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Section 1.0 - Introduction

This document, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code 21000 et seq., constitutes an Addendum to the April 2001 Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Conoco Phillips (formerly Conoco Phillips Refinery Company), LLC, Air Resources Board Phase 3 Proposed Project (SCAQMD SCH No.  2000091056).  An Addendum is the appropriate CEQA document for the revisions to the proposed project because the revised proposed project constitutes a change to the previously approved project and the changes do not trigger any conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines §15162.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15164(c), an Addendum need not be circulated for public review.  

California gasoline specifications are governed by both state and federal agencies.  During the past decade, federal and state agencies have imposed numerous requirements on the production and sale of gasoline in California.  In December 1999, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) developed additional regulations that affect the quality of gasoline in California.  In order to meet these additional requirements, Conoco Phillips proposes modifications to its Los Angeles Terminal.  

In 1990, the amendments to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) conditionally required states to implement programs in federal carbon monoxide (CO) nonattainment areas to require gasoline to contain a minimum oxygen content in the winter beginning in November 1992.  In response to the federal CAA requirements to reduce CO emissions, California established a wintertime oxygenate gasoline program requiring between 1.8 and 2.2 weight percent oxygen content in gasoline.

The CAA also directed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to adopt federal reformulated fuel gasoline (RFG Phase 1) regulations applicable starting January 1995 in the nine major metropolitan areas of the country with the worst ozone pollution, including the South Coast Air Basin.  The federal CAA required that RFG Phase 1 contain at least 2.0 weight percent oxygen year-round.  In addition to the federal RFG Phase 1 requirements, California adopted regulations for reformulated gasoline in 1991 (CARB Phase 2).  Because of the federal requirements for oxygen content in RFG Phase 1, an oxygen content specification was incorporated into the CARB Phase 2 California reformulated gasoline regulations.  The CARB RFG Phase 2 requirements were implemented in March 1996.  While there are several oxygenates that can be used to meet the oxygenate requirement for gasoline, methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) and ethanol are used most frequently.  In 1996, over 95 percent of the gasoline used in California was blended with MTBE (CARB, 1999).

Subsequent to implementing state and federal oxygenate requirements in reformulated gasoline in California and other parts of the U.S., the use of MTBE and other ether-based oxygenates in gasoline and their accidental release into the environment raised environmental and health concerns.  Legislation in California (SB 521, The MTBE Public Health and Environmental Protection Act of 1997) directed the University of California to conduct a study of the health and environmental risks as well as the benefits of MTBE in gasoline compared to other oxygenates.  SB 521 also required the Governor to take appropriate action based on the findings of the report and information from public hearings.

In response to this study, public testimony, and other relevant information, California’s Governor Davis found that “on balance, there is significant risk to the environment from using MTBE in gasoline in California.”  In response to this finding, on March 24, 1999, the Governor issued Executive Order D-5-99 that directed, among other things, that California phase out the use of MTBE in gasoline by December 31, 2002.  As part of the Executive Order, on December 9, 1999, CARB adopted new gasoline specifications, which are known as California Reformulated Gasoline Phase 3 (CARB Phase 3) requirements.  The Governor and CARB have extended the CARB Phase 3 compliance date to December 31, 2003.

Originally, the CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements prohibited the use of MTBE after December 31, 2002, while establishing more stringent standards for sulfur and benzene to preserve current emission reduction benefits and to gain additional reductions of hydrocarbon, nitrogen oxide and toxic air pollutant emissions.  Sulfur reduction is the only fuel parameter that simultaneously reduces emissions of hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides (NOx) and toxics.  Therefore, lowering sulfur content provides additional NOx emission reductions (CARB, 1999).  The two distillation standards (T50 and T90) have also been relaxed.  In addition, the CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements provide flexibility in meeting the Reid vapor pressure (RVP) standard.

CARB estimates that the Phase 3 requirements will reduce hydrocarbon emissions from vehicles that use the reformulated fuel in the state by 0.5 ton per day, NOx emissions by 19 tons per day, and will prevent further MTBE contamination of local drinking water supplies.  Toxic emissions are expected to decrease by about seven percent.  The CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements are expected to preserve and enhance the motor vehicle emission reduction benefits of the current RFG program and will further aid in meeting the emission reductions required by the State Implementation Plan (CARB, 1999).

