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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 

 

City of Carson, November 13, 2014 

 

 

Response 3-1 

 

Comment 3-1 provides suggests that additional projects should be included in the 

Cumulative Impact Section of the EIR.  As discussed in the Draft EIR (see Pages 4-1 

through 4-9), the impact analysis for the ULSD Project has been limited to operational air 

quality, so cumulative air quality impact analysis is also limited to operational air quality.  

The analysis for operational air quality is focused on the communities adjacent to the 

ULSD Project and generally within one mile of the Wilmington Plant (including portions 

of Wilmington, Carson, San Pedro, Rancho Palos Verdes, Lomita and Harbor City) 

because that is the area of maximum localized air quality impacts and the influence of the 

Project emissions decreases with distance from the Refinery. 

 

All of the projects identified in Comment 3-1 are all located over two miles from the 

Phillips 66 Wilmington Plant.  The Boulevards at South Bay are located near Del Amo 

and Main Street in the City of Carson, over four miles north of the Wilmington Plant.  

The Shell Carson Revitalization Project is located near Del Amo and Wilmington Avenue 

in the City of Carson, approximate 4.5 miles north of the Wilmington Plant.  The Oxy Oil 

and Gas Exploration Project was located at the Domininguez Technology Center on 

Charles Willard Street in the City of Carson, over six miles north of the Wilmington 

Plant.  Please note the Oxy Oil and Gas Exploration Project has been cancelled. 

 

The Tesoro Los Angeles Refinery Integration and Compliance Project is located over 2.5 

miles east of the Wilmington Plant.  The Tesoro project would largely result in emission 

reductions providing overall air quality benefits
1
.  Harbor UCLA Medical Campus is 

located approximately 2 miles north of the Wilmington Plant.  Nonetheless, the projects 

identified in this comment have been added to the Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1 in the Final 

EIR.  The inclusion of these comments does not change the conclusion of the ULSD 

Project regarding cumulative impacts and the project-specific air quality impacts 

associated with operational emissions from the ULSD Project are not considered to be a 

cumulatively considerable contribution to significant adverse cumulative air quality 

impacts.   

 

For further details on the cumulative analysis, please see Response 4-27.   

 

                                                 
1
 See Tesoro Final EIR http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-permit-

projects/permit-project-documents---year-2009/final-eir-for-tesoro-project).   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 

 

Communities for a Better Environment, November 14, 2014 

 
A number of issues identified in the letter from the Communities for a Better 

Environment (CBE) were also raised in the letter from Adams and Broadwell/Phyllis 

Fox.  The table below provides a quick reference of which comments in the CBE letter 

correlate to the responses to the Adams and Broadwell/Phyllis Fox letter. 

 

Summary of CBE Comments 

CBE 

Comment 

Topic Adams & Broadwell/Phyllis Fox 

Comment/Response 

4-1 General/Introductory None 

4-2 General/Introductory None 

4-3 General Information None 

4-4 Summary comment; the Draft EIR is 

flawed/legally deficient. 

 

Baseline is improper. 

 

 

 

The comment letter incorporates comments 

from Phyllis Fox. 

 

Use of maximum daily emissions rather than 

average emissions is flawed. 

 

 

 

See Draft EIR pages 3-1 and 3-2.  

See Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73. 

 

See Responses 1-38 through 1-82. 

 

 

See Response 1-3 and 1-55. 

4-5 Baseline is inaccurate because pre project 

emissions should be based on average 

emissions as opposed to maximum 

emissions. 

See Responses 1-48 and 1-69. 

4-6 Baseline did not use average conditions  See Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-48, 

and 1-69. 

4-7 Baseline is flawed  See Draft EIR pages 3-1 and 3-2.  

See Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73. 

4-8 2000-2013 data is not appropriate for 

baseline determination period. 

See Draft EIR pages 3-1 and 3-2.  

See Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73. 

4-9 Post-project emissions are flawed. See Responses 1-3, 1-45, 1-53, 1-

54, 1-55, 1-56, 1-58, 1-59, 1-60, 1-

61, 1-62, 1-63, 1-74, 1-75, 1-76, 1-

77, 1-78 and 1-80. 

4-10 Draft EIR did not explain basis determining 

post project  

See Responses 1-3, 1-9, 1-45, 1-53, 

1-54, 1-55, 1-56, 1-58, 1-59, 1-60, 

1-61, 1-62, 1-63, 1-74, 1-75, 1-76, 

1-77, 1-78 and 1-80.  

4-11 Summary comment for Responses 4-12 See Responses 1-43, 1-48, 1-54, 1-
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through 4-16. 55, 1-56, 1-58, 1-59, 1-60, 1-61, 1-

62, 1-63, 1-69, 1-74, 1-75, 1-76, 1-

77, 1-78 and 1-80. 

4-12 Draft EIR relied on out-of-date significance 

criteria 

See Response 1-43. 

4-13 Lead emissions were not calculated See Response 1-44. 

4-14 Flare emissions were underestimated See Responses 1-45, 1-59, and 1-

60 

4-15 Start up and shut down NOx emissions were 

omitted 

See Response 1-67.   

4-16 Data aggregated from Units 89 and 90 could 

mask the increased use of hydrogen by the 

Project. 

 

Project emissions were generally 

underestimated based on Phyllis Fox’s 

comments. 

See Response 1-54. 

 

 

See Responses 1-38 through 1-82. 

4-17 The EIR underestimates NOx emissions. See Responses 1-38 through 1-82, 

and specifically Response 1-67. 

4-18 The EIR did not disclose that the project 

would result in a change in crude slate 

See Response 4-18 below. 

4-19 The EIR did not disclose impacts resulting 

from de-bottlenecking that would allow the 

use of other crude slates. 

See Response 4-19 below. 

4-20 Components of the Crude Oil Storage 

Capacity Project will allow the Refinery to 

process heavier crude oils. 

See Response 4-20 below. 

4-21 Changes to the Crude Unit were not 

explained in the EIR 

See Response 4-21 below. 

4-22 The EIR does not fully identify, analyze or 

mitigate changes to the crude slate. 

See Response 4-22 below. 

4-23 Inappropriate significance thresholds were 

used in the EIR 

See Response 4-23 below. 

4-24 Draft EIR does not establish a clear baseline 

due to lack of information. 

See Draft EIR pages 3-1 and 3-2.  

See Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73. 

4-25 There is nothing in the environmental setting, 

impacts and mitigation section that describe 

baseline or post-project emissions  

See Draft EIR pages 3-1 and 3-2.  

See Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73. 

4-26 The Draft EIR used an incorrect baseline.   

 

 

Pre- and post-project emissions are identified 

in Appendix B but not in the text of the Draft 

EIR. 

See Draft EIR pages 3-1 and 3-2.  

See Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73. 

See Response 4-26 below. 

4-27 Cumulative impact analysis is incomplete. See Response 4-27 below. 

4-28 Letter conclusion that summarizes 

comments.   

See Responses 4-1 through 4-27. 
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Many of the comments in this comment letter paraphrase comments contained in 

Comment Letter 1 and Attachment A of Comment Letter 1.  Therefore, where a comment 

paraphrases a comment made in Comment Letter 1 and Attachment A of Comment Letter 

1, the reader will be referred to the appropriate Responses to Comments.  Otherwise, 

responses have been prepared below for unique comments that do not appear in 

Comment Letter 1.  

 

Response 4-1  

 

The South Coast AQMD understands that CBE has withdrawn its comment letter on the 

ULSD Draft EIR submitted on November 13, 2014 and replaced it with the comment 

letter dated November 14, 2014 (with attachments dated November 13, 2014), which 

eliminated Phyllis Fox’s technical report as an attachment to CBE’s own comments.   

 

Response 4-2 

 

The commenter states that they are writing comments on the 2014 Draft EIR for the 

Phillips 66 ULSD Project on behalf of the Communities for a Better Environment (CBE).  

This comment claims that the Draft EIR suffers from flaws and that the Draft EIR should 

be revised and recirculated.  This comment is an introductory comment and does not 

address the analysis in the ULSD Project in the 2014 Draft EIR, does not outline any 

flaws in the Draft EIR, so no further response is necessary. 

 

Response 4-3 

 

Comment 4-3 states that CBE is a nonprofit environmental health and justice 

organization and provides information on the purpose and goals of CBE’s to enhance the 

environment and public health by reducing air and water pollution.  This comment does 

not address the analysis of the ULSD Project in the 2014 Draft EIR so no further 

response is necessary. 

 

Response 4-4 

 

Comment 4-4 indicates that the 2014 Draft EIR attempts to address the legal deficiencies 

identified in CBE v. SCAQMD but that the Draft EIR improperly inflates the baseline.  

Comment 4-4 summarizes more detailed comments made later in the letter.  The analysis 

in the Draft EIR does not inflate the baseline, nor does it minimize the impacts. For 

detailed responses on comments related to the baseline (pre-project emissions) for the 

proposed ULSD Project, refer to the Draft EIR at pages 3-1 and 3-2 and Responses 1-3, 

1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73.   

 

The comment also indicates that it incorporates the November 13, 2014 technical 

comments from Phyllis Fox; however, the cover letter dated November 14, 2014, states 

that Phyllis Fox report has been eliminated.  Regardless of whether Dr. Fox’s report is 

incorporated, Comment 4-4 is a summary comment and general in nature.  Please see 
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Responses 1- 38 through 1-82 which directly respond to the Phyllis Fox technical 

comments.   

 

Regarding the comment that the pre-project emissions using maximum daily emissions 

rather than average emissions is flawed, see Response 1-3.  The 2014 Draft EIR for the 

ULSD Project fully addresses the holdings in CBE v. SCAQMD.  The California Supreme 

Court held that the Negative Declaration improperly used the maximum permitted 

activity as the baseline.  The Supreme Court also found that there was a fair argument 

that the ULSD Project may result in significant impacts related to air emissions during 

operations, and so remanded for preparation of an EIR.  In so doing, however, the 

Supreme Court did not conclude that the project would result in any significant impact.  It 

left that determination to the South Coast AQMD, based on substantial evidence 

following preparation of an EIR.  The South Coast AQMD has now prepared an EIR 

using actual operating conditions rather than permitted maximum activity levels as the 

baseline. 

 

In addition to the holdings, the Supreme Court's discussion also guided the preparation of 

the EIR.  The Supreme Court noted statements of the South Coast AQMD and Phillips 66 

that refinery operations are complex and variable.  48 Cal. 4
th

 at 327.  The Supreme Court 

left to the South Coast AQMD's discretion the technical questions regarding how to 

measure the baseline for existing refinery operations, so long as it is supported by 

substantial evidence.  48 Cal. 4
th

 at 327, 328.  The Supreme Court also stated that, in 

preparing the EIR, the South Coast AQMD is not required to use the same measurement 

method as used in the Negative Declaration.  48 Cal. 4
th

 at 328. 

 

The Draft EIR no longer uses the permitted maximum levels as baseline.  Rather, as 

stated on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR, the 2002-2003 time period is considered to be the 

pre-ULSD Project baseline conditions for Refinery operations as this represents the 

timeframe prior to commencement of the environmental analysis for the ULSD Project, 

and was prior to the construction and operation of the ULSD Project.  The baseline used 

in the EIR was the actual refinery conditions and emissions in the 2002-2003 timeframe.  

Therefore, the EIR used actual data to determine the baseline emissions, which 

constitutes substantial evidence, as directed by the Supreme Court.  For an explanation of 

the emissions used as the baseline, see Draft EIR at pages 3-1 and 3-2 and Reponses 1-3, 

1-7, 1-10, 1-48, 1-50, 1-62, 1-69, 1-71, 1-73, and 1-78. 

 

Response 4-5  

 

Comment 4-5 indicates that the Draft EIR uses an inaccurate baseline to measure air 

quality impacts and cites comments made by Phyllis Fox regarding the baseline 

determination and the use of average daily emissions.  The comment states that the 

baseline is fatally flawed because the pre-project emissions should be based on average 

emissions as opposed to maximum emissions.   
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See Responses 1-48 and 1-69 which summarize the reasons that the approach used in the 

2014 Draft EIR is appropriate.  The South Coast AQMD has long-established thresholds 

of significance for criteria pollutants that are daily and hourly standards.
1
  These are 

derived from state and federal ambient air quality standards that measure compliance on 

an hourly or daily basis, as well as major sources thresholds in the federal Clean Air Act.
2
  

The South Coast AQMD significance thresholds examine peak daily scenarios to 

determine worst-case emissions for a project.  Further, the Supreme Court has 

specifically acknowledged that peak impacts may be an important metric in measuring 

refinery operations.
3
 

 

The South Coast AQMD makes its significance determinations based on peak daily 

emissions, as it provides a conservative approach to determining project impacts.  The 

South Coast AQMD permits equipment based on the maximum permitted emissions on a 

daily basis (or a peak day) as an operator could continuously operate up to the maximum 

limit.  Typically, operators do not operate their equipment at the maximum permitted 

limits on a continuous basis, but they could.  Therefore, using the peak day emissions 

provides a worst-case estimate of potential air quality impacts and provides complete 

public disclosure of the potential worst case impacts.  Therefore, as explained in the Draft 

EIR (see Page 3-1 and 3-2), actual peak daily emissions for the 2002-2003 timeframe is 

considered to be the pre-ULSD Project or baseline conditions for Refinery operations as 

this represents the timeframe prior to construction or operation of the ULSD Project.  The 

pre-project peak day is then compared to the post-project peak daily emissions (based on 

maximum potential to emit allowed by the permit) to determine the actual emissions 

increase resulting from the project. 

