-hour average >= None (a) Decrease in ventilatory
function;
(b) Aggravation of asthmatic
symptoms;
(c) Aggravation of cardio-
pulmonary disease;
(d) Vegetation damage;
(e) Degradation of visibility;
and
(f) Property damage
Visibility In sufficient amount to give an | None Visibility impairment on days
Reducing extinction coefficient > 0.23 when relative humidity is less
Particles inverse kilometers (visual range than 70 percent
to less than 10 miles) with
relative humidity less than 70
percent, 8-hour average (10
a.m. -6 p.m. PST)
Vinyl 0.01 ppm, 24-hour average > = | None Known carcinogen
Chloride
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Table 3.2-1 (concluded)
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

State Standard® Federal Primary Standard?
Alr Concentration/ Concentration/ Most Relevant Effects
Pollutant Averaging Time Averaging Time
Hydrogen 0.03 ppm, 1-hour average >= None Odor annoyance
Sulfide
ppm = parts per million of air, by volume  pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter ppb = parts per billion by volume

AAM = annual arithmetic mean

! California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate
matter—PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded.

2 National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide and those based on annual averages or annual
arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The o0zone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight hour concentration
in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24 hour standard is attained when the expected number
of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pg/m® is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is
attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. The 1-hour nitrogen
dioxide standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average does not exceed 0.100 ppm.
The 1-hour sulfur dioxide standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average does not
exceed 75 ppb.

Air guality standards have been established by the U.S. EPA and CARB for ozone (O3), carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), particulate matter less than 10 microns equivalent
aerodynamic diameter (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5),
sulfur dioxide (SO,), and lead. The California standards are generally more stringent than the
federal air quality standards, and in the case of PM10, far more stringent. California also has
established standards for sulfate, visibility reducing particles, hydrogen sulfide (H2S) and vinyl
chloride.

The Basin is currently designated as non-attainment for PM10, PM2.5, and ozone for both state
and federal standards, non-attainment for the state NO, standards, and the Los Angeles County
portion of the Basin is designated as non-attainment for the state and federal lead standards,
based on emissions from two specific facilities.  However, the SCAQMD is seeking
redesignation of the Basin to attainment for the federal PM10 standard. The Basin is classified
as attainment for both the federal and state standards for CO and SO; and as attainment for the
federal standards for NO,. The Basin is classified as attainment for the state sulfates standard.

The sources of air contaminants in the Basin vary by pollutant but generally include on-road
mobile sources (e.g., automobiles, trucks and buses), off-road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes,
ships, trains, construction equipment, etc.), residential/commercial sources, and
industrial/manufacturing sources. Mobile sources are responsible for a large portion of the total
Basin emissions of several pollutants.

Mobile sources, both on-road and off-road, continue to be the major contributors for each of the
criteria pollutants monitored in the Basin. For example, CARB (2010a) estimated that, during
2008, mobile sources represented 52 percent of volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions
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(VOCs are precursors to Oz formation), 90 percent of nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions (also a
precursor to Oz formation), and 91 percent of CO emissions. Mobile sources represented 15
percent of directly emitted PM10 with another 44 percent due to vehicle-related entrained road
dust and 30 percent of directly emitted PM2.5 with another 17 percent due to vehicle-related
entrained road dust.

3.2.2.2 Regional Air Quality

The SCAQMD monitors levels of various criteria pollutants at approximately 30 monitoring
stations. In 2010, the most recent year for which complete data are currently available, the
maximum ozone and PM2.5 concentrations continued to exceed federal standards by wide
margins. Maximum one-hour and eight-hour average ozone concentrations, 0.143 parts per
million (ppm) recorded in the west Central San Bernardino Valley area and 0.123 ppm recorded
in the central San Bernardino Mountains area, were 119 and 164 percent of the federal standard,
respectively. The central San Bernardino Mountains area has remained as the most affected area
in terms of the number of days exceeding the eight-hour federal ozone standard in recent years,
with 74 days in 2010, followed by the east San Bernardino Valley with 61 days in 2010
(SCAQMD, 2012). All monitored areas of the Basin exceeded the state eight-hour ozone
standard except south central Los Angeles County and all monitored areas of the Basin exceeded
the state one-hour standard except southwest coastal Los Angeles County (SCAQMD, 2012).

Maximum 24-hour average and annual average PM2.5 concentrations, 54.2 micrograms per
cubic meter (ug/m®) and 15.2 pg/m? recorded in the Mira Loma area, were 155 and 101 percent
of the federal 24-hour and annual average standards, respectively (SCAQMD, 2012).

PM10 concentrations did not exceed the federal standard in 2010. The highest 24-hour average
PM10 concentration recorded, 107 pg/m® in the Coachella Valley area, was 71 percent of the
federal standard. AIll monitored areas of the Basin except Saddleback Valley, the Coachella
Valley and the central San Bernardino Mountains area exceeded the state annual standard and 12
of the 21 monitoring stations where PM10 is measured in the Basin exceeded the state 24-hour
standard (SCAQMD, 2012).

CO concentrations did not exceed the standards in 2010. The highest eight-hour average carbon
monoxide concentration recorded, 3.6 ppm in the south central Los Angeles County area, was 40
percent of the federal and state CO standards (SCAQMD, 2012).