SECTION 2.0 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is located at 13707 South Broadway, Los Angeles, CA 90061 at Conoco Phillips’ existing Los Angeles Terminal and is zoned as a heavy industrial site.  The Terminal is located south of downtown Los Angeles, in the south central portion of Los Angeles County, near the Harbor 110 and 91 Freeway interchange.  The area surrounding the terminal contains commercial and industrial land uses.  A residential area is located about 600 feet from the facility and there is a school located approximately one-quarter of a mile away.   (Please see Figure 2-1 for a map of the project location.)

Conoco Phillips currently processes lubricating oils at its Los Angeles Terminal – West (LAT-West).  Lube oils are unloaded from approximately three rail shipments per week.  Existing equipment includes a lubricate oil processing plant, lubricating oil storage tanks and lubricating oil loading racks.  Conoco Phillips also operates a bulk gasoline/diesel distribution terminal across the street at 13500 South Broadway.  Here gas and diesel are blended and loaded for delivery to service stations around Southern California.  The Los Angeles Terminal – East currently receives ethanol from the Port of Los Angeles via underground pipelines and stores it in a permitted ethanol storage tank.  

In order to successfully complete the CARB’s Phase 3 Reformulated Fuels mandate, Conoco Phillips proposes to expand its rail service at the LAT-West facility to include the unloading of ethanol.  Ethanol was previously being delivered via marine vessel and underground pipeline.  The marine vessel was loaded with ethanol in the San Francisco Bay Area and subsequently unloaded at the Port of Los Angeles where it was transferred to a pipeline connected to the site.

The rail shipments currently being proposed will replace the facility’s use of marine vessels and shipments via the currently existing pipeline.  This proposed change in the mode of transportation will make the transport of ethanol more efficient and cost-effective than the current practice of using marine vessels.  The train being used to transport the ethanol originates in Kansas and travels through the South Coast Air Basin daily.  The project does not result in two additional trips per week, but rather, no more than two additional stops at the LAT-West facility weekly.  These rail unloading stops will replace the need for deliveries via marine vessel and pipeline.  As the existing storage tank will not be altered or increased as a result of the proposed project, it would be impossible for LAT-West to accept deliveries by both marine vessel and pipeline and railcar simultaneously.  

In order to safely unload ethanol while maintaining current lube deliveries, Conoco Phillips plans to build one additional rail spur and one ethanol unloading rack.  The unloading rack will be equipped with aboveground piping, hoses and two unloading pumps; each with a 1,200 gallons per minute capacity and a 100-horsepower electric motor.  The maximum throughput of ethanol will be 600,000 gallons per day.  The ethanol unloaded from the rail spurs will be transported via a new pipeline from LAT-West to the existing pipeline which feeds directly into an existing SCAQMD-permitted storage tank at LAT-East.  There are no new storage facilities proposed in conjunction with the proposed project nor is there any increase in the amount of ethanol being transported and/or stored.  Operational and construction emissions have been included for all aspects of this project.
  

Up to two additional rail stops from existing train trips may be required weekly to unload ethanol in addition to the lube oil deliveries currently being unloaded at LAT-West.  In addition to the rail spur and unloading rack, scaffolding will be installed above the rail spur.  The scaffolding is a safety precaution in the event that workers would need to see into the top of the rail cars for any reason.  OSHA does not mandate the installation of the scaffolding, but Conoco Phillips is proposed the incorporation of the scaffolding into the proposed project.  The scaffolding will be pre-fabricated and installed at the site by being cemented into the ground.  The scaffolding will be approximately 500 feet in length to be consistent with the length of the rail spur itself.
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SECTION 3.0 – CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

CEQA requires evaluation of proposed projects that have the potential to generate significant adverse environmental impacts.  The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) was designated the Lead Agency under the CEQA review process because it is the agency with primary discretionary approval authority over the proposed refinery modifications.  An analysis of potential adverse impacts that could result from the proposed refinery and terminal modifications required to produce CARB Phase 3 reformulated gasoline was conducted and presented in several documents.  Summaries of the CEQA documents related to the Conoco Phillips CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project are provided below.  These documents can be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039.