 

A simple analogy shows why the methodology advocated by Comment 4-4 would 

produce a false and misleading conclusion.  Assume a man eats an average of one egg per 

day, so the actual daily consumption ranges from zero eggs to three eggs.  He replaces his 

stove, but does not change his breakfast habits or egg consumption.  A comparison of 

pre-project minimum day (0) to post-project peak day (3) would suggest that replacing 

the stove caused the man to increase his egg consumption by three eggs per day.  A 

comparison of pre-project average day (1) to post-project peak day (3) would suggest that 

replacing the stove caused an increase in egg consumption by two eggs per day.  Both of 

these comparisons would be false and misleading, because egg consumption did not 

change at all.  This analogy demonstrates the importance of using same or similar time 

periods or data sets when trying to make comparisons to identify the impacts caused by a 

project.  Depending upon the significance threshold applicable to a particular topic, it 

may be appropriate to compare peaks to peaks, averages to averages, or minimums to 

                                                 
1
See, Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 

Cal. App. 4
th

 327, 344.  The Court determined that where it can be found that a project did not exceed the 

South Coast Air Quality Management’s established air quality significance thresholds, the City of Chula 

Vista properly concluded that the project would not cause a significant environmental effect, nor result in a 

cumulatively considerable increase in these pollutants.   
2
 See, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, South Coast AQMD, May 1993, pages 6-1 through 6-2.   

3
 See, Communities for a Better Environment, 48 Cal. 4

th
 at 328 (“in some circumstances, peak impacts or 

recurring periods of scarcity may be as important environmentally as average conditions.”) 
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minimums, but comparisons across different time periods lead to false conclusions.  

Here, as discussed in detail in Responses 1-48 and 1-69, the relevant significance 

threshold is peak day, and so the pre-project peak daily emissions are compared to the 

post-project peak daily emissions to determine the effect of the Project.   

 

The comment suggests that the Supreme Court held in CBE v. SCAQMD that CEQA 

prohibits use of peak emissions for the baseline.  CBE v. SCAQMD did no such thing.  

The case disallowed the use of a baseline based on the maximum level of activity or 

emissions allowed in a permit, where the simultaneous peak operation of multiple pieces 

of equipment was not achieved.  Indeed, the Court expressly stated that peak impacts may 

be as important as averages:  "[T]he date for establishing baseline cannot be a rigid one.  

Environmental conditions may vary from year to year and in some cases it is necessary to 

consider conditions over a range of time periods.  In some circumstances, peak impacts or 

recurring periods of resource scarcity may be as important environmentally as average 

conditions."  48 Cal.4
th

 at 328.  The South Coast AQMD has carefully considered the 

entirety of the Supreme Court opinion in determining the appropriate baseline for the 

ULSD Project. 

 

Response 4-6   

 

Comment 4-6 quotes CEQA’s requirements for the preparation of the baseline period, 

which is to normally use the physical conditions at the time the NOP is published and 

recognizes that in some cases is necessary to consider conditions over a range of time 

periods.  The comment alleges that the 2014 Draft EIR used a range of time periods and 

that average conditions must generally be used, unless the agency can support use of a 

different calculation method with substantial evidence. 

 

See Responses 1-3, 1-7, and 1-9.  The Supreme Court's discussion in CBE v. SCAQMD 

guided the preparation of the EIR.  The Supreme Court noted statements of the South 

Coast AQMD and Phillips 66 that refinery operations are complex and variable.  48 Cal. 

4
th

 at 327.  The Supreme Court left to the South Coast AQMD's discretion the technical 

questions regarding how to measure the baseline for existing refinery operations, so long 

as it is supported by substantial evidence:  "We do not attempt here to answer any 

technical questions as to how existing refinery operations should be measured for 

baseline purposes in this case or how similar baseline conditions should be measured in 

future cases…  Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines mandates a uniform, inflexible 

rule for determination of the existing conditions baseline.  Rather, an agency enjoys the 

discretion to decide, in the first instance, exactly how the existing physical conditions 

without the project can most realistically be measured, subject to review, as with all 

CEQA factual determinations, for support by substantial evidence."  48 Cal. 4
th

 at 327, 

328.  The Supreme Court also stated that, in preparing the EIR, the South Coast AQMD 

is not required to use the same measurement method as used in the Negative Declaration:  

"The District is not necessarily required to use the same measurement method in the EIR 

as in the Negative Declaration.  Whatever method the District uses, however, the 

comparison must be between existing physical conditions without the [ULSD] Project 
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and the conditions expected to be produced by the project."  48 Cal. 4
th

 at 328.  The Draft 

EIR does not use either the permitted maximum levels as baseline, or the worst case 

assumption and theoretical calculation regarding the source of the steam required for the 

project that were used in the 2004/2005 CEQA documents.   

 

Comment 4-6 portrays CBE v. SCAQMD as holding that average baseline conditions are 

the norm and that use of peak baseline conditions is an alternative methodology that 

requires special justification.  This is not what the Supreme Court held in CBE v. 

SCAQMD.  The Supreme Court reiterated that CEQA requires a lead agency to normally 

use a measure of physical conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation is published or 

environmental review is commenced.  Use of physical conditions at any other time – 

regardless whether it is average or peak – must be explained by the lead agency and 

supported by substantial evidence.  Nothing in the Supreme Court’s decision expresses a 

preference for averages or peaks.  Here, the South Coast AQMD has examined two years 

of pre-project data to determine the most representative baseline conditions, in light of 

signficiance thresholds stated in terms of pounds of emissions per day.  The South Coast 

AQMD explained its rationale and the data in the Draft EIR and again in these responses.   

 

The comment incorrectly asserts that the Draft EIR uses a hypothetical baseline.  As 

stated on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR, the 2002-2003 time period is considered to be the 

pre-ULSD Project of baseline conditions for Refinery operations as this represents the 

timeframe immediately prior to commencement of the environmental analysis for the 

ULSD Project and was prior to the construction and operation of the ULSD Project.  

Therefore, the baseline used in the EIR was the peak daily actual refinery emissions in 

the 2002-2003 timeframe.  These facts constitute substantial evidence, as directed by the 

Supreme Court. 

 

See Response 1-48, 1-53, 1-69, and 4-5 which summarize the reasons that the baseline 

approach used in the 2014 Draft EIR is appropriate, including the use of peak emissions. 

 

Response 4-7 

 

Comment 4-7 states that the baseline is flawed as it failed to identify the  baseline years 

for key project equipment and no data are provided to support the selection of 2002-2003 

as the baseline year.  As stated on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR, the 2002-2003 time period 

is considered to be the pre-ULSD Project of baseline conditions for Refinery operations 

as this represents the timeframe prior to commencement of the environmental analysis for 

the ULSD Project and was prior to the construction and operation of the ULSD Project.  

Therefore, the baseline used in the EIR was the peak day actual refinery emissions in the 

2002-2003 timeframe.  With regard to establishing the baseline in general, refer to Draft 

EIR pages 3-1 and 3-2 and Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-48, 1-50, 1-53, 1-69, 1-73, 

and 4-6.   
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Response 4-8 

 

Comment 4-8 indicates that the 2000 through 2013 data reported in Table 3.1-3 of the 

2014 Draft EIR is not appropriate for baseline determination period and that the use of 

total Refinery emissions data could mask increases from smaller units.  As explained in 

Response 1-9, The Draft EIR presents a wide range of information regarding the 

environmental setting for air quality.  For example, the recent background air quality data 

presented in Table 3.1-2 of the 2014 Draft EIR includes information regarding actual air 

quality based on short-term measurements of one hour or 8 hours, and also includes 24 

hour and annual averages from 2001 through 2012.  Table 3.1-3 of the 2014 Draft EIR 

presents the reported annual emissions (tons per year) from the Refinery from 2000 

through 2013.  This allows the reader to see the Refinery's total contribution in any year 

as well as to see changes or trends over time for the Refinery as a whole.  However, this 

information was not used to determine baseline emissions for purposes of the impact 

analysis.  The Draft EIR uses a baseline period of two years preceding the 

commencement of environmental review (years 2002-2003).  With regard to establishing 

the baseline, refer to Draft EIR pages 3-1 and 3-2 and Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-

48, 1-50, 1-53, 1-69, 1-71, 1-73, and 4-6.   

 

Comment 4-8 further asserts that the Draft EIR “should have provided more specific 

baseline data on the maximum potential to emit for diesel production that the Project 

allows.”  The comment is unclear in that it appears to demand baseline data for the post-

project period rather than the pre-project period.  It should be noted, however, that the 

maximum potential to emit for diesel production in the pre-project period is represented 

by maximum operations allowed under the South Coast AQMD permits for the various 

pieces of equipment, and this is precisely the approach invalidated by the Supreme Court 

in CBE v. SCAQMD.  The Draft EIR uses actual emissions in the pre-project period to 

establish the baseline environmental conditions.   

 

Response 4-9 

 

Comment 4-9 indicates that the post-project emissions are flawed and references 

comments made by Phyllis Fox that claim the post-project emissions were based on 

annual average emissions rather than the maximum potential to emit.   

 

See Response 1-45 which discusses the post-project emissions calculations.  Table 5 of 

Response 1-45 outlines the calculation methodologies used for all emission estimates.  

Note that the peak/maximum equipment operation associated with the ULSD Project was 

used for all emission calculations, except for the estimated hydrogen production.  The 

Final EIR has been revised to include the peak hydrogen use, as opposed to the  average 

hydrogen use.  For more details on the methodologies to determine emissions from the 

replacement heater, refer to Responses to Comments 1-62 and 1-63.  Relative to 

methodologies to determine emissions from hydrogen production, refer to Responses to 

Comments 1-54, 1-55, 1-56, 1-58, 1-59, 1-60, and 1-61.  Relative to methodologies to 

determine electrical demand, refer to Responses to Comments 1-74, 1-75, 1-76, and 1-77.  
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Relative to methodologies to determine steam production, refer to Responses to 

Comments 1-3, 1-78, 1-80, and 1-81. 

 

Finally Comment 4-9 repeats claims made by Phyllis Fox that the Title V permit did not 

provide emission limits as stated in the EIR.  Heater B-401 and associated conditions and 

emissions limits have been included in Section H (Permit to Construct) of the Title V 

permit since 2005.  Once the construction and source testing was completed for the 

equipment, the permit was converted from a Permit to Construct to a Permit to Operate.  

Please note that Section D (Permit to Operate) of the August 31, 2017 Title V permit 

includes Heater B-401.  The applicable portions of the 2017 Title V permit are provided 

in Attachment 3 to these Responses to  Comments.  As explained in Responses 1-61, 1-

62, 1-63, and 1-64, the Title V permit limits the concentrations of CO (10 ppmv), NOx (5 

ppmv), and SOx (sulfur limited to 40 ppm in the fuel gas) from Heater B-401 and limits 

the maximum firing rate of the heater.  Emissions of VOC, PM10 and PM2.5 are limited 

in the South Coast AQMD Title V permit by limiting the maximum firing rate of Heater 

B-401 to 34 mmBtu/hr (see Section H page 25, of the September 25, 2017 Title V permit, 

Condition C1.26, the applicable portions of which are included in Attachment 3). 

 

Response 4-10 

 

Comment 4-10 repeats claims made by Phyllis Fox that the Draft EIR failed to state a 

basis for selecting 2006-08 as the appropriate post-project time period and that the EIR 

used recession year data to estimate emissions and the post-project emissions are 

erroneous.   

 

As explained in Responses to Comment 1-53 and 1-56, this comment incorrectly asserts 

that the Draft EIR did not state any basis for selecting the years 2006 through 2008 as the 

post-project.  In Section 3.1 of the Draft and Final EIRs, the following rationale is given 

for why the years 2006 through 2008 were selected as the post-project period. 