In 2010, the federal standards for NO, and SO, were not exceeded. The maximum annual
average NO, concentration, 0.0262 ppm recorded in the Pomona/Walnut Valley area, was 49
percent of the federal standard, and the maximum one-hour average concentration, 0.0970 ppm
recorded in the Pomona/Walnut Valley area, was 97 percent of the federal standard. The state
revised the one-hour NO; standard from 0.25 ppm to 0.18 ppm and established a new annual
standard for NO, of 0.030 ppm effective March 20, 2008. The one-hour and annual state NO,
standards were not exceeded (SCAQMD, 2012).

Lead and sulfate concentrations did not exceed the ambient air quality standards in 2010. The
maximum quarterly lead concentration of 0.01 ug/m® recorded in all areas of the Basin was one
percent of the federal standard, and the maximum monthly-average lead concentration of 0.02
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ng/m? recorded in the central Los Angeles and south San Gabriel Valley areas was three percent
of the state standard. The maximum 24-hour average sulfate concentration (12.2 pug/m?® recorded
in the south coastal Los Angeles County area) was 49 percent of the state standard (SCAQMD,
2012).

On November 12, 2008, EPA published new national ambient air quality standards for lead,
which became effective January 12, 2009. The existing national lead standard, 1.5 pug/m®, was
reduced to 0.15 pg/m®, averaged over a rolling three-month period. EPA designated the Los
Angeles County portion of the Basin as non-attainment for the new lead standard, effective
December 31, 2010, based on measurements between 2006 and 2008 from monitoring sites
located in the immediate vicinity of two battery recycling facilities.

3.2.2.3 Local Air Quality

The project site is located within the SCAQMD's South Coastal Los Angeles County monitoring
area (Source Receptor Area 4). The monitoring station closest to the Carson Facility is the South
Coastal Los Angeles County 1 (North Long Beach) monitoring station, located at 3648 North
Long Beach Boulevard, approximately three miles east-southeast of the facility. Recent (2006
through 2010) background air quality data for criteria pollutants for the South Coastal Los
Angeles County 1 monitoring station are presented in Table 3.2-2.

The area has shown a general improvement in air quality with decreasing or consistent
concentrations of most pollutants (see Table 3.2-2). Air quality in the South Coastal Los
Angeles County monitoring area complies with the state and federal ambient air quality
standards for CO, NO,, SO,, sulfate and lead.

Ozone concentrations in the area did not exceed the federal standards, but they exceeded the state
one-hour standard in 2007 and 2010 and the state eight-hour standard in 2007, 2008 and 2010.
PM10 concentrations in the area did not exceed the federal 24-hour or annual standards, but they
exceeded the state 24-hour PM10 standard every year from 2006 through 2009 and the state
annual PM10 standard every year from 2006 through 2010. PM2.5 concentrations in the area
exceeded the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard in 2007, 2008 and 2009 but they did not exceed the
federal annual standard from 2006 through 2010. PM2.5 concentrations exceeded the state
annual standard every year from 2006 through 2010 (SCAQMD, 2012).
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Table 3.2-2
Ambient Criteria Pollutant Air Quality at South Coastal Los Angeles County 1 Monitoring
Station
Constituent Maximum Observed Concentration
(Number of Exceedances®)
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Ozone: 1-Hour (ppm) 0.08 0.099 0.093 0.089 0.101
Federal Standard 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
State Standard? (0) 1) (0) (0) 1)
8-Hour (ppm) 0.058 0.073 0.074 0.068 0.084
Federal Standard 0) 0) 0) 0) Q)
State Standard 0) Q) Q) 0) Q)
Carbon Monoxide:
1-Hour (ppm) 4 3 3 3 3
8-Hour (ppm) 3.4 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.1
Federal Standard 0) 09 0) 0) 0)
State Standard (0) (09 (0) (0) (0)
Nitrogen Dioxide:
1-Hour (ppm) 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.0928
State Standard 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
Annual Arithmetic Mean (ppm) 0.0215 0.0207 0.0208 0.0212 0.0198
Federal Standard (N) (N) (N) (N) (N)
State Standard )] )] (N) (N) (N)
PM10: 24-Hour (pg/m?®) 78 75 62 62 44
Federal Standard (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%)
State Standard (9.8%) (9%) (2%) (5%) (0%)
Annual Arithmetic Mean (ug/m°) 31.1 30.2 29.1 30.5 22.0
Federal Standard® (N) )] )] )] )]
State Standard ) ) ) ) )
PM2.5: 24-Hour (pg/m?®) 58.5" 82.9 57.2 63.0 35.0
Federal Standard (0%") (3.6%) (2.3%) (1.8%) (0%)
Annual Arithmetic Mean (ug/m°) 14.2° 14.6 14.2 13.0 10.5
Federal Standard* (N") (N) (N) (N) (N)
State Standard (Y") ) Y) Y) (N)
Sulfur Dioxide:
1 Hour (ppm) 0.03 0.11 0.09 0.02 0.040
State Standard 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
24-Hour (ppm) 0.010 0.011 0.012 0.005 0.006
Federal Standard 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
State Standard 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
Annual Arithmetic Mean (ppm) 0.0012 0.0027 0.0022 N/A N/A
Federal Standard (N) (N) (N) (N/A) (N/A)
Lead: 30-Day Average (Hg/m°) 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
State Standard 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
Quarterly Average (ug/m°) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Federal Standard 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
Sulfate: 24-Hour (pg/m?®) 17.8 11.1 11.0 13.6 11.8
State Standard (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%)
Source: SCAQMD (2012)
ppm = parts per million by volume pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter N/A = not available

 Number of days standard was exceeded for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide (1-hour) and sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour);percent
of days standard was exceeded for 24-hour PM10, PM2.5 and sulfate; number of times standard was exceeded for lead; (Y) = annual standard
was exceeded; (N) = annual standard was not exceeded; (--) = no standard. Based on standards in effect during each year.