Draft Negative Declaration (SCAQMD, May 2000):  The Draft Negative Declaration for the Conoco Phillips Los Angeles Refinery Ethanol Import and Distribution Project was released for a 30-day public review and comment period on May 26, 2000.  The Draft Negative Declaration included a project description, project location, an environmental checklist and a discussion of why there were no significant adverse impacts identified with the proposed project.  The Negative Declaration requested public comments on the scope and content of the environmental analysis.

Final Negative Declaration (SCAQMD, July 20, 2000):  The Final Negative 
Declaration was prepared by revising the Draft Negative Declaration to incorporate applicable updated information and by responding to public comments received.  The Final Negative Declaration contained comment letters and responses to comments received on the Draft Negative Declaration.  The changes included in the Final Negative Declaration did not constitute significant new information relating to the environmental analysis or mitigation measures.  The Final Negative Declaration was certified on July 20, 2000. 

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (SCAQMD, September 2000):  A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study for the TOSCO Los Angeles Refinery Phase 3 Reformulated Fuels Project were released for a 30-day public review and comment period on September 13, 2000. The Initial Study included a project description, project location, an environmental checklist, and a discussion of potential environmental impacts.  The NOP requested public agencies and other interested parties to comment on the scope and content of the environmental information to be evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Draft EIR (SCAQMD, January 2001):  The Draft EIR was released for a 45-day public review and comment period on January 16, 2001. The Draft EIR included a comprehensive project description, a description of the existing environmental setting that could be adversely affected by the proposed project, analysis of potential environmental impacts (including cumulative impacts), mitigation measures, project alternatives, and all other topics required by CEQA.  The Draft EIR also included a copy of the NOP and Initial Study, copies of comment letters received on the NOP and Initial Study, and responses to all comment letters received on the NOP and Initial Study.  It was concluded in the Draft EIR that the TOSCO CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project may have significant adverse impacts, following mitigation, on air quality.

Final EIR (SCAQMD, April 2001):  The Final EIR was prepared by revising the Draft EIR to incorporate applicable updated information and to respond to comments received on the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR contained comment letters and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR.  The changes included in the Final EIR did not constitute significant new information relating to the environmental analysis or mitigation measures.  The Final EIR was certified in April 2001.

Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCAQMD, December 2001):  This Addendum analyzed changes at the Wilmington Plant that included storing and shipping mixed pentanes from the plant on a seasonal basis.  The project allowed the removal and shipping of mixed pentanes during the summer season.  The Addendum was certified in December 2001.  Subsequent to certifying the Final EIR for its CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project, Conoco Phillips has proposed additional modifications to its Wilmington Plant consisting of the railcar loading/unloading facilities and Storage Tank 465 to allow the handling and storage of mixed pentanes that were not addressed in the Final EIR. This Addendum was prepared to evaluate the potential adverse environmental impacts of the currently proposed modifications to the railcar loading/unloading facilities and to Tank 465.

CEQA Guidelines (§15164(a) and §15162) allow a lead agency to prepare an Addendum to an EIR if all of the following conditions are met:

· Changes to the project do not require major revisions to the previously prepared EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

· Changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken do not require major revisions to the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

· No new information becomes available which shows new significant effects, significant effects substantially more severe than previously discussed, or additional or modified mitigation measures;

· Only minor technical changes or additions are necessary to make the EIR under consideration adequate under CEQA; and

· The changes to the EIR made by the Addendum do not raise important new issues about the significant effects on the environment.

An Addendum to the Final EIR is considered the appropriate CEQA document for the currently proposed project changes described in Section 2.0 – Project Description, for all of the following reasons:  (1) changes to the project do not require major revisions to the previously prepared EIR or substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) only minor technical changes are necessary to make the EIR adequate under CEQA; and (3) the changes to the EIR made by the Addendum do not raise important new issues about the significant effects on the environment.  The impacts of the proposed modifications associated with the Conoco Phillips CARB Phase 3 project are evaluated herein.  The environmental analyses rely on analyses completed in the previous Final EIR and directly references the Final EIR where appropriate.  Project-specific information has been provided for the proposed unloading rack at LAT-West, where available.  The environmental impacts associated with modifying the Conoco Phillips LAT-West facility by adding the additional rail spur and unloading rack are further discussed in this Addendum.

Based on the analysis in this document, the SCAQMD has determined that the currently proposed modification to the Conoco Phillips CARB Phase 3 proposed project does not require preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR, and that an Addendum to the Final EIR may be prepared.