 

Since the ULSD Project went through start-up and de-bugging procedures 

in April 2006, the “post-project” period is considered to be May 2006 and 

thereafter. For the purposes of evaluating air quality impacts from the 

ULSD Project, the “post-project” period for the ULSD Project is May 

2006 through April 2008. This period length was selected in order to 

compare an equivalent period of time, two years of operation, to the 

baseline conditions, which were developed using two years (2002 – 2003) 

of historical data. A two year period allows the data to reflect the various 

changes in operation such as shut down for maintenance, market demands, 

etc. Where available data did not precisely match these pre- and post-

Project periods, the impact analysis relies on the best available match. 

 

In addition to the above, the baseline and the post project periods were selected to avoid 

other events and refinery changes that would have obscured the emissions consequences 

of the project.  In particular (as discussed in Response 1-9), in November 2001 flue gas 
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recirculation was added to Boiler 7, reducing NOx emissions from about 85 ppm to about 

46 ppm (a 46 percent reduction, based on RECLAIM data).  If a longer pre-project period 

were used for the baseline, the baseline emissions would appear to be substantially higher 

because the baseline would have included many months when Boiler 7 was operating 

without the added controls.  A Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) air pollution control 

unit was added in December 2008, reducing NOx from 46 ppm to 11 ppm (an 82 percent 

reduction).  If a longer post-project period were used, the post-project period would 

appear to have substantially lower emissions because it would include many months of 

operation of Boiler 7 at very low emissions rates due to the SCR unit.  The combined 

effect of using a higher baseline and lower post-project emissions would be to shrink the 

emissions attributed to the project.  The baseline pre-project and post-project periods 

were chosen to avoid the change in NOx emissions due to these two refinery 

modifications, which were unrelated to the ULSD Project.  To avoid inappropriate 

influences from these and other independent projects, the South Coast AQMD used an 

approximately two-year period for the pre-project baseline and the post-project period.   

 

With regard to the influence of the recession on post-project emissions, refer to Response 

1-53.  Relative to methodologies to determine emissions from hydrogen production, refer 

to Responses to Comments 1-54, 1-55, 1-56, 1-58, 1-59, 1-60, and 1-61.  For more details 

on the methodologies to determine emissions from the replacement heater, refer to 

Responses to Comments 1-62 and 1-63.  Relative to methodologies to determine 

electrical demand, refer to Responses to Comments 1-74, 1-75, 1-76, and 1-77.  Relative 

to methodologies to determine steam production, refer to Responses to comments 1-3, 1-

78 and 1-80. 

 

Response 4-11 

 

Comment 4-11 is a summary comment that summarizes further concerns outlined in 

Comments 4-12 through 4-16.  Comment 4-11 claims that the Draft EIR improperly 

calculated baseline and post project emissions, air quality impacts are underestimated, 

when the emission calculations are corrected air quality impacts would be significant, and 

that significant air quality impacts require mitigation.  Finally, the comment claims that 

the most recent significance criteria and the most “accurate” emissions factors were not 

used in the Draft EIR.   

 

Comment 4-11 repeats claims made previously in the letter and by Phyllis Fox in 

Comment Letter No. 1.  As discussed in Responses 4-6, 4-7, and 4-8, baseline emissions 

were appropriately analyzed.  Also see Response 1-48, 1-69, and 4-5 which summarize 

the reasons that the baseline approach used in the 2014 Draft EIR is appropriate. 

 

As discussed in Responses 4-9 and 4-10, the Draft EIR did not underestimate air quality 

impacts associated with the proposed project, with the exception of hydrogen production.  

Note that the peak/maximum equipment operation was used for all post-project emission 

calculations, except for the estimated hydrogen production.  The Final EIR has been 

revised to include the peak hydrogen use, as opposed to the  average hydrogen use.  
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Therefore, emission associated with the project have not been underestimated and are not 

expected to be significant.  Relative to methodologies to determine emissions from 

hydrogen production, refer to Responses to Comments 1-54, 1-55, 1-56, 1-58, 1-59, 1-60, 

and 1-61.  For more details on the methodologies to determine emissions from the 

replacement heater, refer to Responses to Comments 1-62 and 1-63.  Relative to 

methodologies to determine electrical demand, refer to Responses to Comments 1-74, 1-

75, 1-76, and 1-77.  Relative to methodologies to determine steam production, refer to 

Responses to comments 1-3, 1-78 and 1-80. 

 

As explained in Response 1-43, contrary to the opinion of Phyllis Fox, the Draft EIR 

used the most recent significance criteria adopted by the South Coast AQMD.  Table 3.3-

6 in the 2014 Draft EIR contains the most current air quality significance thresholds 

adopted by the South Coast AQMD Governing Board.  Mass daily significance 

thresholds for criteria pollutants provided in the 1993 Handbook were adopted by the 

South Coast AQMD Governing Board in 1993.  Several air quality significance 

thresholds identified in the 1993 Handbook have been revised by the South Coast AQMD 

Governing Board over the years, or additional thresholds adopted, to reflect the latest 

pollutant standards or attainment status of the region.  For example, changes to the 

significance thresholds in the 1993 Handbook include developing and adopting a mass 

daily significance threshold for PM2.5, which was approved by the South Coast AQMD 

Governing Board in October 2006 (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-

quality-analysis-handbook/pm-2-5-significance-thresholds-and-calculation-

methodology).  This PM2.5 significance threshold has been used by South Coast AQMD 

and has been recommended for use by other public agencies evaluating air quality 

impacts since that time.  Other significance thresholds adopted by the South Coast 

AQMD and included in Table 3.3-6 of the 2014 Draft EIR include localized significance 

thresholds for NO2, PM10, PM2.5, and CO, adopted by the South Coast AQMD 

Governing Board in July 2003 (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/governing-board/agendas-

minutes).  As a result, the significance thresholds identified in Table 3.3-6 in the 2014 

Draft EIR are accurate and reflect the most current air quality significance thresholds 

used by the South Coast AQMD and recommended for use by other public agencies.  

Applying these current significance criteria, the South Coast AQMD concluded that the 

Project would not result in significant adverse air quality impacts, and so no mitigation is 

required under CEQA.  Even so, the South Coast AQMD will impose Mitigation 

Measure AQ-1, which contains specific reporting requirements, to ensure that the 

Refinery operations are consistent with the assumptions upon which the air quality 

analysis is based. 

 

Response 4-12 

 

Comment 4-12 claims that the 2014 Draft EIR relied on out-of-date significance criteria 

and failed to include emissions from several sources.  As explained in Response 1-43 and 

Response 4-11, contrary to the opinion of Phyllis Fox, the Draft EIR used the most recent 

significance criteria adopted by the South Coast AQMD.  Comment 4-12 does not 

provide detail regarding the sources that the comment asserts were omitted from the 
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analysis.  If the commenter is referring to lead emissions, please see Response 4-13 and 

4-14, as well as 1-44.  As explained in Response 1-43, the 2014 Draft EIR’s analysis did 

include an evaluation of localized PM2.5 air quality impacts and compared the results to 

an applicable screening threshold.  See Draft EIR Section 3.3.2.3, which includes the 

PM2.5 analysis and the conclusion that localized impacts are less than significant.  An 

additional localized significance threshold modeling completed as part of the Final EIR 

(see Response 1-43 and Final EIR, Appendix D), the ambient air quality analysis for 

Heater B-401, the only stationary combustion sources associated with the ULSD Project.  

The modeling analysis concluded that the ULSD Project results in no significant changes 

in air quality and no exceedances of any state or federal air quality standards for CO, 

NO2, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5.   

 

Response 4-13 

 

Comment 4-13 reiterates claims made by Phyllis Fox, including that: lead emissions 

associated with the project were not calculated, and that this failure as well as other errors 

means the Draft EIR underestimated emissions and significant impacts of NOx.   

 

This comment reiterates Comment 1-44 made by Phyllis Fox regarding lead emissions.  

As discussed in Response 1-44, the 2014 Draft EIR did consider that the ULSD Project 

had the potential to generate lead emissions.  However, using source test data for the 

heaters, it was demonstrated that lead emissions for both the pre-project and post-project 

operations were non-detectable.  In addition, other indirect sources cited in the comment 

do not combust fuels that contain measurable quantities of lead.  Therefore, the comment 

that the Draft EIR is deficient because it did not analyze lead emissions is without merit.  

Further, the commenter did not provide any data or other information supporting the 

assertion that the proposed project has the potential to generate lead emissions. 

 

Response 4-14 

 

The comment reiterates comments provided in Comments 1-45 and 1-59 from Phyllis 

Fox that flare emissions from hydrogen production and other indirect emission sources 

associated with hydrogen production have been omitted.  As discussed in Response 1-59, 

peak emissions from material delivery, truck transport, worker travel, and flaring 

associated with hydrogen production have already been accounted for in the 1998 Final 

EIR for the Air Products Hydrogen Plant.  In addition, as noted in Response 1-45, 

assigining all daily emissions from indirect sources to the ULSD Project is inappropriate 

and obscures the actual contribution of indirect emission impacts from the ULSD Project, 

as the amount of hydrogen used by the ULSD Project is one to four percent of the total 

Air Products hydrogen production.  As shown in Table 13 (see Response 1-59), the actual 

total emissions of NOx from the operation of the Air Products Hydrogen Plant (including 

flaring emissions) ranged from about 35.3 to 75.5 lbs/day as opposed to the NOx 

emissions estimated in Comment 1-59, Table 1 of 240 lbs/day.  Therefore, the emissions 

estimated by Phyllis Fox in Comment 1-59 and referenced in Comment 4-14 are 
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incorrect.  Also, see Response 1-60 regarding the appropriate U.S. EPA emission factors 

for flares. 

 

Response 4-15 

 

Comment 4-15 reiterates comments provided by Phyllis Fox in Comment 1-67 regarding 

NOx emissions from startup and shutdown operations.  As discussed in Response 1-67, 

the average NOx emissions for fully operational days, when the SCR would be in full 

use, was 1.5 lbs/day.  The average NOx emissions on start-up and shut-down days when 

the SCR would not be in full use was 1.8 lb/day.  Therefore, emissions during start-

up/shutdown were essentially the same as they were when the heater was in full 

operation.  The reason for this is that the heater is operating at much less than full 

operation during start-up/shut-down days.  When the heater is fully operational, the SCR 

is in full use and NOx emissions are fully controlled.  In addition, the NOx emissions 

from Heater B-401 on the peak start-up/shut-down day (4.9 lbs/day on June 29, 2006) 

remained below the estimated peak NOx emissions of 5 lbs/day (4.96 lbs/day) in the EIR.  

Also, as shown in Table 16 (see Response 1-67) the overall NOx emissions associated 

with the ULSD Project is estimated to be 7 to 13 lbs per day, well below the South Coast 

AQMD significance threshold of 55 lbs per day.  See Response 1-67 for further details. 

 

Response 4-16 

 

Comment 4-16 reiterates comments provided by Phyllis Fox in Comment 1-54, that 

aggregated data from Units 89 and Unit 90 can mask increased use of hydrogen and the 

emissions generated in Unit 90.  As discussed in Response 1-54, the baseline hydrogen 

demand in Units 89 and 90 was based on monitoring data of hydrogen use in 2002-2003 

for the two units combined because the hydrogen use for each unit was not monitored 

separately and the hydrogen use for each unit cannot be “disaggregated” as suggested in 

this comment.  The total increase in hydrogen used by Units 89 and 90 combined 

between the pre-project and the post-project periods was attributed to the Unit 90 for 

ULSD Project because no physical or operational modifications were made to Unit 89 as 

part of the ULSD Project or any other project during the post-project time period. The 

Draft EIR clearly states that the overall use of hydrogen increased over the baseline 

period by about 511 million standard cubic feet per year (mmscf/year) or about 1.40 

mmscf/day (see Appendix B). The analysis included the conservative assumption that all 

of the increase in hydrogen use was attributed to the ULSD Project (Unit 90 hydrogen 

demand increase). The assumption is considered to be conservative because any increase 

in hydrogen demand compared to the baseline, regardless if it is from Unit 89 and/or Unit 

90, is attributed to the ULSD Project.  However, the estimated increase in hydrogen use 

in the Draft EIR was based on actual average conditions.  The Final EIR has been revised 

to include emission estimates for peak hydrogen use as well as average hydrogen use and 

detailed emission calculations can be found in Appendix B of the Final EIR.  The actual 

increase in peak day hydrogen demand for Units 89 and 90 combined was calculated as 

the difference between the pre-project peak day from 2002-2003 (13.12 mmscf on June 

26, 2002) and the post-project peak day from 2006-2008 (16.96 mmscf on October 23, 
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2007), or 3.84 mmscf.  This increase of 3.84 mmscf was attributed solely to Unit 90 to 

ensure the worst-case demand was attributed to the ULSD Project.  The average actual 

emissions as shown in the Draft EIR and the peak hydrogen production emissions are 

shown in Table 11 (see Response 1-54).  The Final EIR has been revised to include the 

peak hydrogen production emission estimates as well as the average hydrogen production 

emission estimates. 