2 State 8-hour ozone standard became effective May 17, 2006.

® Federal annual PM10 standard of 150 pg/m® was revoked effective December 16, 2006.

* Federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard was revised from 65 pg/m? to 35 pg/m? effective December 17, 2006.
“ Less than 12 full months of data; may not be representative
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3.2.2.4 Carson Facility Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Operation of the existing Carson Facility results in the emissions of criteria pollutants that have
not exceeded permitted levels. The reported emissions of criteria air pollutants from permitted
sources at the Carson Facility for the last two-year period, based on the annual emission fee
reports prepared for the SCAQMD, are shown in Table 3.2-3. Emissions from mobile sources,
which include off-site tanker trucks and employee commuting vehicles, are also shown in Table
3.2-3. Emissions from mobile sources were estimated from facility records of the number of
tanker trucks loaded and the number of employees using emission factors based on the CARB
EMFAC 2007 model. The emissions in Table 3.2-3 are based on actual operations and not the
maximum potential to emit. The Carson Facility is permitted for higher emissions from
permitted sources than presented in Table 3.2-3.

Table 3.2-3
Shell Carson Facility Annual Emissions
Reporting Period/ Tons per Year
Sources ole) vOoC NOXx SOx | PM10 | PM2.5°

2009/Permitted 0.289 121.4 4.23 0.047 0.064 0.064
2009/Mobile 14.8 3.59 43.9 0.044 2.68 2.68
2009/Total 15.1 125.0 48.2 0.091 2.74 2.74
2010/Permitted 0.383 125.6 3.68 0.032 0.086 0.086
2010/Mobile 16.7 4.06 49.5 0.055 2.38 2.38
2010/Total 17.0 129.7 53.2 0.087 2.46 2.46
E\I/V;r-;(gee%otal 161 | 1273 | 507 | 0089 | 2.60 2.60

?ggsg;ng Period/ Pounds per Day
2009/Permitted 1.6 665.2 23.1 0.26 0.35 0.35
2009/Mobile 81.1 19.7 240.5 0.2 14.7 1407
2009/Total 82.7 684.9 264.1 0.5 15.0 15.0
2010/Permitted 2.10 688.2 20.2 0.18 0.47 0.47
2010/Mobile 915 22.2 271.2 0.30 13.0 13.0
2010/Total 93.2 710.7 291.5 0.5 135 135
,—Br\\\I/V;r-az]ee?"rrotal 882 | 6975 | 277.8 0.5 14.2 14.2

 The PM2.5 fraction of PM10 is assumed to be 100 percent.

Values may not be exact due to rounding.

Assumes the facility operates 365 days per year.
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3.2.2.5 Toxic Air Contaminants

The California Health and Safety Code (839655) defines a toxic air contaminant (TAC) as an air
pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in cancer risk and non-cancer risks
including increases in mortality, serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to
human health. Under California’s TAC program (Assembly Bill 1807, Health and Safety Code
839650 et seq.), CARB, with the participation of the local air pollution control districts,
evaluates and develops any needed control measures for TACs. The general goal of regulatory
agencies is to limit exposure to TACs to the maximum extent feasible.

Monitoring for TACs is limited compared to monitoring for criteria pollutants because toxic
pollutant concentrations are typically more localized than criteria pollutant concentrations.
CARB conducts air monitoring for a number of TACs every 12 days at approximately 20 sites
throughout California. The Carson Facility is located closest to the North Long Beach
Monitoring station. A summary of data from the North Long Beach station for various TACs is
considered to be an appropriate estimate of the TAC concentration in the vicinity of the Carson
Facility (Table 3.2-4).