Section 2.0 summarized the Project Description relative to the proposed modifications.  Section 3.0 briefly summarizes CEQA history.  Section 4.0 describes the existing environmental setting.  Section 5.0 describes potential impacts associated with the proposed modification and Section 6.0 presents the conclusions of this Addendum to the Final EIR for the Conoco Phillips CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project.   

SECTION 4.0 – EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The existing Conoco Phillips Los Angeles Terminal-West is located within a developed and heavily industrialized portion of Los Angeles County.  The area around the Los Angeles Terminal is an urban environment characterized by industrial, commercial, residential and transportation-related land uses. Appendix A contains Chapter 1 of the April 2001 Final EIR that provides a summary of each of the components evaluated in the previously certified Final EIR including the project description, environmental setting, project impacts, and alternatives from Conoco Phillips’s previously-approved CARB Phase 3 project.

All equipment described in this Addendum will be located within existing industrial facilities. 

SECTION 5.0 – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The Final EIR (SCAQMD, 2001) for the Conoco Phillips CARB Phase 3 Project analyzed the following environmental topics because they were originally identified in the Initial Study as environmental areas that could be adversely affected by the proposed project:

· Noise

· Geology/Soils

· Air Quality

· Hazards

· Transportation/Traffic

No other environmental topics were identified as having the potential to be adversely affected by the CARB Phase 3 Project.  The potential impacts associated with the transport of ethanol to the Los Angeles Terminal were evaluated in the Final EIR.  The method of transport at the time, however, was assumed to be via marine vessel and pipeline.  The newly proposed method of transport is two additional railcar trips to the facility per week.  There are not additional rail trips new to the South Coast Air Basin, rather, they are existing rail trips making two additional stop per week.  There are no new storage facilities or increased amounts of ethanol being handled as a result of the proposed project.  The rail unloading project is intended to replace shipments via the underground pipeline from the port.

NOISE


Construction Impacts

Potential adverse noise impacts were evaluated in the April 2001 Final EIR.  The noise analysis of construction activities in the 2001 Final EIR indicated that noise from both construction traffic and construction activities for all affected facilities would increase in the range of zero to a maximum of 4.4 decibels, depending upon the location around the plant.  The analysis conducted was for the Wilmington Refinery; which is a facility zoned heavy industrial and located in close proximity to the Harbor 110 Freeway.  The analysis of construction equipment included approximately 57 pieces of heavy-duty equipment (including five cranes and three backhoes) as well as 300 construction workers, 27 delivery vehicles and 21 heavy-duty trucks during the peak construction period.  The noise increases were, upon analysis, estimated to be less than significant with no mitigation necessary.  The existing background noise levels at the facility prior to construction averaged 64 decibels during the morning and 60 decibels in the evening.  With the abovementioned construction equipment and employees, the allowable threshold of 70 decibels (City of Los Angeles) would not be exceeded.  

The currently proposed project is located at LAT-West; which is approximately 18 miles from the Wilmington Refinery.  LAT-West is also zoned heavy industrial by the City of Los Angeles but is not as close to a major freeway or arterial.  In addition, LAT-West is not a refinery and does not contain the equipment needed for the refining process.  Construction equipment for the current project includes one backhoe, one crane, two weld machines and two heavy-duty trucks.  Construction duration will be approximately two months.  Given the typical decibel ratings for each of these pieces of equipment and the fact that there is an estimated six decibel reduction for every doubling distance, there is no possibility that these few pieces of equipment and construction workers could create a noise impact above 70 decibels.  Noise would be reduced from 95 dBA to 70 dBA in approximately 200 feet from the proposed unloading rack area.  There are no residents within 200 feet of this area.  Therefore, the noise will reduce to non-significance due to noise attenuation.  Table 5.0-1 highlights the decibel ratings for the construction equipment needed for the proposed project.

Table 5.0-1

Construction Noise Sources

ConocoPhillips Ethanol Unloading Rack Project

	Equipment
	Typical Range (decibels)
	Analysis Value (decibels)

	Truck
	82-95
	82

	Backhoe
	73-95
	80

	Cranes
	75-89
	85


Source:  SCAQMD’s TOSCO Refinery Wilmington Plant EIR (April 2001)

Operational Impacts

Operational noise impacts from new equipment at the refinery including a compressor, pumps, piping and fans were also evaluated in the EIR.  All other subsections under Noise were found to have less than significant impacts in the original Initial Study/Notice of Preparation.  The conclusion of the Final EIR was that noise impacts associated with the proposed project would not be significant so mitigation measures were not required.  