 

This comment also incorporates by reference the assertions in the technical report 

prepared by Phyllis Fox that the Draft EIR underestimated emissions, including indirect 

emissions.  Please see Responses to Comments 1-38 through 1-82 for responses to the 

comments raised by Phyllis Fox. 

 

Response 4-17 

 

Comment 4-17 reiterates issues raised by Phyllis Fox that the NOx emissions in the Draft 

EIR were underestimated, and that feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce 

these emissions were not provided.  The comment further states that the Basin is out of 

compliance with the ozone and PM2.5 standards and additional NOx reductions are 

needed to meet ambient air quality standards.  Please see Responses to Comments 1-38 

through 1-82 for responses to the comments raised by Phyllis Fox.  As discussed in 

Response 1-67, minor revisions have been made to emission calculations in the Draft EIR 

based on comments received on the Draft EIR.  Those revised emissions are summarized 

in Table 16 (see Response 1-67) and the emissions for the ULSD Project would remain 

below the significance thresholds for all pollutants, including NOx.  Since the ULSD 

Project-related air emission increases would be less than significant, no mitigation 

measures or alternatives are required for the ULSD Project.   

 

Also, the ULSD Project was implemented to comply with the U.S. EPA’s diesel fuel 

standards that required refiners to sell highway diesel fuel that meets a maximum sulfur 

standard of 15 ppmw.  Compliance with the U.S. EPA sulfur standards reduced SOx and 

sulfate emissions from mobile sources in California; allowed for the widespread use of 

particulate filters to reduce particulate matter emissions; and resulted in a reduction in 

diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions and the related health risk associated with 

DPM emissions.   

 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) studied the impact of implementing the 

ULSD regulations and implemented them to help comply with ambient air quality 

standards.  These studies indicate that reducing sulfur content, aromatic hydrocarbon 

content, and specific gravity and increasing cetane number reduces PM emissions. They 

also show that reducing aromatic hydrocarbon content and specific gravity and increasing 

cetane number reduces NOx emissions from diesel engines. The California diesel fuel 

regulations reduce emissions of PM and NOx because they limit the sulfur and aromatic 

hydrocarbons content of diesel or require changes to other properties that produce 

equivalent emission benefits. The studies reviewed confirm that this flexibility is possible 

because emission benefits accrue not only from the reduction in the content of sulfur and 
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aromatic hydrocarbons in diesel fuel, but also from the lower specific gravity and higher 

cetane number of complying alternative diesel fuel formulations. This interrelationship of 

multiple diesel fuel properties that affect emissions enables fuel producers to employ 

considerable flexibility in formulating California diesel fuel, so long as their alternative 

formulations provide the same environmental benefits as defined reference fuels.
4
  CARB 

estimated that the ULSD emission standards would result in NOx emission reductions of 

approximately 100 tons per year in 2005 to about 35 tons per year in 2020.  CARB 

estimated that the particulate matter emission reductions in California are expected to 

range from about 16 tons per year in 2005 to about seven tons per year in 2020.  A 72% 

reduction in non-methane hydrocarbon emissions was also predicted.  The ULSD 

standards applied to all medium-duty and heavy-duty diesel engines produced for sale in 

California in the 2007 and subsequent model years. The ULSD requirements also enabled 

the retrofitting of existing diesel engines with control devices that reduce PM emissions.  

CARB staff estimated the full implementation of the measures resulted in an overall 85 

percent reduction in the diesel PM inventory and the associated potential cancer risk for 

2020, when compared to the diesel PM inventory and risk in 2003.   Therefore, 

implementation of the ULSD requirements, including the Phillips 66 ULSD Project, 

accomplished the goal of reducing emissions from mobile sources, resulting in a large 

reduction in emissions from mobile sources.  These reductions are critical to the South 

Coast AQMD’s efforts to achieve the ambient air quality standards mentioned in the 

comment. 

 

Response 4-18 

 

Comment 4-18 asserts that another way the Draft EIR underestimates project emissions is 

by not disclosing a change in the refinery’s crude slate.  The comment argues that this 

undisclosed change in crude slate will include high sulfur “cost advantaged crude.”  

These crudes, according to the comment, are associated with increased hazard risks and 

air quality impacts that may be significant. 

 

The Phillips 66 refinery has operated more than ten years following completion of the 

project without any evidence that the project has caused harm to the environment, worker 

health, the surrounding community or the local economy, and the comment letter 

provides no evidence of such harm.  With the exception of the emissions baseline issue 

identified by the Supreme Court, it is too late to raise issues regarding the adequacy of 

the environmental review of the ULSD Project, including the opinion that the ULSD 

Project would shift the quality of the crude slate.  Further, the commenter provided no 

evidence to support the claim that the ULSD Project would result in a change in crude 

slate.  The CEQA analysis for the ULSD Project was initially completed in 2004 and 

2005 with the approval of the Negative Declaration, Addendum and Subsequent Negative 

Declaration.  Any issue not raised in a petition for writ of mandate challenging the 

2004/2005 approvals is foreclosed by the statute of limitations.  Pub. Res. Code § 21167.   

In addition, some of the topics mentioned in the comment were raised in timely petitions 

                                                 
4
 CARB, 2003.  Proposed Amendments to the California Diesel Fuel Regulations.  Staff Report:  Initial 

Statement of Reasons, June 6, 2003.   Available at https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/ulsd2003/isor.pdf 
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for writ of mandate filed in 2004 and 2005, but were rejected by the Superior Court or the 

Court of Appeal.  Therefore, this EIR is limited to the single issue for which the Supreme 

Court ordered remand. 

 

Regardless, hazardous materials and hazardous processes (including the risk of injury or 

death and catastrophic events) were evaluated in the 2004 Negative Declaration at pages 

2-27 through 2-31; Appendix B; and Response 1-5 on page C-29 in Appendix C.  

Hazardous materials and hazardous processes (including the risk of injury or death and 

catastrophic events) were evaluated in the 2005 Supplemental Negative Declaration at 

pages 2-23 to 2-33 and Appendix B.  In Superior Court Case No. BS091276, the 

petitioners challenged the adequacy of the analysis with respect to exposure of 

construction workers to high levels of toxic chemicals during site excavation and 

earthmoving activities, and exposing commenters, construction workers and nearby 

residents to increased risk of exposure to aqueous and anhydrous ammonia from the 

increased transportation to the Wilmington Refinery, and use and storage at the 

Wilmington Refinery of aqueous and anhydrous ammonia.  See, e.g., Fourth Amended 

Petition for Writ of Mandate, paragraphs 7.b., 7.f., 68.d, 69, 85.c. through 85.e., 97-104, 

114.d., 164.a., 205.c. through 205.f., and 212-217 at pages 3-4, 14-15, 17, 19, 21, 28, and 

35-37.  The Superior Court rejected the petitioner’s argument that the hazards analysis 

was deficient.  See Order Denying Motions for Peremptory Writ of Mandate and 

Statement of Decision filed August 1, 2005, pages 22-24; and Order Denying Petition for 

Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Statement of Decision filed June 12, 2006, pages 14-22.  

The petitioners opted not to seek appellate review of the Superior Court's decision on this 

topic.  Accordingly, the decision of the Superior Court is res judicata with respect to the 

hazards issues litigated.  The petitioner had the opportunity to challenge other aspects of 

the hazards analysis in that litigation, and did not do so.  It is now too late to raise new 

issues related to hazards.  

 

Health and safety hazards were discussed in the 2004 Negative Declaration: at pages 2-11 

to 2-12 for exposure to air toxics; pages 2-28 to 2-29 and Appendix B for exposure to 

hazards and hazardous materials, etc.; and Response 1-33 on pages C-56 to C-57 for 

worker safety.  In the 2005 Supplemental Negative Declaration health and safety hazards 

were discussed:  at pages 2-13 and 2-14 for exposure to air toxics; at pages 2-25 to 2-28 

and Appendix B for exposure to hazards and hazardous materials, etc.; and at page 2-26 

for worker exposure to soil contamination and Response 1-19 on page C-30 of Appendix 

C.  In Superior Court Case No. BS091276, in addition to the impacts described above 

with respect to hazards, the petitioners asserted that the CEQA documents failed to 

adequately analyze potential impacts with respect to increased cancer risk.  See Fourth 

Amended Petition for Writ of Mandate, paragraph 164.c., page 28.  Except as noted, the 

petitioner opted not to press its other challenges and/or to seek appellate review of the 

Superior Court's decision.  Accordingly, the prior CEQA documents are final and the 

decision of the Superior Court is res judicata with respect to all these health and safety 

issues.  The petitioner had the opportunity to challenge other aspects of the safety 

analysis in that litigation, and did not do so.  It is now too late to raise new issues related 

to safety. 
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Response 4-19 

 

Comment 4-19 identifies that the concerns raised in Comment 4-18 were first raised in a 

comment letter previously submitted in conjunction with the South Coast AQMD’s 

proposed Notice of Intent to adopt a Negative Declaration for a different project, the 

Phillips 66 Carson Plant Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project.  Further, the comment states 

that impacts evaluated at the Carson or Wilmington facilities should be evaluated for both 

facilities because the two facilities are connected via pipelines. The comment specifically 

calls out “advantaged” crudes as needing to be addressed for potential impacts at both 

facilities. 

 

As discussed in Response 4-18, with the exception of the emissions baseline issue 

identified by the Supreme Court, it is too late to raise new issues regarding the adequacy 

of the environmental review of the ULSD Project, including the opinion that the ULSD 

Project would shift the quality of the crude slate.  Further, the commenter provided no 

evidence to support the claim that the ULSD Project would result in a change in crude 

slate.  The CEQA analysis for the ULSD Project was initially completed in 2004 and 

2005 with the approval of the Negative Declaration, Addendum and Subsequent Negative 

Declaration.  Any issue not raised in a petition for writ of mandate challenging the 

2004/2005 approvals is foreclosed by the statute of limitations.  Pub. Res. Code § 21167.   

Therefore, this EIR is limited to the single issue for which the Supreme Court ordered 

remand. 

 

Moreover, the commenter’s assertion that the Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project would 

cause a change in the refinery’s crude slate was itself rejected for lack of evidence.  The 

trial court found: 

 

Petitioner [CBE] cites to no direct evidence in the record that the changes 

in storage capacity will impact LARC’s [Los Angeles Refinery – Carson 

Plant’s] crude blend.  Instead, Petitioner relies on Real Party’s [Phillips 

66’s] 2012 Annual Report and a news report.  This evidence merely 

indicates that Real Party’s corporate strategy involves the increased 

exploitation of “cost-advantaged” crudes.  It does not suggest that the 

proposed project description – which concerns increased refinery storage 

and oil throughput capacity, as well as the facilitation of marine 

supertanker offloading, and does not include any new chemical processing 

facilities – is impermissibly incomplete or inaccurate because it does not 

discuss an alteration to the mixture of crudes that Petitioner speculates will 

occur.  Indeed, as Petitioner notes, the specifically discussed crudes are 

primarily transported to the Los Angeles area by rail, but the project does 

not expand the LARC’s rail facilities and further prohibits rail delivery of 

crudes for the primary new and expanded tanks, limiting their storage to 

crudes delivered by marine vessels.  Accordingly, alteration of the blend 

of cride oils processed by the LARC facility is not a reasonably 
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foreseeable activity attributed to the Project and its omission does not 

render the project description incomplete. 

 

Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BS153472, Ruling on Submitted Matter, October 

5, 2015, pages 15-16 (administrative record citations omitted).  The court further 

observed:  “The evidence in the record merely indicates Real Party’s general corporate 

plan to utilize cheaper crudes.  The connection between the general corporate plan and 

the Project is speculation by Petitioner.”  The petitioner also lost this argument at the 

Court of Appeals.  Similarly, the commenter here speculates but provides no evidence 

that a corporate crude purchasing strategy discussed in 2012 has any connection to the 

ULSD Project, for which construction and start-up was completed many years earlier. 

 

Response 4-20 

 

Comment 4-20 claims that components in the Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project 

Negative Declaration and similar such components in the ULSD Project will allow the 

Phillips Refinery to process heavier crude oils.  The comment  states that these 

modifications would “debottleneck” the Refinery, which is not stated or analyzed in the 

Draft EIR. 

 

As discussed in Response 4-18, with the exception of the emissions baseline issue 

identified by the Supreme Court, it is too late to raise new issues regarding the adequacy 

of the environmental review of the ULSD Project, including the commenter’s opinion 

that the ULSD Project would shift the quality of the crude slate to “cost-advantaged” 

crudes and debottleneck the Refinery, along with a separate project that was permitted 

and built about 7-8 years after the ULSD Project was operational.  Further, the 

commenter provided no evidence to support the claim that the ULSD Project would result 

in a change in crude slate.  The CEQA analysis for the ULSD Project was initially 

completed in 2004 and 2005 with the approval of the Negative Declaration, Addendum 

and Subsequent Negative Declaration.  Any issue not raised in a petition for writ of 

mandate challenging the 2004/2005 approvals is foreclosed by the statute of limitations.  