The SCAQMD measured TAC concentrations as part of its Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study,
referred to as MATES. The purpose of the study was to provide an estimate of exposure to
TACs to individuals within the district. In the second study, MATES-II, the SCAQMD
conducted air sampling at about 24 different sites for over 30 different TACs between April 1998
and March 1999. The Final MATES-II Report from this study indicated the following: 1)
cancer risk levels appear to be decreasing since 1990 by about 44 percent to 63 percent; 2)
mobile source components dominate the cancer risk; 3) approximately 70 percent of all cancer
risk is attributed to diesel particulate matter emissions; 4) about 20 percent of all cancer risk is
attributed to other toxics associated with mobile sources; 5) about 10 percent of all risk is
attributed to stationary sources; and 6) no local “hot spots” have been identified. According to
the Final MATES-II Report, the average carcinogenic risk in the district was about 1,400 per
million people. This means that 1,400 people out of one million are susceptible to developing
cancer from exposure to the known TACs over a 70-year period of time. The cumulative cancer
risk averaged over the four counties (Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino) was
980 in one million when diesel sources are included and was about 260 in one million when
diesel sources are excluded. Of the monitoring sites in the MATES-II study, the Long Beach
monitoring site is the closest site to the Carson Facility. The cancer risk at the Long Beach
monitoring site, based on monitoring data, was about 1,100 per million for stationary and mobile
sources, including diesel sources. The cancer risk from mobile sources (alone, excluding diesel
sources) was about 350 per million. The complete final report on the MATES-II study is
available from the SCAQMD (SCAQMD, 2000).
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Table 3.2-4
Ambient Toxic Air Pollutant Air Quality at North Long Beach Monitoring Station
Annual Annual
Average Average
Pollutant Concentration Pollutant Concentration
Volatile Organic Compounds byt Volatile Organic Compounds byt
(2008 unless otherwise noted) ppBYV (2008 unless otherwise noted) ppBYV
Acetaldehyde 0.86 Ethyl Benzene 0.17
Acetone 7.15 Formaldehyde 2.37
Acetonitrile 0.62 Methyl Bromide 0.021
Acrolein 0.77 Methyl Chloroform 0.095
Benzene 0.45 Methyl Ethyl Ketone 0.10
1,3-butadiene 0.094 Methyl tertiary Butyl Ether 0.45 (2003)
Carbon Disulfide 0.84 (2004) Methylene Chloride 0.23
Carbon Tetrachloride 0.092 (2003) Perchloroethylene 0.047
Chloroform 0.047 Styrene 0.11
o-Dichlorobenzene 0.15 (2006) Toluene 1.19
p-Dichlorobenzene 0.15 (2006) Trichloroethylene 0.020
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.05 m/p-Xylene 0.59
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 0.05 0-Xylene 0.20
Polycyclic Aromatic 3.2 Polycyclic Aromatic 3.2
Hyéigiarbons(2004) ng/m Hyéigiarbons(2004) ng/m
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.107 Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.055
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.116 Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.032
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0.444 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.136
Inorganic Chemical Elements ng/m>2 Inorganic Chemical Elements ng/m>2
(2001 unless otherwise noted)? (2001 unless otherwise noted)*
Aluminum 1140 Nickel 9.4 (2007)
Antimony 3.8 Phosphorus 40.8
Arsenic 1.50 Potassium® 649 (2002)
Barium 48.4 Rubidium* 2.2
Bromine 9.1 Selenium 111
Calcium* 912 Silicon* 2950
Chlorine 1550 Strontium* 9.49 (2007)
Chromium 4.8 (2007) Sulfur* 1040 (2008)
Cobalt 0.94 (2007) Tin* 4.97
Copper 345 Titanium* 108 (2008)
Hexavalent Chromium 0.053 (2008) Uranium* 1.1
Iron* 1150 (2008) Vanadium 21.8
Lead 11.2 Yttrium 11
Manganese 18.3 (2008) Zinc 73.3
Mercury 1.7 Zirconium® 5.13
Molybdenum* 2.79

Source: CARB (2010b)
* ppbv = parts per billion by volume
2 ng/m® = nanograms per cubic meter

® These are all of the chemical elements reported for the site, including chemical elements that are not toxic air pollutants. Chemical elements
that are not toxic air pollutants are indicated with footnote 4.

* Not classified as a toxic air pollutant.

The SCAQMD completed a third study, referred to as MATES-III, that included monitoring for
21 TACs at 10 fixed and five temporary sites within the district in neighborhoods near toxic
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emission sources or in areas where community members are concerned about health risks from
air pollution. The initial scope of the monitoring was for a one-year period from April 2004
through March 2005. Due to heavy rains in the district in the fall and winter during this period,
there was concern that the measurements may not be reflective of typical meteorology. The
study was thus extended for a second year from April 2005 through March 2006. The MATES-
Il study estimates that 94 percent of the cancer risk is attributed to emissions associated with
mobile sources, and about six percent of the risk is attributed to toxics emitted from stationary
sources, which include industries and businesses such as dry cleaners and chrome plating
operations. The results indicate that diesel exhaust continues to be a major contributor to air
toxics risk, accounting for about 84 percent of the total risk. Compared to previous studies of air
toxics in the district, the MATES-111 study found a decreasing risk for air toxics exposure, with
the population weighted risk down by eight percent from the analysis in MATES-II. The highest
risks were near the port area, an area near central Los Angeles and near transportation corridors.
The average carcinogenic risk in the district is about 1,200 per one million people. This means
that 1,200 people out of one million are susceptible to developing cancer from exposure to the
known TACs over a 70-year period of time (SCAQMD, 2008a).

Of the monitoring sites in the MATES-I111 study, the North Long Beach study site is the closest to
the Carson Facility. The results of the monitoring for the North Long Beach site indicate that
regional emissions (e.g., mobile sources) substantially exceed local influences (local stationary
sources). The complete Final Report on the MATES-III study is available online and can be
accessed from the SCAQMD website at:

http://www.agmd.gov/prdas/mateslHI/MATESIIIFinalReportSept2008.html.