The currently proposed project adds two additional rail stops by existing rail trips to LAT-West on a weekly basis.  These rail trips are already occurring at this industrial site so there is no increase in noise above that which already exists.  In addition, the train shuts down during the unloading of the ethanol thereby reducing its noise potential even further.  There are existing unloading and shipping pumps currently at the facility as well as an existing unloading rack that will be extended as a result of the proposed project.

There are no conclusions made regarding noise impacts in the April 2001 Final EIR that would be altered as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed modifications do not create new significant adverse noise impacts or make substantially worse previously identified impacts.


GEOLOGY/SOILS

Geology/Soil resources were analyzed and discussed in detail in Chapter 4, of the 2001 Final EIR for the Conoco Phillips CARB Phase 3 project.  Seismic activity because of the many fault lines in the Los Angeles area was the only geology/soils impact area identified.  All other subsections under Geology/Soils were found to have less than significant impacts in the original Initial Study/Notice of Preparation. 

The conclusion of the Final EIR was that Geology/Soils impacts associated with the proposed project would not be significant so mitigation measures were not required.  The CARB Phase 3 project occurred within the confines of existing facilities where extensive surface disturbance has already occurred.  Therefore, no significant impacts to geology/soils were identified in the 2001 Final EIR.

The current modifications add one additional rail spur and one unloading rack to the LAT-West.  Construction of the rail spur and unloading rack are at an existing industrial facility where there is little undisturbed or unpaved land areas.  Specifically, the area to be graded as a result of the proposed project is approximately four-feet wide and 500 feet long.  In addition, Conoco Phillips utilizes a California Professional Engineer specializing in civil and structural engineering to design the structural work need for the unloading rack and its foundation.  This individual will adhere to all applicable Uniform Building Codes as well as the applicable Southern California Seismic Design Requirements.   

Conoco Phillips has conducted soil borings tests at the LAT-West site for potential soil contamination.  These tests showed no contamination.  Further soil borings will be tested during the grading process.  If any of these samples are found to be contaminated, the facility will comply with the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1166 – VOC Emissions from Decontamination of Soil.    

There are no conclusions made regarding geology/soils impacts in the April 2001 Final EIR that would be altered as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed modifications do not create new significant adverse Geology/Soils impacts or make substantially worse previously identified impacts.

AIR QUALITY

Construction Emissions

Construction emissions were estimated using methods described in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  As discussed in the April 2001 Final EIR, it was determined that the CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project would have significant air quality impacts during the construction phase of the project.  The proposed project impacts on carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) were determined to exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds and were determined to be significant.  The emissions of sulfur oxide (SOx) and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) were determined to be less than significant.  Construction emissions evaluated in the April 2001 CARB Phase 3 project were estimated to occur primarily at the Wilmington Refinery.  The current modifications will occur at the Los Angeles Terminal-West, which is approximately 18 miles away from the Conoco Phillips Wilmington Refinery.  Construction activities are anticipated to last approximately two months.  Because construction activities are occurring at a new site, this analysis assumes that the emissions herein were not accounted for in the previous EIR.  

Table 5.0–2 highlights construction emissions analyzed in the CARB Phase 3 Final EIR for the Conoco Phillips (formerly TOSCO) Refinery.        

Table 5.0 – 2
Conoco Phillips (TOSCO) Refinery CARB RFG Phase 3 Proposed Project
Peak Day Construction Emissions
(lbs/day)
	ACTIVITY
	CO
	VOC
	NOx
	SOx
	PM10

	Construction Equipment
	578
	  61
	662
	74
	47

	Workers Commuting/Equipment Delivery
	411
	109
	  40
	--
	2

	Fugitive Dust From Construction
	--
	--
	--
	--
	31

	Fugitive Dust/Travel on Paved  Roads
	--
	--
	--
	--
	42

	Total Construction Emissions
	989
	170
	702
	  74
	112

	SCAQMD Threshold Level
	550
	75
	100
	150
	150

	Significant?
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO



Construction-related emissions associated with the currently proposed modifications at LAT-West are included below.      