Pub. Res. Code § 21167.   Therefore, this EIR is limited to the single issue for which the 

Supreme Court ordered remand. 

 

Response 4-21 

 

Comment 4-21 quotes the ULSD Project Draft EIR Executive Summary in discussing 

temperature monitoring and control valve modifications.  The comment claims that 

temperature changes and potential impacts regarding to temperature changes were not 

fully analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Additionally, the comment claims that the ULSD Draft 

EIR is being used to incorporate project components of the Crude Oil Storage Capacity 

Modifications project, thereby piece-mealing CEQA impacts and/or providing an 

incomplete project description 
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Comment 4-21 quotes the ULSD Project Draft EIR Executive Summary in discussing the 

temperature monitoring and control volve modifications.  Further details on this portion 

of the ULSD Project are provided in the Chapter 2 – Project Description, subsection 2.6 

which provides more details on the installation of temperature monitoring equipment (see 

page 2-9):   

 

The Carson Plant processes straightrun diesel or heavy gas oil feed in the Unit 90, 

which contains sulfur species that are some of the most difficult to hydrotreat.  To 

reduce sulfur content in the feed and maintain a desirable catalyst life, the crude 

column needed to be capable of controlling the temperature between 650 and 

700°F.  The ULSD Project included the installation of temperature monitoring 

equipment (thermocouples) and flow control valves in order to improve crude 

distillation operations and minimize the high sulfur portion of the distilled crude 

routed to Unit 90.  This allowed the crude column to be operated on advanced 

computer control within the existing Crude Unit throughput capacity rate.   

 

The 2004 Final Negative Declaration ULSD Project included an analysis of the 

physical modifications associated with the changes at the Carson Plant, which 

were concluded to be very minor.  No major construction activities were required 

and these changes were incorporated into a normally scheduled refinery 

turnaround (i.e., refinery shutdown for routine maintenance) or into regular, 

ongoing maintenance activities.  Maintenance workers performed the minor 

installation of pre-manufactured equipment (thermocouples and modify existing 

control valves) that were required to the unit.  These changes did not result in 

physical impacts to any environmental topic identified in the environmental 

checklist in Chapter 2 of the 2004 Final Negative Declaration, so the 

environmental evaluation in this EIR is limited to the Wilmington Plant (CEQA 

Guidelines §15064(d)(1)). 

 

Therefore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, the thermocouples were needed to:  (1) allow 

the crude column to be computer operated; (2) to better maintain optimum operating 

temperatures between 650 and 700 
o
F (no change in operating temperatures or conditions, 

but it allowed the refinery the ability to control the temperature to a specific ranges); (3) 

to minimize the potential for high sulfur streams to be sent to Unit 90 which would 

impact the ability of the Unit to produce low sulfur diesel fuel.  As stated in the Draft 

EIR, these changes did not result in physical impacts to any environmental topic 

identified in the environmental checklist in Chapter 2 of the 2004 Final Negative 

Declaration, so the environmental evaluation in this EIR is limited to the Wilmington 

Plant (CEQA Guidelines §15064(d)(1)). 

 

As discussed in Response 4-18, with the exception of the emissions baseline issue 

identified by the Supreme Court, it is too late to raise new issues regarding the adequacy 

of the environmental review of the ULSD Project, including the comments raised by the 

commenter on another project.  Thc commenter litgated the Phillips 66 Crude Oil Storage 

Capacity Modification Negative Declaration and all of the arguments raised by the 
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commenter on that project – including claims of piecemeal environmental review – were 

rejected by the trial court and Court of Appeal (see Communities for a Better 

Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District, Case No. B269258, Court 

of Appeal of the State of California, Second Appellate District, decision filed March 13, 

2017 (unpublished decision)).  The CEQA analysis for the ULSD Project was initially 

completed in 2004 and 2005 with the approval of the Negative Declaration, Addendum 

and Subsequent Negative Declaration.  Any issue not raised in a petition for writ of 

mandate challenging the 2004/2005 approvals is foreclosed by the statute of limitations.  

Pub. Res. Code § 21167.   Therefore, this EIR is limited to the single issue for which the 

Supreme Court ordered remand. 

 

Response 4-22 

 

Comment 4-22 claims that due to changes in crude slate, the Draft EIR does not fully 

identify, analyze, and mitigate when necessary, the direct and indirect cumulative impacts 

of the proposed project. 

 

As discussed in Response 4-18, with the exception of the emissions baseline issue 

identified by the Supreme Court, it is too late to raise new issues regarding the adequacy 

of the environmental review of the ULSD Project, including the opinion that the ULSD 

Project would shift the quality of the crude slate.  Further, the commenter provided no 

evidence to support the claim that the ULSD Project would result in a change in crude 

slate.  The CEQA analysis for the ULSD Project was initially completed in 2004 and 

2005 with the approval of the Negative Declaration, Addendum and Subsequent Negative 

Declaration.  Any issue not raised in a petition for writ of mandate challenging the 

2004/2005 approvals is foreclosed by the statute of limitations.  Pub. Res. Code § 21167.   

Therefore, this EIR is limited to the single issue for which the Supreme Court ordered 

remand. 

 

The ULSD Project impacts associated with the direct and indirect emissions from the 

project have been evaluated extensively in the Draft EIR and have been modified by 

public comments received on the document.  However, as discussed in the Draft EIR (see 

pages 3-33 through 3-45) and modified in Response to Comments (see Response 1-67, 

Table 16), air emissions associated with the ULSD Project would be less than significant; 

therefore, feasible alternatives and mitigation measures are not required.  As discussed in 

the Draft EIR (see page 4-10), operational emissions from the ULSD Project are 

substantially less than the applicable project-specific operational significance thresholds 

and cumulative Refinery projects have resulted in a net reduction in emissions.  Further, 

as discussed in Response 4-17, CARB estimated that the ULSD emission standards 

would result in NOx emission reductions in California of approximately 100 tons per 

year in 2005 to about 35 tons per year in 2020.  CARB estimated that the particulate 

matter emission reductions in California are expected to range from about 16 tons per 

year in 2005 to about seven tons per year in 2020.  A 72% reduction in non-methane 

hydrocarbon emissions was also predicted.  CARB staff estimated the full 

implementation of the measures resulted in an overall 85 percent reduction in the diesel 
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PM inventory and the associated potential cancer risk for 2020, when compared to the 

diesel PM inventory and risk in 2003.  Therefore, implementation of the ULSD 

requirements, including the Phillips 66 ULSD Project, accomplished the goal of reducing 

emissions from mobile sources, resulting in a large reduction in emissions from mobile 

sources.  These reductions are critical to the South Coast AQMD’s efforts to achieve the 

ambient air quality standards.  Based on the above, operational emissions associated with 

the ULSD Project are not considered to be a cumulatively significant contribution to 

significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts.   

 

Response 4-23 

 

Comment 4-23 states that the localized significance thresholds used in the Draft EIR are 

an insufficient means of making a significance determination for air quality.  The 

comment goes on to state that the District cannot simply stop at comparing the increased 

emissions against significance thresholds, but must consider all factors, including those 

made in the comment letter, should be used to determine the proposed project’s air 

quality impacts.  However, the commenter provides no evidence as to why the 

significance thresholds are inappropriate as applied to the ULSD Project in particular, or 

what other factors or significance thresholds should be used.  Moreover, the District did 

consider air quality impacts in a variety of ways, as described here, which supported the 

conclusion of no significant impact. 

 

As discussed in Response 1-43, Table 3.3-6 in the 2014 Draft EIR contains the most 

current air quality significance thresholds adopted by the South Coast AQMD Governing 

Board.  Mass daily significance thresholds for criteria pollutants provided in the 1993 

Handbook were adopted by the South Coast AQMD Governing Board in 1993.  Several 

air quality significance thresholds identified in the 1993 Handbook have been revised by 

the South Coast AQMD Governing Board over the years, or additional thresholds 

adopted, to reflect the latest pollutant standards or attainment status of the region.  For 

example, changes to the significance thresholds in the 1993 Handbook include 

developing and adopting a mass daily significance threshold for PM2.5, which was 

approved by the South Coast AQMD Governing Board in October 2006 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/pm-2-5-

significance-thresholds-and-calculation-methodology).  This PM2.5 significance 

threshold has been used by South Coast AQMD and has been recommended for use by 

other public agencies evaluating air quality impacts since that time.  Other significance 

thresholds adopted by the South Coast AQMD and included in Table 3.3-6 of the 2014 

Draft EIR include localized significance thresholds for NO2, PM10, PM2.5, and CO, 

adopted by the South Coast AQMD Governing Board in July 2003 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/home/governing-board/agendas-minutes).  As a result, the 

significance thresholds identified in the Draft EIR are accurate and reflect the most 

current air quality significance thresholds used by the South Coast AQMD and 

recommended for use by other public agencies.   
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In addition to the screening analysis that was completed in the Draft EIR, air quality 

modeling for Heater B-401 has been included in the Final EIR (see Appendix D).  The 

peak day emission estimates for Heater B-401 were modeled to determine the potential 

ground level or localized air quality impacts.  The air quality modeling was worst-case 

since it did not account for the emission decreases associated with the removal of Heater 

B-201, which included a decrease of 16.6 lbs/day of CO and 25.52 lbs/day of NOx 

emissions. 

 

The CO 1-hour, CO 8-hour, NO2 1-hour, NO2 annual average, SOx 1-hour, SOx 3-hour, 

SOx 24-hour, and SOx annual average concentrations are combined with the ambient 

background concentrations and compared to the Most Stringent Air Quality Standard 

(State and Federal standards).  The PM10 and PM2.5 24-hour, and PM10 and PM2.5 

annual average concentrations are compared to the Significant Change in Air Quality 

Concentration thresholds established by the South Coast AQMD, due to nonattainment 

status in the South Coast Basin.  Based on the results of air quality modeling, the ambient 

air quality analysis for charge Heater B-401 indicates that the ULSD Project results in no 

significant changes in air quality and no exceedances of any state or federal air quality 

standards for CO, NO2, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5.  Please see Response 1-43 for further 

details.   

 

Regarding information provided in Phyllis Fox’s comments, please see responses 1-38 

through 1-82. 

 

Response 4-24 

 

Comment 4-24 claims that the Draft EIR does not establish a clear baseline, due to a 

“lack of significant information in several areas.” It goes on to say that due to this lack of 

information the public cannot understand or participate in the decision-making process. 

 

The comment does not provide specific information of the “lack of sufficient” baseline 

information and therefore, specific responses are not required.  However, for detailed 

information on the baseline please refer to the Draft EIR at pages 3-1 and 3-2, as well as 

Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73.   

 

Response 4-25  

 

Comment 4-25 expands on the previous comments’ issues; claiming that there is nothing 

in Environmental Settings, Impact, or Mitigation sections that describes the baseline or 

post-project emissions. 

 

The comment is not correct as there is detailed information in the Draft EIR on the 

baseline for the project (see pages 3-1 and 3-2).  Additional information is provided as 

part of the responses to comments.  Please refer to Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-48, 1-

50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-73. 
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Response 4-26 

 

Comment 4-26 claims that the Draft EIR uses the incorrect baseline due to 

inconsistencies in data presentation on tables found on pages 1-10 and 3-33.  The 

comment also claims that the Draft EIR does not present both pre- and post-project 

emissions data and only reports net emissions increases.  The comment notes that pre- 

and post-project emissions are identified in Appendix B but states that these project 

components are too important to “force readers to sift through obscure minutiae or 

appendices.” 

 

As noted in Response 4-25, there is detailed information on the baseline in the Draft EIR 

(see pages 3-1 and 3-2).  Additional information is provided as part of the responses to 

comments.  Please refer to Responses 1-3, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-48, 1-50, 1-69, 1-71, and 1-

73. 

 

The Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with the CEQA statutues and guidelines.  

CEQA Guidelines §15147 requires that “information contained in an EIR shall include 

summarized technical data, maps, plot plans, diagrams, and similar relevant information 

sufficient to permit full assessment of significant impacts by reviewing agencies and 

members of the public.  Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and detail 

in the body of an EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and 

analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR.”  The Draft EIR included a summary 

of the emission calculations in the body of the document and the detailed emission 

calculations in Appendix B, precisely as the CEQA Guidelines §15147 requires.   

 

Response 4-27 

 

Comment 4-27 claims that the Draft EIR’s analysis on cumulative impacts is not  

adequate or complete.  The comment continues to say that the finding that the proposed 

project is not cumatively considerable is not valid because the use of project-specific 

significant thresholds is not valid for a cumulative analysis.  The comment proceeds to 

ask that the project be considered potentially significant for cumulative impacts.  Finally, 

the comment reasserts that the cumulative section of the proposed project should be 

expanded to a larger area, citing legal and environmental justice concerns. 