3.2.2.6 Greenhouse Gases (GHGS)

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), warming of the climate
system is unequivocal and greater than 90 percent of increased temperatures are due to increased
concentrations of GHGs (IPCC, 2007) Global warming, a subset of global climate change, is the
observed increase in average temperature of the earth’s surface and atmosphere. An identified
contributor to global warming is an increase of GHGs in the atmosphere. Due to the global
nature of the concerns regarding GHGs, the environmental setting, and applicable impacts are
primarily discussed in Chapter 5 - Cumulative Impacts.

3.2.3 REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Ambient air quality standards in California are the responsibility of, and have been established
by, both the U.S. EPA and CARB. These standards have been set at concentrations that provide
margins of safety for the protection of public health and welfare. Federal and state air quality
standards are presented in Table 3.2-1. The SCAQMD has established levels of episodic criteria
and has indicated measures that must be initiated to immediately reduce contaminant emissions
when these levels are reached or exceeded. The federal, state, and local air quality regulations
are identified below in further detail.
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3.2.3.1 Federal Regulations

The U.S. EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the NAAQS for ozone, CO, NO,, SOg,
PM10, PM2.5, and lead. The U.S. EPA has jurisdiction over emissions sources that are under
the primary authority of the federal government including aircraft, locomotives, and emissions
sources outside of state waters (Outer Continental Shelf). The U.S. EPA also establishes
emission standards for vehicles sold in states other than California. Automobiles sold in
California must meet the stricter emission requirements of CARB.

Other federal regulations applicable to the proposed project include Section 110 of the Clean Air
Act, which authorizes the U.S. EPA to develop technology based standards which apply to
specific categories of stationary sources (New Source Performance Standards) (including 40
CFR 60 Subpart Kb — Standards of Performance for Volatile Organic Liquid Storage Vessels
(Including Petroleum Liquid Storage Vessels)), Title 111 of the Clean Air Act, which regulates
toxic air contaminants (including 40 CFR 63 Subpart R — National Emission Standards for
Gasoline Distribution Facilities (Bulk Gasoline Terminals and Pipeline Breakout Stations)), as
well as Title V of the Clean Air Act, which establishes a federal permit program for major
sources. The proposed project would require modifications to the Title V operating permit for
the Carson Facility. The Title V program is implemented by the SCAQMD in the southern
California area via SCAQMD Regulation XXX. The U.S. EPA also has authority over the PSD
(prevention of significant deterioration) Program®. PSD review would not be required for the
proposed project since the proposed modifications would not result in an increase of NOx, SOx
or GHG emissions that meet or exceed the PSD thresholds.

3.2.3.2 California Regulations

The California Clean Air Act (AB2595) mandates achieving the maximum degree of emission
reductions possible from vehicular and other mobile sources in order to attain the state ambient
air quality standards by the earliest practical date. CARB, which became part of the California
Environmental Protection Agency in 1991, is responsible for ensuring implementation of the
California Clean Air Act and the federal Clean Air Act and for regulating emissions from
consumer products and motor vehicles. CARB has established emission standards for vehicles
sold in California and for various types of equipment.

California gasoline specifications are governed by both state and federal agencies. During the
past decade, federal and state agencies have imposed numerous requirements on the production
and sale of gasoline in California. The RFG Phase 3 regulations and the 2007 amendments to
these regulations that were adopted by CARB are discussed in Chapter 2.

California also has established a state air toxics program, California Toxic Air Contaminants
Program (Tanner Bill) (AB1807), which was modified by the Revised Tanner Bill (AB2728).
This program sets forth provisions to implement the national program for control of TACs.

° The SCAQMD has been delegated limited authority to implement PSD in the district through Regulation XVII —
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD).
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The Air Toxic "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act (AB2588), as amended by Senate
Bill 1731 (SB1731), requires operators of certain stationary sources to inventory air toxic
emissions from their operations and, if directed to do so by the local air district, prepare a health
risk assessment to determine the potential health impacts of such emissions. If the health
impacts are determined to be "significant” (cancer risk greater than 10 per one million exposures
or non-cancer hazard index greater than 1.0), each facility operator must, upon approval of the
health risk assessment, provide public notification to affected individuals.

3.2.3.3 Local Regulations

The district is under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD, which has regulatory authority over
stationary sources, air pollution control equipment, and limited authority over mobile sources.
The SCAQMD is responsible for air quality planning in the district and developing and updating
the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The AQMP establishes the strategies that will be
used to achieve compliance with National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS and CAAQS, respectively) in all areas within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. The
SCAQMD generally regulates stationary sources of air pollutants. There are a number of
SCAQMD regulations that may apply to the proposed project including Regulation 1l — Permits,
Regulation 11l — Fees, Regulation 1V — Prohibitions (including Rule 462 — Organic Liquid
Loading and Rule 463 — Organic Liquid Storage), Regulation IX — New Source Performance
Standards, Regulation X - National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPS), Regulation XI — Source Specific Standards (including Rule 1166 - Volatile
Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil and Rule 1178, Further Reductions
of VOC Emissions from Storage Tanks at Petroleum Facilities), Regulation XI1I — New Source
Review, Regulation XIV — New Source Review of Carcinogenic Air Contaminants (including
Rule 1401 — New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants, and Rule 1403 — Asbestos
Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities), Regulation XX — RECLAIM Program, and
Regulation XXX — Title V Permits.