Table 5.0 – 3
Conoco Phillips Terminal Ethanol Unload Rack
Peak Day Construction Emissions
(lbs/day)
	Equipment Type
	Hours/Day
	SOx
(lbs/day)
	CO
(lbs/day)
	VOC
(lbs/day)
	NOx
(lbs/day)
	PM10
(lbs/day)

	Backhoe
	6
	0.44
	3.31
	0.66
	4.85
	0.22

	Crane
	6
	1.00
	4.50
	1.50
	11.51
	0.75

	Work Truck(s)
	6
	0.00
	6.44
	0.19
	2.52
	0.08

	Weld Machines
	6
	0.38
	2.08
	0.38
	3.40
	0.19

	Fugitive Dust
	
	
	
	
	
	1.22

	Construction Worker Commutes
	13 workers per day
	
	6.60
	0.74
	0.62
	0.03

	Peak Construction Emissions
(lbs/day)
	
	1.82
	22.93
	3.47
	22.90
	2.49

	SCAQMD CEQA Threshold of Significance
	
	
	550
	75
	100
	150

	Significant 
(yes or no)
	
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Change in Significance Determination from Previous Analysis
	
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO


As can be seen in Table 5.0-3 above, there are no significant adverse environmental impacts associated with project construction.  Further, none of the findings made in the April 2001 Final EIR will be altered as a result of the currently proposed modifications.  Construction calculations are provided in Appendix B.  The April 2001 Final EIR addressed construction impacts primarily at the Wilmington Refinery and did not address impacts to LAT-West.  Therefore, there are no construction activities associated with the April 2001 Final EIR that would overlap with LAT-West; which is approximately 18 miles away.  

Fugitive Dust

There may be fugitive dust emissions associated with grading the site prior to equipment installation.  The proposed rail spur is 500 feet long and four feet wide.  Using the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, PM10 emissions are estimated to be 1.21 pounds per day.  Adding this figure to the PM10 emissions associated with construction equipment, total construction-related PM10 will not exceed six pounds per day.  PM10 emissions are, therefore, expected to be insignificant.  Please refer to Appendix B for the fugitive dust calculation.  

Construction Emissions Summary

Construction emissions from the previously proposed project are summarized in Table 5.0-2.  As shown in Table 5.0-2, CO, VOC and NOx construction emissions exceeded their respective significance thresholds and were considered significant.  Emissions of SOx and PM10 from the previously analyzed project did not exceed their respective significance thresholds and were considered to be less than significant.  

The currently proposed modifications are expected to contribute some additional construction emissions (Table 5.0-3).  However, SOx and PM10 emissions are expected to remain less than significant.  Overall, CO, VOC and NOx emissions are expected to remain significant, but emission increases from the currently proposed project do not, by themselves, exceed the SCAQMD’s construction significance thresholds.  Therefore, construction emission increases do not constitute substantial increases in the severity of existing significant construction air quality impacts.  An Addendum is appropriate for these modifications because the currently proposed project does not require major revisions to the previous EIR due to a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects (CEQA Guidelines §15164).

Operational Emissions

The modifications to the Los Angeles Terminal to allow for the additional rail trips to the facility may result in increased operational emissions at the site.  There are three areas of potential operational emissions at the site:  potential fugitive leaks, idling during railcar disconnection, one additional permanent employee commute trips.

Fugitive VOC Emissions

Fugitive emissions have been evaluated in the unlikely event of a leak from the connector or flange used to connect the unloading rack to existing piping.   A leak is not expected due to the fact that all valves and flanges will be brand new and of the highest quality.  However, an analysis was conducted using SCAQMD’s emission factors for fugitive leaks that found potential VOC emissions from the leaks related to the proposed project to be approximately 4.0 pounds per day.  This calculation was derived using the fugitive leak factors issued by SCAQMD for permitting purposes.  This calculation includes potential theoretical leaks from valves, pumps, and all fittings, connectors and flanges.    This amount is well below the SCAQMD’s daily significance threshold of 55 pounds per day of VOC for operational activities.

Train Idling During Railcar Disconnection

A freight train currently delivers lubricating oils to the facility three times per week.  The ethanol being delivered may or may not be on the same freight train as the lubricating oil.  Assuming a worst-case analysis, there will be up to two additional train trips per week to the facility to deliver the ethanol.  Please note that these are not two additional trips to the South Coast Air Basin, but rather, two additional stops at the facility.  