 

The third paragraph of Comment 4-27 contains a partial quote from the Draft EIR.  The 

Draft EIR states that:  “The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 

would have a significant cumulative impact.  However, the ULSD Project operational 

emissions are substantially less than the SCAQMD project-specific significance 

thresholds (see Table 3.3-7).  Therefore, project-specific air quality impacts associated 

with the operational emissions from the ULSD Project are not considered to be a 

cumulatively considerable contribution to significant adverse cumulative air quality 

impacts.”  Therefore, the Draft EIR did not conclude that the project would result in 

cumulatively significant air quality impacts. 
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The South Coast AQMD has properly evaluated the cumulative impacts associated with 

the proposed project.  As described in the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines § 15130 requires 

that an EIR discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental 

effects are cumulatively considerable.  A “cumulative impact” is an impact that is created 

as a result of the combination of the proposed project together with other projects causing 

related impacts.
5
  “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of the 

individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 

projects, current projects, and probable future projects.
6
  The discussion of cumulative 

impacts should reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but 

the discussion does not need to provide as great detail as is provided for the effects 

attributable to the project alone.
7
  When the combined cumulative impact associated with 

the project’s incremental effect and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR 

need only briefly indicate why the cumulative impact is not significant.
8
 

 

The South Coast AQMD guidance on addressing cumulative impacts for air quality is as 

follows: “As Lead Agency, the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project 

specific and cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an 

Environmental Assessment or EIR.”
9
 “Projects that exceed the project-specific 

significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable.  

This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance thresholds are the same.  

Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds are generally not 

considered to be cumulatively significant.”
10

  This policy is appropriate when addressing 

air quality impacts because project-specific air emissions are already evaluated in the 

South Coast AQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan and regional programs like 

RECLAIM on a cumulative basis in the context of emissions occurring Basin-wide.  

When the impact analysis for a particular environmental resource area examines the 

impact of the project in the context of existing and future conditions that incorporates 

other contributors to that impact, that analysis is cumulative. 

 

The South Coast AQMD’s mission is inherently focused on cumulative impacts.  The 

South Coast AQMD is charged with regulating air emissions so that the ambient air 

quality of the region achieves the federal and state ambient air quality standards.  

Ambient air quality is the product of all of the emissions in the air basin.  For example, 

few if any sources emit ozone directly; rather, the elevated ozone levels in the South 

                                                 
5
 CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)(1).  

6
 CEQA Guidelines § 15065(a)(3). 

7
 CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b). 

8
 CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)(2). 

9
 See South Coast AQMD Cumulative Impacts Working Group White Paper on Potential Control 

Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts From Air Pollution, August 2003, Appendix D, Cumulative 

Impact Analysis Requirements Pursuant to CEQA, at D-3.  Available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/2003/030929a.html. Accessed: August, 2016. 

10
 See Attachment B, South Coast AQMD Cumulative Impacts Working Group White Paper on Potential 

Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts From Air Pollution, August 2003,  Appendix D, 

Cumulative Impact Analysis Requirements Pursuant to CEQA, at D-3.  Available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/2003/030929a.html. Accessed: August, 2016. 
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Coast Air Basin result from millions of actors (businesses, vehicles and individuals) 

emitting NOx, which combines with VOCs emitted by millions of actors and transforms 

in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to become ozone.  The South Coast AQMD 

adopts plans and rules to reduce air emissions to achieve the ambient air quality 

standards.  The adopted plans (e.g., Air Quality Management Plan) and rules are aimed at 

reducing air pollutants and minimizing cumulative air quality impacts overall so that 

concentrations of pollutants are reduced, and the Basin maintains and/or achieves 

compliance with ambient air quality standards.  The South Coast AQMD’s selection of 

pound-per-day CEQA significance thresholds was based on the plans and regulatory 

thresholds required to achieve its overall mission.  Thus, the selection of project-specific 

significance thresholds is driven in large measure by the need to address the cumulative 

impacts. 

 

The South Coast AQMD’s approach to cumulative air quality impacts analysis was 

upheld by the Court in Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v 

City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App.  4th 327, 334.  The court determined that where 

it can be found that a project did not exceed the South Coast AQMD’s established air 

quality significance thresholds, the City of Chula Vista properly concluded that the 

project would not cause a significant environmental effect, nor result in cumulatively 

considerable increase in these pollutants.  The court found this determination to be 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.7, stating, “The lead agency may rely on a 

threshold of significance standard to determine whether a project will cause a significant 

environmental effect.”  The court found that, “Although the project will contribute 

additional air pollutants to an existing nonattainment area, these increases are below the 

significance criteria . . . Thus, we conclude that no fair argument exists that the Project 

will cause a significant unavoidable cumulative contribution to an air quality impact.”
11

   

 

Likewise, in Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 

Cal.App.4th 899, 928, the court approved cumulative air emissions impacts analysis 

where the EIR analysis was based on “the project’s emissions alone.”
12

  Explicitly 

referencing the South Coast AQMD’s policy to assess a project’s contribution to 

cumulative impacts using the same significance criteria as used for project-specific 

impacts, the court upheld the analysis and explained that “[s]ubstantial evidence shows 

that it was neither reasonable nor practical to analyze the project’s cumulative impact on 

air quality by, for example, quantifying its emissions in relation to other nearby 

projects.”
13

  Because project-specific thresholds necessarily take into account area-wide 

air emissions, analysis in accordance with the South Coast AQMD policy ensures that 

“whether the project’s additional impact on air quality should be considered cumulatively 

significant in light of the existing air quality problem” is addressed.
14

 

 

                                                 
11

 Chula Vista, 197 CA 4th at 334.   
12

 Rialto, 208 Cal.App.4th at 931.   
13

 Rialto, 208 Cal.App.4th at 933.   
14

 Rialto, 208 Cal.App.4th at 933.   
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Using the air quality cumulative impacts methodology that was expressly approved by 

California courts in Chula Vista and Rialto, the South Coast AQMD evaluated whether 

the ULSD Project would exceed the established South Coast AQMD significance 

thresholds.  The Draft EIR concluded that the operational emissions from the ULSD 

Project were substantially less than the applicable project-specific operational 

significance thresholds and cumulative Refinery projects have resulted in a net reduction 

in emissions.  The ULSD Project resulted in indirect (off-site) emissions associated with 

increases in hydrogen production, electricity demand, truck transport, and increases use 

of the Sulfur Recovery Plant.  Daily operational emissions are summarized and have been 

updated in Table 3.3-7 of the Final EIR.  As demonstrated in the table and explained in 

the Responses to Comments, operational air quality impacts associated with the ULSD 

Project were not expected to exceed any significance thresholds and thus were not 

cumulatively considerable.  Further, TAC emissions generated by the ULSD Project were 

evaluated and did not exceed their applicable thresholds and thus were not cumulatively 

considerable.
15

   

 

Further, as discussed in Response 4-17, CARB estimated that the ULSD emission 

standards would result in NOx emission reductions in California of approximately 100 

tons per year in 2005 to about 35 tons per year in 2020.  CARB estimates that the 

particulate matter emission reductions in California were expected to range from about 16 

tons per year in 2005 to about seven tons per year in 2020.  A 72% reduction in non-

methane hydrocarbon emissions was also predicted.  CARB staff estimated the full 

implementation of the measures resulted in an overall 85 percent reduction in the diesel 

PM inventory and the associated potential cancer risk for 2020, when compared to the 

diesel PM inventory and risk in 2003.  Therefore, looking cumulatively at the 

implementation of the ULSD requirements, including the Phillips 66 ULSD Project, the 

entire ULSD Rule accomplished the goal of reducing emissions from mobile sources, 

resulting in a large reduction in emissions from mobile sources.  These reductions are 

critical to the South Coast AQMD’s efforts to achieve the ambient air quality standards.  

Based on the above, the Draft EIR accurately concluded that the ULSD Project did not 

make a contribution to a cumulatively significant air quality impact.   

 

Response 4-28 

 

Response 4-28 concludes the letter, claiming that the Draft EIR has flawed analyses, fails 

to comply with CEQA, and should be fixed and re-circulated for public comment. 

 

As explained in Responses 4-1 through 4-27, the South Coast AQMD disagrees with the 

commenter’s opinion that the Draft EIR is flawed and fails to adequately identify, 

analyze and mitigate significant impacts.  The EIR has been prepared in compliance with 

CEQA and no new issues or significant new information have been identified that would 

                                                 
15

 As explained in the Draft EIR, South Coast AQMD’s policy of evaluating cumulative TAC significance 

by focusing on whether risks associated with the proposed project exceeded South Coast AQMD 

thresholds is appropriate because TAC emissions are not additive unless they are emitted from the same 

or similar location.  (see Draft EIR at pages 5-19 to 5-20).    
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require recirculation of the EIR under CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 prior to certification 

of the document. 
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 2002-2003 Reclaim Data

Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20020701000000 16.8 1.6 324.2 D144        
20020702000000 17.4 1.4 329.9 D144        
20020703000000 18.9 1.3 365.6 D144        
20020704000000 16.3 1.3 307.3 D144        
20020705000000 17.5 1.5 337.8 D144        
20020706000000 19.9 1.7 385.3 D144        
20020707000000 21.3 2.0 409.2 D144        
20020708000000 20.6 1.9 398.5 D144        
20020709000000 18.2 1.6 352.5 D144        
20020710000000 16.0 1.2 309.9 D144        
20020711000000 16.8 1.3 324.7 D144        
20020712000000 16.1 1.1 311.4 D144        
20020713000000 15.6 1.2 302.2 D144        
20020714000000 15.4 1.2 298.1 D144        
20020715000000 18.4 1.3 347.9 D144        
20020716000000 18.4 1.3 356.5 D144        
20020717000000 20.3 1.6 393.0 D144        
20020718000000 22.5 2.1 432.1 D144        
20020719000000 23.4 2.3 452.4 D144        
20020720000000 21.7 2.4 420.5 D144        
20020721000000 21.0 2.2 401.1 D144        
20020722000000 19.6 2.1 378.8 D144        
20020723000000 19.4 1.9 374.3 D144        
20020724000000 20.5 2.3 395.6 D144        
20020725000000 21.1 2.6 401.6 D144        
20020726000000 21.1 2.8 407.7 D144        
20020727000000 19.1 2.6 369.8 D144        
20020728000000 20.5 2.7 396.3 D144        
20020729000000 19.4 2.7 376.1 D144        
20020730000000 21.7 2.9 419.0 D144        
20020731000000 22.3 3.0 431.5 D144        
20020731000000 24.2 3.2 468.4 D144        
20020731000000 24.6 3.2 476.6 D144        
20020803000000 27.0 3.5 523.0 D144        
20020804000000 23.7 3.1 457.6 D144        
20020805000000 23.3 3.1 451.1 D144        
20020806000000 26.7 3.4 512.1 D144        
20020807000000 25.2 3.3 488.1 D144        
20020808000000 29.6 3.5 571.9 D144        
20020809000000 25.6 3.2 494.5 D144        
20020810000000 21.9 3.0 424.4 D144        
20020811000000 17.9 2.5 345.7 D144        
20020812000000 19.0 2.6 367.5 D144        
20020813000000 17.5 2.5 337.5 D144        
20020814000000 17.1 2.6 331.1 D144        
20020815000000 18.1 2.8 349.3 D144        
20020816000000 18.5 2.6 357.9 D144        
20020817000000 18.4 2.5 355.3 D144        
20020818000000 17.2 2.4 332.8 D144        
20020819000000 18.5 2.5 357.8 D144        
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Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20020820000000 18.8 2.4 364.5 D144        
20020821000000 19.2 2.7 371.5 D144        
20020822000000 19.6 2.8 378.4 D144        
20020823000000 19.3 2.6 362.9 D144        
20020824000000 19.0 2.6 366.7 D144        
20020825000000 19.0 2.8 368.4 D144        
20020826000000 19.3 3.0 373.9 D144        
20020827000000 19.8 3.7 374.3 D144        
20020828000000 19.1 2.1 368.9 D144        
20020829000000 19.8 2.8 382.6 D144        
20020830000000 19.5 3.0 377.7 D144        
20020831000000 19.0 2.9 367.7 D144        
20020901000000 18.5 2.3 357.7 D144        
20020902000000 18.9 1.1 365.7 D144        
20020903000000 19.1 1.3 370.3 D144        
20020904000000 18.3 1.5 354.0 D144        
20020905000000 18.4 1.7 356.8 D144        
20020906000000 18.9 1.7 366.3 D144        
20020907000000 19.8 1.7 383.0 D144        
20020908000000 20.1 1.8 388.5 D144        
20020909000000 19.8 1.7 383.1 D144        
20020910000000 20.9 1.8 403.4 D144        
20020911000000 22.3 1.8 429.0 D144        
20020912000000 22.0 1.8 425.7 D144        
20020913000000 23.4 2.2 451.9 D144        
20020914000000 22.8 1.7 440.1 D144        
20020915000000 22.4 1.6 433.5 D144        
20020916000000 23.0 1.6 445.4 D144        
20020917000000 22.8 1.8 435.9 D144        
20020918000000 23.6 2.2 456.1 D144        
20020919000000 23.3 2.1 451.0 D144        
20020920000000 23.0 2.0 445.6 D144        
20020921000000 22.6 2.1 436.6 D144        
20020922000000 25.1 2.4 483.2 D144        
20020923000000 24.1 2.5 465.1 D144        
20020924000000 23.0 2.6 443.3 D144        
20020925000000 18.9 2.0 366.2 D144        
20020926000000 21.1 2.3 407.1 D144        
20020927000000 23.9 2.5 462.9 D144        
20020928000000 23.6 2.5 452.6 D144        
20020929000000 23.6 2.6 456.6 D144        
20020930000000 23.6 2.5 455.6 D144        
20021001000000 24.8 2.7 479.0 D144        
20021002000000 26.3 2.0 507.7 D144        
20021003000000 24.2 2.0 468.5 D144        
20021004000000 20.6 1.8 398.5 D144        
20021005000000 21.3 2.0 398.3 D144        
20021006000000 20.8 1.9 402.2 D144        
20021007000000 18.9 1.5 307.2 D144        
20021008000000 13.0 1.1 250.6 D144        
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Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20021009000000 15.1 1.1 280.7 D144        
20021010000000 14.5 1.1 280.0 D144        
20021011000000 13.8 1.0 266.5 D144        
20021012000000 14.7 1.1 284.7 D144        
20021013000000 15.0 1.0 290.3 D144        
20021014000000 14.0 1.0 270.2 D144        
20021015000000 18.7 1.8 349.5 D144        
20021016000000 20.5 2.1 397.0 D144        
20021017000000 20.0 2.0 386.3 D144        
20021018000000 18.0 2.0 347.9 D144        
20021019000000 17.3 2.4 334.8 D144        
20021020000000 17.0 2.0 328.8 D144        
20021021000000 15.9 1.8 306.7 D144        
20021022000000 14.8 2.0 286.0 D144        
20021023000000 15.9 3.1 306.8 D144        
20021024000000 15.0 2.2 288.6 D144        
20021025000000 15.5 2.1 299.8 D144        
20021026000000 15.2 2.0 293.7 D144        
20021027000000 15.1 2.2 291.7 D144        
20021028000000 15.8 2.3 306.3 D144        
20021029000000 16.2 1.9 303.5 D144        
20021030000000 16.0 1.9 309.0 D144        
20021031000000 16.0 2.4 309.3 D144        
20021101000000 17.0 2.2 329.4 D144        
20021102000000 17.1 2.4 330.4 D144        
20021103000000 16.6 2.6 321.6 D144        
20021104000000 16.4 2.8 317.6 D144        
20021105000000 17.4 2.7 335.7 D144        
20021106000000 17.8 2.6 343.5 D144        
20021107000000 19.1 2.5 369.5 D144        
20021108000000 18.5 2.1 358.4 D144        
20021109000000 20.4 2.7 394.4 D144        
20021110000000 21.6 2.3 417.4 D144        
20021111000000 20.2 2.8 390.7 D144        
20021112000000 22.5 3.6 434.7 D144        
20021113000000 22.9 3.0 443.5 D144        
20021114000000 23.5 3.1 455.2 D144        
20021115000000 25.0 3.0 482.7 D144        
20021116000000 25.6 2.8 494.8 D144        
20021117000000 26.0 2.7 499.9 D144        
20021118000000 23.3 2.7 450.7 D144        
20021119000000 19.8 2.5 382.7 D144        
20021120000000 12.7 2.2 235.5 D144        
20021121000000 14.8 1.6 285.8 D144        
20021122000000 17.2 2.2 323.2 D144        
20021123000000 19.8 2.7 377.5 D144        
20021124000000 18.7 2.7 361.4 D144        
20021125000000 18.1 2.7 350.0 D144        
20021126000000 18.4 2.1 354.9 D144        
20021127000000 19.4 2.1 374.7 D144        
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 2002-2003 Reclaim Data

Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20021128000000 19.3 2.4 373.7 D144        
20021129000000 19.7 2.6 380.8 D144        
20021130000000 19.8 2.8 383.4 D144        
20021201000000 18.5 2.1 357.4 D144        
20021202000000 18.2 1.9 352.6 D144        
20021203000000 18.9 1.4 358.5 D144        
20021204000000 18.0 1.5 340.9 D144        
20021205000000 17.2 1.7 331.9 D144        
20021206000000 16.0 1.7 309.2 D144        
20021207000000 11.0 1.1 211.9 D144        
20021208000000 10.7 1.1 207.0 D144        
20021209000000 12.0 1.0 233.0 D144        
20021210000000 16.6 1.2 309.6 D144        
20021211000000 18.8 1.6 363.4 D144        
20021212000000 22.1 2.2 428.1 D144        
20021213000000 23.3 2.4 450.1 D144        
20021214000000 21.3 2.2 412.0 D144        
20021215000000 19.5 1.9 376.2 D144        
20021216000000 18.7 1.9 361.7 D144        
20021217000000 19.2 2.0 363.7 D144        
20021218000000 19.6 2.2 378.7 D144        
20021219000000 17.7 1.5 342.2 D144        
20021220000000 19.2 1.6 371.0 D144        
20021221000000 18.1 1.7 349.8 D144        
20021222000000 19.5 1.8 372.4 D144        
20021223000000 19.4 1.4 374.3 D144        
20021224000000 19.5 1.6 377.3 D144        
20021225000000 20.0 1.7 387.1 D144        
20021226000000 19.7 2.0 381.5 D144        
20021227000000 20.3 1.8 391.7 D144        
20021228000000 21.3 1.8 412.6 D144        
20021229000000 22.2 2.1 429.1 D144        
20021230000000 25.9 1.3 501.1 D144        
20021231000000 26.8 1.5 519.0 D144        
20030101000000 26.6 1.5 513.1 D144        
20030102000000 27.0 1.7 521.2 D144        
20030103000000 22.1 1.8 426.1 D144        
20030104000000 13.1 1.2 253.9 D144        
20030105000000 12.4 1.0 240.0 D144        
20030106000000 12.8 1.0 246.8 D144        
20030107000000 14.3 1.5 274.6 D144        
20030108000000 15.9 1.3 307.8 D144        
20030109000000 16.5 1.6 318.6 D144        
20030110000000 19.6 1.5 379.1 D144        
20030111000000 26.5 1.0 512.5 D144        
20030112000000 27.1 1.2 523.9 D144        
20030113000000 26.2 0.8 503.1 D144        
20030114000000 25.1 0.6 481.7 D144        
20030115000000 22.1 0.6 330.4 D144        
20030116000000 15.1 0.6 291.9 D144        

Attachment 1

4



 2002-2003 Reclaim Data

Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20030117000000 17.6 0.9 339.9 D144        
20030118000000 18.7 1.0 361.1 D144        
20030119000000 17.2 0.7 332.2 D144        
20030120000000 18.0 0.8 347.9 D144        
20030121000000 18.5 0.9 357.6 D144        
20030122000000 19.5 1.0 376.3 D144        
20030123000000 21.1 1.1 408.7 D144        
20030124000000 20.9 1.0 405.0 D144        
20030125000000 21.1 1.2 408.1 D144        
20030126000000 21.0 1.6 400.1 D144        
20030127000000 21.1 1.7 401.6 D144        
20030128000000 17.7 1.3 331.9 D144        
20030129000000 17.2 1.4 333.4 D144        
20030130000000 18.9 1.4 366.2 D144        
20030131000000 19.2 1.6 371.7 D144        
20030201000000 20.2 1.6 390.9 D144        
20030202000000 21.4 1.6 414.1 D144        
20030203000000 24.3 1.9 469.8 D144        
20030204000000 23.1 2.3 445.8 D144        
20030205000000 25.4 2.0 490.7 D144        
20030206000000 26.9 2.1 518.6 D144        
20030207000000 28.1 2.3 543.5 D144        
20030208000000 30.5 2.5 590.5 D144        
20030209000000 29.0 2.4 561.2 D144        
20030210000000 27.8 2.5 535.7 D144        
20030211000000 24.1 3.0 465.1 D144        
20030212000000 23.5 2.3 453.8 D144        
20030213000000 13.1 0.8 146.4 D144        
20030214000000 15.6 0.9 302.4 D144        
20030215000000 21.4 1.3 413.7 D144        
20030216000000 20.9 1.3 404.1 D144        
20030217000000 20.6 1.0 398.7 D144        
20030218000000 20.9 1.6 403.3 D144        
20030219000000 20.9 2.3 403.5 D144        
20030220000000 20.2 1.6 381.5 D144        
20030221000000 19.2 1.7 371.6 D144        
20030222000000 21.2 1.2 409.3 D144        
20030223000000 20.6 1.3 398.1 D144        
20030224000000 21.0 1.2 397.6 D144        
20030225000000 22.5 1.2 434.8 D144        
20030226000000 21.7 1.2 419.5 D144        
20030227000000 23.2 1.3 440.8 D144        
20030228000000 22.2 1.3 428.9 D144        
20030301000000 21.2 1.5 409.8 D144        
20030302000000 19.9 1.1 385.1 D144        
20030303000000 20.5 1.6 396.4 D144        
20030304000000 22.0 1.6 425.1 D144        
20030305000000 22.7 1.7 438.3 D144        
20030306000000 22.1 1.7 426.5 D144        
20030307000000 20.5 1.3 395.8 D144        
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 2002-2003 Reclaim Data

Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20030308000000 22.4 1.3 434.1 D144        
20030309000000 21.0 1.9 406.6 D144        
20030310000000 21.5 2.3 416.4 D144        
20030311000000 22.2 2.4 427.6 D144        
20030312000000 22.2 1.8 422.8 D144        
20030313000000 22.7 1.9 435.7 D144        
20030314000000 22.3 2.4 430.9 D144        
20030315000000 22.4 2.2 433.1 D144        
20030316000000 23.3 1.8 450.0 D144        
20030317000000 23.7 2.1 458.2 D144        
20030318000000 22.5 1.9 435.9 D144        
20030319000000 22.8 1.9 441.1 D144        
20030320000000 23.8 3.0 460.6 D144        
20030321000000 23.5 2.8 453.8 D144        
20030322000000 23.7 2.1 457.5 D144        
20030323000000 23.8 3.0 457.3 D144        
20030324000000 23.6 3.4 453.5 D144        
20030325000000 23.6 3.3 456.9 D144        
20030326000000 21.4 2.8 411.1 D144        
20030327000000 20.3 2.5 392.7 D144        
20030328000000 21.0 2.6 400.6 D144        
20030329000000 23.7 3.1 456.6 D144        
20030330000000 23.3 3.1 447.6 D144        
20030331000000 23.2 3.2 448.6 D144        
20030401000000 23.1 3.3 447.4 D144        
20030402000000 22.7 3.3 439.6 D144        
20030403000000 21.8 2.8 420.7 D144        
20030404000000 23.1 2.6 446.6 D144        
20030405000000 24.1 3.2 463.9 D144        
20030406000000 23.7 3.6 451.5 D144        
20030407000000 23.5 3.6 450.9 D144        
20030408000000 23.9 3.3 462.2 D144        
20030409000000 21.3 4.0 412.4 D144        
20030410000000 22.0 6.1 426.0 D144        
20030411000000 24.2 6.2 467.0 D144        
20030412000000 23.3 5.3 449.6 D144        
20030413000000 23.0 3.8 445.7 D144        
20030414000000 22.9 1.7 443.7 D144        
20030415000000 24.6 2.9 476.5 D144        
20030416000000 24.1 3.4 465.8 D144        
20030417000000 23.1 2.0 447.7 D144        
20030418000000 24.0 3.2 463.0 D144        
20030419000000 22.9 8.1 439.3 D144        
20030420000000 21.9 7.1 422.8 D144        
20030421000000 22.7 5.6 439.9 D144        
20030422000000 22.5 2.6 435.6 D144        
20030423000000 21.3 2.3 412.7 D144        
20030424000000 21.0 2.8 406.8 D144        
20030425000000 21.5 2.6 416.1 D144        
20030426000000 20.9 2.8 397.9 D144        
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 2002-2003 Reclaim Data

Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20030427000000 21.0 2.2 406.3 D144        
20030428000000 22.6 1.8 437.4 D144        
20030429000000 23.9 2.1 462.3 D144        
20030430000000 23.3 2.2 450.3 D144        
20030501000000 23.3 1.7 450.3 D144        
20030502000000 25.5 1.9 491.8 D144        
20030503000000 23.8 1.9 459.7 D144        
20030504000000 22.5 1.9 435.0 D144        
20030505000000 22.6 1.9 437.4 D144        
20030506000000 22.8 1.9 435.6 D144        
20030507000000 22.9 3.3 442.7 D144        
20030508000000 23.3 2.7 446.8 D144        
20030509000000 22.8 2.6 441.3 D144        
20030510000000 21.5 2.7 415.0 D144        
20030511000000 20.8 2.3 402.2 D144        
20030512000000 20.5 2.2 395.9 D144        
20030513000000 21.1 2.4 407.2 D144        
20030514000000 19.2 2.0 371.5 D144        
20030515000000 18.7 1.9 361.9 D144        
20030516000000 17.6 2.1 340.8 D144        
20030517000000 18.5 2.1 356.8 D144        
20030518000000 17.0 2.2 328.9 D144        
20030519000000 18.1 2.2 349.7 D144        
20030520000000 19.2 2.1 371.0 D144        
20030521000000 19.8 2.4 382.2 D144        
20030522000000 18.6 1.7 351.4 D144        
20030523000000 18.6 1.9 359.7 D144        
20030524000000 19.6 2.3 378.8 D144        
20030525000000 21.2 2.6 409.6 D144        
20030526000000 21.2 2.0 410.1 D144        
20030527000000 20.8 2.0 395.4 D144        
20030528000000 20.7 2.9 399.4 D144        
20030529000000 21.8 3.9 417.4 D144        
20030530000000 18.9 3.2 366.4 D144        
20030531000000 17.8 2.7 344.2 D144        
20030601000000 17.7 2.8 342.7 D144        
20030602000000 18.9 3.0 364.8 D144        
20030603000000 17.9 3.0 346.9 D144        
20030604000000 18.2 2.7 352.7 D144        
20030605000000 18.3 2.6 353.8 D144        
20030606000000 18.5 2.7 357.7 D144        
20030607000000 19.4 2.1 375.1 D144        
20030608000000 19.7 2.7 381.1 D144        
20030609000000 19.2 2.5 371.6 D144        
20030610000000 19.1 1.6 369.9 D144        
20030611000000 18.7 1.9 362.4 D144        
20030612000000 18.9 2.1 366.1 D144        
20030613000000 17.6 1.6 338.1 D144        
20030614000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030615000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
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Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20030616000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030617000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030618000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030619000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030620000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030621000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030622000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030623000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030624000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030625000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030626000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030627000000 4.3 0.2 64.9 D144        
20030628000000 20.8 2.5 403.2 D144        
20030629000000 18.5 1.6 329.7 D144        
20030630000000 17.2 1.9 331.1 D144        
20030701000000 14.7 1.8 284.7 D144        
20030702000000 11.1 1.3 181.3 D144        
20030703000000 9.1 1.0 175.2 D144        
20030704000000 8.0 0.8 126.6 D144        
20030705000000 9.4 0.9 129.4 D144        
20030706000000 7.7 0.9 128.0 D144        
20030707000000 8.8 0.9 130.4 D144        
20030708000000 8.1 1.1 156.5 D144        
20030709000000 7.9 0.9 152.0 D144        
20030710000000 8.9 0.9 158.8 D144        
20030711000000 8.0 0.9 155.0 D144        
20030712000000 8.0 0.9 153.9 D144        
20030713000000 8.0 1.1 155.3 D144        
20030714000000 7.9 0.8 152.6 D144        
20030715000000 8.4 0.7 147.2 D144        
20030716000000 7.7 0.7 146.6 D144        
20030717000000 8.6 0.5 121.2 D144        
20030718000000 7.6 0.4 80.0 D144        
20030719000000 9.8 0.5 108.3 D144        
20030720000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20030721000000 2.3 0.1 27.1 D144        
20030722000000 8.7 0.6 125.2 D144        
20030723000000 9.1 0.6 137.7 D144        
20030724000000 8.9 0.9 172.6 D144        
20030725000000 9.4 1.0 182.7 D144        
20030726000000 10.9 1.2 210.8 D144        
20030727000000 12.5 0.7 242.3 D144        
20030728000000 12.6 1.0 231.7 D144        
20030729000000 12.9 1.3 248.7 D144        
20030730000000 14.7 1.0 284.9 D144        
20030731000000 14.8 1.1 286.8 D144        
20030801000000 13.7 1.3 265.2 D144        
20030802000000 9.2 0.7 177.7 D144        
20030803000000 8.6 0.4 166.5 D144        
20030804000000 10.0 0.8 192.5 D144        
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Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20030805000000 11.8 1.1 227.9 D144        
20030806000000 11.1 1.0 215.1 D144        
20030807000000 12.5 0.9 242.6 D144        
20030808000000 12.6 1.0 244.0 D144        
20030809000000 13.1 1.4 251.2 D144        
20030810000000 14.0 1.3 271.5 D144        
20030811000000 13.7 1.0 264.6 D144        
20030812000000 12.2 1.3 236.0 D144        
20030813000000 12.0 1.1 185.0 D144        
20030814000000 10.8 1.0 208.1 D144        
20030815000000 10.8 0.9 209.6 D144        
20030816000000 12.2 1.4 232.9 D144        
20030817000000 12.2 1.3 235.0 D144        
20030818000000 12.4 0.9 239.0 D144        
20030819000000 13.5 1.2 261.9 D144        
20030820000000 12.8 1.0 248.3 D144        
20030821000000 13.1 1.0 252.5 D144        
20030822000000 15.6 1.2 302.4 D144        
20030823000000 13.8 1.1 267.7 D144        
20030824000000 15.3 1.4 296.2 D144        
20030825000000 14.6 1.5 282.5 D144        
20030826000000 14.0 1.0 270.1 D144        
20030827000000 14.8 1.3 285.6 D144        
20030828000000 15.4 1.4 297.4 D144        
20030829000000 15.1 1.5 291.7 D144        
20030830000000 15.5 1.5 299.3 D144        
20030831000000 15.2 1.6 294.8 D144        
20030901000000 14.9 1.3 287.6 D144        
20030902000000 15.0 1.0 291.0 D144        
20030903000000 13.3 0.8 256.9 D144        
20030904000000 15.3 1.1 295.3 D144        
20030905000000 15.3 1.1 296.2 D144        
20030906000000 15.5 1.0 300.2 D144        
20030907000000 13.8 1.1 267.2 D144        
20030908000000 13.8 0.9 267.3 D144        
20030909000000 13.4 0.7 259.7 D144        
20030910000000 13.6 0.8 253.2 D144        
20030911000000 12.5 0.8 240.8 D144        
20030912000000 12.0 0.8 231.6 D144        
20030913000000 12.3 0.9 237.6 D144        
20030914000000 14.0 0.9 270.9 D144        
20030915000000 13.1 0.8 245.1 D144        
20030916000000 10.8 0.8 209.2 D144        
20030917000000 10.4 0.8 201.3 D144        
20030918000000 14.5 1.3 219.5 D144        
20030919000000 10.6 0.8 205.0 D144        
20030920000000 11.2 0.9 217.4 D144        
20030921000000 10.5 1.1 202.4 D144        
20030922000000 11.1 0.9 213.9 D144        
20030923000000 10.8 0.8 199.5 D144        
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Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20030924000000 11.8 0.8 227.5 D144        
20030925000000 12.5 1.1 242.5 D144        
20030926000000 13.1 1.3 253.6 D144        
20030927000000 14.6 1.4 275.1 D144        
20030928000000 15.6 1.2 301.0 D144        
20030929000000 17.8 1.4 343.6 D144        
20030930000000 19.0 2.0 364.6 D144        
20031001000000 18.6 2.0 359.9 D144        
20031002000000 19.2 1.9 372.1 D144        
20031003000000 18.5 1.9 356.8 D144        
20031004000000 20.1 1.6 388.0 D144        
20031005000000 20.4 1.8 393.8 D144        
20031006000000 19.9 1.9 383.9 D144        
20031007000000 19.6 1.9 379.6 D144        
20031008000000 19.2 2.1 370.4 D144        
20031009000000 19.1 2.0 366.7 D144        
20031010000000 17.6 1.9 340.3 D144        
20031011000000 17.9 1.9 345.6 D144        
20031012000000 20.6 1.4 398.2 D144        
20031013000000 21.5 1.3 416.6 D144        
20031014000000 21.5 1.5 416.0 D144        
20031015000000 20.7 1.8 399.5 D144        
20031016000000 20.6 1.8 398.2 D144        
20031017000000 21.4 2.1 413.9 D144        
20031018000000 19.7 1.9 380.8 D144        
20031019000000 19.9 1.7 384.6 D144        
20031020000000 18.7 2.1 361.7 D144        
20031021000000 16.2 1.3 308.0 D144        
20031022000000 15.1 1.5 291.1 D144        
20031023000000 12.3 1.2 220.1 D144        
20031024000000 11.4 1.0 200.8 D144        
20031025000000 13.9 1.2 268.2 D144        
20031026000000 13.0 1.1 252.4 D144        
20031027000000 15.7 1.4 302.9 D144        
20031028000000 15.7 1.4 304.4 D144        
20031029000000 16.6 1.4 321.6 D144        
20031030000000 16.7 1.0 322.5 D144        
20031031000000 17.1 1.3 330.2 D144        
20031101000000 17.8 1.5 344.6 D144        
20031102000000 18.3 1.6 354.6 D144        
20031103000000 18.0 1.7 349.1 D144        
20031104000000 16.7 1.9 323.3 D144        
20031105000000 16.8 1.8 324.4 D144        
20031106000000 16.8 1.8 325.5 D144        
20031107000000 17.2 1.9 332.4 D144        
20031108000000 16.8 1.9 324.2 D144        
20031109000000 16.5 1.8 318.7 D144        
20031110000000 16.2 2.1 313.6 D144        
20031111000000 16.7 2.2 323.2 D144        
20031112000000 17.4 2.3 336.0 D144        
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Date/Time NOx Rate SOx Rate Fuel Gas Unit
lbs/day lbs/day mscfd Name

20031113000000 17.5 2.4 335.5 D144        
20031114000000 17.9 2.4 346.4 D144        
20031115000000 17.7 2.3 343.0 D144        
20031116000000 18.0 2.5 347.3 D144        
20031117000000 16.9 2.1 326.0 D144        
20031118000000 15.8 1.5 305.1 D144        
20031119000000 16.8 1.4 325.2 D144        
20031120000000 18.4 1.8 356.5 D144        
20031121000000 17.2 1.9 332.7 D144        
20031122000000 17.2 1.9 333.0 D144        
20031123000000 17.3 2.0 334.8 D144        
20031124000000 16.1 1.9 306.8 D144        
20031125000000 16.6 2.0 317.2 D144        
20031126000000 16.0 1.9 304.5 D144        
20031127000000 17.7 1.9 168.3 D144        
20031128000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20031129000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20031130000000 0.0 0.0 0.0 D144        
20031201000000 18.7 2.5 218.0 D144        
20031202000000 18.7 2.5 362.3 D144        
20031203000000 17.2 2.2 333.4 D144        
20031204000000 17.5 1.6 338.6 D144        
20031205000000 17.6 1.7 340.8 D144        
20031206000000 16.9 1.8 322.7 D144        
20031207000000 16.7 1.6 323.1 D144        
20031208000000 16.5 1.4 319.1 D144        
20031209000000 17.0 1.7 328.4 D144        
20031210000000 17.2 1.9 332.0 D144        
20031211000000 18.2 1.7 351.3 D144        
20031212000000 18.0 1.6 349.0 D144        
20031213000000 16.9 1.9 326.2 D144        
20031214000000 17.4 1.7 336.5 D144        
20031215000000 19.6 1.6 378.8 D144        
20031216000000 19.4 1.8 375.8 D144        
20031217000000 18.9 1.5 363.6 D144        
20031218000000 18.8 1.0 363.3 D144        
20031219000000 19.2 3.5 372.1 D144        
20031220000000 17.7 2.2 342.3 D144        
20031221000000 17.7 2.5 342.9 D144        
20031222000000 18.4 2.4 355.8 D144        
20031223000000 19.2 2.2 371.1 D144        
20031224000000 18.9 2.2 363.6 D144        
20031225000000 18.4 2.8 354.9 D144        
20031226000000 18.8 2.6 362.7 D144        
20031227000000 18.3 2.7 351.4 D144        
20031228000000 19.3 2.8 372.5 D144        
20031229000000 19.6 3.2 377.5 D144        
20031230000000 19.2 3.6 371.9 D144        
20031231000000 19.3 3.4 373.0 D144        
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ATTACHMENT 4: REPORT ON ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION
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