3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The NOP/IS (see Appendix I-A) concluded that the proposed project at the Carson Facility has
the potential to generate significant adverse impacts on biological resources, specifically,
candidate, sensitive, or special status species. A search of the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB), which is maintained by the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG), was conducted in 2007 and updated in 2009 to identify occurrences of special-status
species that have been recorded in the area of the Carson Facility. The searches covered the
United States Geological Survey (USGS) Long Beach 7.5-Minute Quadrangle and seven
surrounding quadrangles in the project vicinity, including Inglewood, South Gate, Whittier,
Torrance, Los Alamitos, San Pedro, and Seal Beach. A biological reconnaissance survey of the
proposed project site was also conducted on June 22, 2009 (see Appendix II-E). The survey
included locations within the Carson Facility where construction for the proposed project would
occur (see Figure 2-3) plus a 500-foot buffer area surrounding each of these locations. The
buffer areas were surveyed to identify biological resources located outside of the areas where
construction would occur that may be indirectly affected by construction activities. The survey
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also included a lay down area, approximately four acres in size, which is located adjacent to and
east of the ethanol loading facility.

3.3.1 PLANT SPECIES AND COVER TYPES

The area where the proposed new gasoline storage tank would be constructed has been
previously developed and is considered urban or built-up land (Holland, 1986). An urban or
built-up habitat type is characterized by human use and development, including cities, business
parks, commercial and industrial complexes, etc. Each project area site consists primarily of
bare ground enclosed by an earthen berm. The surrounding 500-foot buffer area is also
composed primarily of bare ground with existing storage tanks surrounded by earthen, concrete,
or asphalt-covered berms to the east and south, a detention basin to the west, and commercial
development adjoining the Carson Facility to the north. The area offers little value to plants and
wildlife, particularly to sensitive species, because natural vegetative cover as well as food and
water sources have generally been eliminated by past disturbances for fire safety reasons and
current heavy industrial use. Vegetation is primarily composed of a sparse cover of ruderal
vegetation (weedy, non-native vegetation associated with disturbed conditions) dominated by
cudweed (Gnaphalium sp.) and wild heliotrope (Heliotropium curassavicum). Some native and
non-native ornamental plants also occur on the site. A small stand of eucalyptus trees
(Eucalyptus sp.) is located approximately 400 feet west of the proposed gasoline storage tank
construction footprint, along the facility boundary.

The ethanol loading area and the adjacent proposed laydown area are also composed of urban or
built-up habitat (Holland 1986). A similar lack of natural vegetative cover characterizes the
ethanol loading area, which is paved and does not contain suitable habitat for natural vegetative
cover and special-status plant and wildlife species. The adjacent laydown area is sparsely
vegetated by ruderal species, including primarily cudweed and Australian saltbush (Atriplex
semibaccata). The surrounding 500-foot buffer included a small stand of native mulefat
(Baccharis salicifolia) and non-native tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca) shrubs north of the area at
the time the biological reconnaissance survey of the proposed project area was conducted in
2009, but this vegetation has subsequently been cleared and removed. Other species observed in
the buffer include bristly oxtongue (Picris echioides) and bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare), both of
which are native to the United States, but are introduced species in California. Small stands of
ornamental fan palms (Washingtonia sp.) were also observed within the buffer area,
approximately 250 feet east of the proposed project area.

The 2007 and 2009 searches of the CNDDB identified 28 special-status plant species within the
eight-quadrangle area in the vicinity of the Carson Facility. It is unlikely that these plant species
have the potential to exist within the proposed project locations, because the site is not
compatible with their habitat requirements. Additionally, no special-status plant species were
observed during the survey.

3.3.2 WILDLIFE SPECIES

Wildlife species identified during the survey of the proposed project areas include the northern
mocking bird (Mimus polyglottos), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), mourning dove
(Zenaida macroura), rock dove (Columba livia), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), house
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sparrow (Passer domesticus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), and California ground
squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi). The proposed gasoline storage tank location, detention basin
and surrounding area appear to have been covered with stormwater at some point, based on
waterfowl and shorebird tracks detected on the dry mud. Additionally, a burrow measuring
approximately four square inches was observed approximately 50-feet north of the proposed
construction lay down area. This burrow could potentially be utilized by the burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia), although no indications of occupation (such as “white-wash” or excrement,
feathers or remains of prey) were observed within or around the burrow opening at the time of
the survey.

Special-status wildlife species include those listed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) as Endangered or Threatened, or those species proposed for listing (Candidates) under
the federal Endangered Species Act and by the CDFG under the California Endangered Species
Act. Additionally, wildlife species receive federal protection under the Bald Eagle Protection
Act (e.g., bald eagle, golden eagle), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and state protection
under CEQA Guidelines §15380(d).

The 2007 and 2009 searches of the CNDDB identified 35 special-status wildlife species within
the eight-quadrangle area in the general vicinity of the Carson Facility. Although no special-
status wildlife species were observed during the 2009 survey, three species, including Monarch
butterfly (Danaus plexippus), burrowing owl, and western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus), could
potentially utilize habitat within the 500-foot buffer area from the proposed project locations.
Nesting birds, which are protected under the MBTA, could also utilize this habitat. The three
special-status species and nesting birds are discussed below.