Freight trains do not idle at the facility during the loading and/or unloading process; rather, they disconnect the cars being used and travel to the next facility.  Therefore, idling will occur only during the railcar disconnection process.  Field experience has shown that the disconnection process takes anywhere from five minutes to 15 minutes to complete.  Therefore, using a “worst-case” analysis, it is assumed that disconnection will take 15 minutes to complete and that the train would be idling throughout the unloading process. 

Calculating emissions from train idling was conducted as follows:


 Idling Emissions = Locomotive Size (hp) x Load Factora x Emission Factorb x Idlingc x 1/453.6 lb/g.

a. Idling load factor is based on a ratio of fuel usage for a CAT 3516B locomotive engine.  (Source:  CAT Spec Sheet LEHH0562, August 2000).  

b. Emission factors for CO, VOC, NOx and PM10 are from “Estimated Baseline Freight Locomotive Emission Rates,” EPA, Office of Mobile Sources, EPA 420-F-97-051.  SOx emission factors are calculated based on the sulfur content of diesel fuels.

c. Fuel consumption is as follows:  Idling (600 rpm) is two gallons per hour; Full Load at 1800 rpm is 107.3 gallons per hour. 

Emissions associated with locomotive idling are as follows:  0.067 pound of CO per 15 minutes; 0.025 pound of VOC per 15 minutes; 0.68 pound of NOx per 15 minutes; 0.009 pound of SOx per 15 minutes; and, 0.017 pound of PM10 per 15 minutes.  

Toxic Air Contaminants from Train Idling

Based on calculations conducted by SCAQMD CEQA staff, emissions from diesel exhaust could result in a maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) of 1.77 x 10-7 to a residential exposure.  Please see Appendix B for the risk assessment from diesel exhaust emissions.  Because the MICR is less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold for source specific projects of 10 x 10-6, the potential TAC impact is not significant.
 

Employee Commute Trips

One additional employee will be added as a result of the proposed modifications.   The operational emissions associated with the one new employee trip are as follows:  0.51 pound per day for CO; 0.06 pound per day for VOC; 0.05 pound per day for NOx and .0092 pound per day for PM10.  Please refer to Appendix B for the emission calculations associated with the one additional employee.  
Table 5.0-4 below highlights all operational emissions previously analyzed for the April 2001 Conoco Phillips CARB Phase 3 project as well as emissions related to the current modifications.  

TABLE 5.0-4
CONOCO PHILLIPS CARB RFG PHASE 3 PROJECT’S OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

	Activity
	CO
	VOC
	NOx
	SOx
	PM10

	Impacts in April 2001 FEIR
	
	
	
	
	

	Stationary Source Emissions
	111.3
	109.4
	399.1
	396
	22.2

	Indirect Emissions
	22.3
	6.2
	104
	5.7
	20.5

	Total Emissions
	133.6
	115.6
	503.1
	401.7
	42.7

	Modifications analyzed in December 2001 Addendum
	1
	30.5
	10.1
	0.6
	0.2

	Total Revised Project Impacts
	134.6
	146.1
	513.2
	402.3
	42.9

	Significant 
(yes or no)
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	Currently Proposed Modifications
(fugitive VOCs, train idling and employee commute trips)
	0.577
	5.585
	0.73
	.009
	0.026

	Change in Significance Determination
(yes or no)
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO


As can be seen, there are no significance determinations that will be altered as a result of the proposed modifications.  Operational emissions do not constitute substantial increases in the severity of existing significant operational air quality impacts.  An Addendum is, therefore, appropriate because the currently proposed project does not require major revisions to the previous EIR due to a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects (CEQA Guidelines §15164).  


TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

The original Initial Study/Notice of Preparation for the 2001 Final EIR identified increased traffic in the area around the Wilmington Refinery from construction workers, construction equipment and the delivery of construction materials.  There were no other traffic or transportation-related impacts identified with the operation of the Conoco Phillips Wilmington Refinery and associated facilities as a result of the CARB Phase 3 Project.

The construction impacts for the CARB Phase 3 Project were evaluated in the 2001 Final EIR and assumed that the construction phase would generate about 300 construction worker vehicle commute trips, 27 delivery vehicles and pickup trucks, three buses and 21 trucks per peak construction day for all affected facilities.  It was concluded that the proposed CARB Phase 3 Project impacts on traffic during construction would be less than significant.  