3.3.2.1 Monarch Butterfly

Currently, Monarch butterflies are not specifically protected by federal or state laws. However,
in California the butterfly and its habitats are indirectly protected by the Public Resources Code
and the Fish and Game Code. Cities and counties with established roost sites have adopted
protection measures specific to the Monarch butterfly. For example, the City of Goleta (2009)
has established “Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas” for the Monarch butterfly, which
requires a buffer ranging from 50 to 200 feet around historic or active roost trees depending upon
local conditions and activities. The buffer that the City of Goleta sets for construction activities
around an active roost or aggregation of butterflies is 200 feet between October 1 and March 1.

Monarch butterflies are predominantly an open country, frost intolerant species. Monarchs are
known to spend winters during their migrations in wind-protected eucalyptus, pine and cypress
(Cupressus spp.) trees in California. Monarch butterflies prefer open habitats such as fields,
meadows, weedy areas, marshes and roadsides and are often associated with milkweeds
(Asclepias sp.), an important nectar source (Opler et al., 1995).

The CNDDB records indicated that the Monarch butterfly has been identified within the
proximity of the Carson Facility. The proposed project site does not support milkweed.
However, the grove of eucalyptus trees located to the west of the proposed gasoline storage tank
location could provide wintering roosts for this species.
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3.3.2.2 Burrowing Owl

The burrowing owl is recognized by the CDFG as a Species of Special Concern and is protected
under the MBTA. Habitat for the burrowing owl includes dry, open, short-grass areas often
associated with burrowing mammals (Haug et al., 1993). This species is a year-round resident of
coastal lowlands in grasslands, agricultural areas, desert scrub and coastal dunes where it digs its
own burrows or occupies existing burrows (Unitt, 2004, Haug et al., 1993). The burrowing owl
is diurnal and perches during daylight at the entrance to its burrow or on low posts. Nesting
occurs from March through August.

During the survey, a single burrow that could potentially be utilized by this species was detected
approximately 50 feet north of the proposed construction lay down area. Although no owls were
seen occupying this burrow and there were no signs of use, future utilization of this burrow by an
owl is possible. Though on-site vegetation is sparse, burrowing owls are known to be tolerant of
human encroachment and disturbance of natural habitat (Bates, 2006).

3.3.2.3 Western Yellow Bat

The western yellow bat is recognized by the CDFG as a Species of Special Concern. This
species is found from northern Mexico across the desert regions of the southwestern U.S. These
bats have an affinity for palm oases and desert riparian habitats and appear to be expanding their
range with the increased use of palms in ornamental landscaping. Although the closest record of
the western yellow bat is approximately 13 miles from the Carson Facility, this species uses palm
trees as roost sites. This species does not appear to hibernate, and at least some individuals or
populations may be migratory, although some individuals appear to be present year-round, even
in the northernmost portion of their range. The females are pregnant and nursing pups from
April through July. The small stand of fan palms approximately 250 feet from the ethanol
loading and laydown areas may provide roosting habitat for the western yellow bat. This species
has not been observed on the Carson Facility, although focused surveys have not been
conducted.

A study of mitigation strategies for bats was prepared for Caltrans by Johnston, Tatarian, and
Pierson (2004). The purpose of the study was to provide Caltrans with effective mitigation
strategies for bats when Caltrans maintenance or construction activities could potentially reduce,
eliminate, or compromise bat populations and their habitats. The study, which was administered
through California State University Sacramento (CSUS) and conducted in cooperation with
Caltrans, CDFG, the University of California and private researchers, considers 100 feet as a
buffer limit to avoid disturbing roosting bats. This buffer limit is considered appropriate for the
proposed project because many of the activities associated with Caltrans construction projects,
such as grading and the use of haul trucks, are similar to the construction activities for the
proposed project.

3.3.2.4 Nesting Bird Species

Nesting birds and active nests are protected under federal (MBTA) and California (Fish and
Game Code) regulations. Nesting bird season is typically defined as occurring between February
15 and August 31 for most species. Generally, regulatory agencies consider 300 feet and 500
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feet as buffer limits to avoid disturbing nesting passerine (perching) birds and nesting raptors,
respectively. The grove of eucalyptus trees located approximately 400 feet west of the proposed
gasoline storage tank location and the stands of fan palms located approximately 250 feet east of
the proposed laydown area have the potential to support nesting birds.

3.3.3 REGULATORY BACKGROUND
3.3.3.1 Federal Regulations

The purposes of the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 are to provide a means to
protect ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species depend, to provide a program
for the conservation of endangered and threatened species, and to take steps as may be
appropriate to achieve the purposes of the treaties and conventions applicable to biological
resources.

The federal MBTA implements various treaties and conventions between the United States and
other countries, including Canada, Japan, Mexico and the former Soviet Union, for the protection
of migratory birds. Under the MBTA, taking, killing, or possessing migratory birds or their eggs
or nests is unlawful.

3.3.3.2 State Regulations

The California Endangered Species Act, Fish and Game Code Section 2070, Division 3, Chapter
1-5 provides for the establishment of a state list of endangered and threatened species by the Fish
and Game Commission and restricts activities that may impact these species.

The Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game Code Sec. 1900-1913) prohibits the
taking, possessing, or sale within the state of any plants with a state designation of rare,
threatened, or endangered (as defined by the CDFG). An exception to this prohibition allows
landowners, under specified circumstances, to take listed plant species, provided that the owners
first notify the CDFG and give that state agency at least 10 days to come and retrieve (and
presumably relocate) the plants elsewhere before they are plowed or otherwise destroyed.
However, the Fish and Game Code, §1913 exempts from the “take” prohibition “the removal of
endangered or rare native plants from a canal, lateral ditch, building site, or road, or other right
of way”.

3.3.3.3 Local Regulations

There are no local regulations that would apply to Biological Resources.

3.4 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
3.4.1 TYPES OF ON-SITE HAZARDS

The NOP/IS (see Appendix I-A) concluded that the proposed project at the Carson Facility has
the potential to generate significant adverse hazards or hazardous materials impacts from the
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials. Hazard incidents consist of accidental
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occurrences that may create adverse effects on human health or the environment. This section
describes features of the existing environment as they relate to the risk of a major accident
occurring at the Carson Facility. Factors which are taken into consideration to determine the
potential risks from an accident are as follows:

e The probability of an accident occurring;

e The consequences of an accident (exposures);

e The types of materials potentially involved in an accident; and

e The location of sensitive receptors e.g. residences, schools, and businesses.

Based on a review of the existing Carson Facility operations and processes, the types of
accidents that could affect the public would involve the ignition of flammable liquids. The
chemicals considered to pose the greatest risks are gasoline, ethanol, diesel fuel and jet fuel.
Both thermal radiation and blast overpressures could result from the ignition of a gasoline,
ethanol, diesel fuel or jet fuel release.

Potential hazards at the facility may include exposure to pool fires and vapor cloud explosions.
These hazards are described below.

Pool Fire: The rupture of a storage tank containing a flammable liquid material or an accident
during tanker truck loading, followed by ignition of the spilled liquid could result in a pool fire.
The pool fire could lead to being exposed to thermal radiation, which is the heat generated by a
fire. The severity of potential burns resulting from exposure to thermal radiation varies based on
the intensity of the fire, the duration of exposure, and the distance of an individual from the fire.

Vapor Cloud Explosion: The rupture of a storage tank containing a flammable liquid material
or an accident during tanker truck loading, followed by evaporation of the liquid material to
produce flammable vapors and ignition of the flammable vapors could result in a vapor cloud
explosion. A vapor cloud explosion could cause impacts to individuals and structures in the area
due to overpressure.

Shell currently adheres to the following safety design and process standards and regulations:
e The California Health and Safety Code Fire Protection specifications;

e The design standards for petroleum product storage and distribution equipment
established by the American Petroleum Institute, the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers, the American Institute of Chemical Engineers, the American National
Standards Institute, and the American Society of Testing and Materials; and

e The applicable federal and California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) requirements.
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Shell maintains three required emergency response plans for the Carson Facility. A Facility
Response Plan is maintained to assist Carson Facility personnel to prepare for and respond to a
discharge originating from the facility and to minimize hazards from fires, explosions, or any
unplanned sudden or non-sudden releases of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents. A
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan, as required by the U.S. EPA, is
kept onsite and updated as necessary. The SPCC plan includes requirements for secondary
containment for storage tanks, employee training and emergency response procedures. A
Hazardous Material Business Plan (HMBP) is also maintained for the site. The HMBP
requirements are overseen by the Los Angeles County Fire Department, which is the Certified
Unified Program Agency (CUPA) with jurisdiction for the City of Carson. The HMBP is
updated annually and lists the quantities and locations of all hazardous materials stored onsite,
emergency response procedures in the case of an accidental release or other emergency and
employee training requirements. Shell endeavors to ensure clear access to the Carson Facility
for emergency response vehicles at all times

3.4.2 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION RISKS

There is a possibility that an ethanol tanker truck could be involved in an accident that causes its
contents to be spilled. The factors used for determining accident statistics include the vehicle
distance traveled and the type of vehicle or transportation system. Factors affecting truck
transportation accidents include the type of roadway, presence of road hazards, vehicle type,
maintenance and physical condition of the truck, and driver training.

A common reference frequently used in measuring probable risk of an accident is the number of
accidents per million miles traveled. The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Association
commissioned a study by the Battelle Institute in 2001 to assess the comparative risks of
hazardous materials truck shipment accidents (Battelle, 2001). In this report, the estimated
frequencies for trucking accidents involving various hazardous materials are computed based on
1996 mileage traveled. For hazardous materials accidents involving flammable liquids
(Hazardous Material Division 3 [HM3]), the computed accident frequency was based on 0.50
accidents per million miles (Battelle, 2001, Table 24, HM3). Not all accidents involving
hazardous material transport results in releases of hazardous materials. For HM3 flammable
liquids, the Battelle study found that only 35.5 percent of accidents result in a release of
hazardous materials (Battelle, 2001, Table 9, HM3). Of the accidents with releases, only 14.5
percent resulted in a fire or explosion (Battelle, 2001, Table 10, HM3). Consequently, a fire or
explosion resulting from a hazardous material transport accident occurs in only 5.2 percent of
accidents. Therefore, the frequency of accidents involving a release of hazardous materials and
resulting in a fire or explosion is estimated to be 0.026 per million miles traveled.

3.4.3 REGULATORY BACKGROUND

There are many federal and state rules and regulations that petroleum storage facilities must
comply with in 