The current modifications will add approximately 13 construction workers for a two-month duration and one permanent new employee upon completion of the construction phase.  The twenty-six additional trips at LAT-West as a result of construction are well below the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 350 daily worker trips and are not expected to individually or cumulatively exceed a level of service standard nor cause a substantial increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic load.  In addition, the one additional permanent employee is not expected to alter any existing level of service at or around the facility.  There is adequate parking on site for both the construction workers as well as the permanent employee.  Therefore, there will be no contribution to congestion from employees looking for street parking.  

The two additional rail stops per week are from rail trips that are already occurring in the South Coast Air Basin.  The proposed modification only entails two additional stops for a total of 15 minutes for each stop.  The stops will occur entirely on the LAT-West facility and would not require any road closures that could contribute to congestion or gridlock.  Therefore, there are no significant impacts relating to the existing train trips making two additional stops per week.  

There are no conclusions made regarding Transportation/Traffic impacts in the April 2001 Final EIR that would be altered as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed modifications do not create new significant adverse Transportation/Traffic impacts or make substantially worse previously identified impacts.


HAZARDS

The original Initial Study/Notice of Preparation for the 2001 Final EIR identified hazards impacts associated with the increased transport of hazardous materials to and from the Refinery as well as from the modification of existing units at the facility such as the Alkylation Unit, Acid Plant, FCC Unit and Butamer Unit.  The Wilmington Refinery is located within 1,000 feet of the Los Angeles Harbor College.  Potential impacts to the school as a result of the proposed project were included in the 2001 Final EIR.

The hazards analysis evaluated the transportation of ammonia, butane, sulfuric acid, and perchloroethylene.  In addition, potential accidents associated with the process units being modified were also evaluated.  The conclusion of the 2001 Final EIR was that hazard impacts associated with the proposed project would not be significant during either construction or operation of the project, mitigation measures were not required.   

Ethanol is currently being transported and stored on-site.  The proposed project will not increase the amount of ethanol being stored; but rather, will alter the method of transportation from marine vessel and pipeline to railcar.  The only chemical processes currently occurring on site is lube oil blending.  Lube oil is not considered to be a hazardous or flammable substance.

The proposed project will require the delivery of ethanol in two additional rail stops per week.  The proposed project is not expected to change the probability of a train accident, derailment, or potential release of material in the event of an accident.  Rail accidents are generally weather or mechanical-related.  The proposed project will not change the average number of railcars that would derail and/or rupture in the event of an accident.  Further, in the event of an ethanol release, the health effects are expected to be less than significant.

There are no conclusions made regarding Hazards impacts in the April 2001 Final EIR that would be altered as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed modifications do not create new significant adverse Hazards impacts or make substantially worse previously identified impacts.

6.0 – CONCLUSIONS

The currently proposed modifications will have no effect on the conclusions regarding adverse environmental impacts contained in the April 2001 Final EIR (SCAQMD 2001) for the Conoco Phillips Refinery CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project, nor will it result in any new significant adverse impacts not already addressed in the April 2001 Final EIR.  In addition, the currently proposed modifications will not make significant effects substantially more severe than previously evaluated in the April 2001 Final EIR.  The currently proposed modification will not require new mitigation measures nor will it require modification of existing mitigation measures already identified in the April 2001 Final EIR.  Therefore, this Addendum has appropriately disclosed the potential impacts from the currently proposed modifications to the project and will be included as part of the CEQA record for the Conoco Phillips Refinery CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Fuels Project.
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ConocoPhillips

Fugitive VOC Calculations from Ethanol Unloading Project

	Component Types
	# of Comp.
	Emission Factor (lbs/source/year)
	Total Emissions
(lbs/year)

	Valves, light liquid service
	68
	19
	1292.00

	Pumps, light liquid service
	2
	0 (sealless)
	    0.0

	Fittings (connectors and flanges)
	113
	1.5
	169.5

	
Total Fugitive VOC Emissions
	
	
	
1,461.50


Because the terminal operates 365 days per year, the daily VOC emissions are:

 1,461.50 pounds per year / 365 days per year = 4.00 pounds VOC per day
ConocoPhillips

PM10 Calculations from Ethanol Unloading Project (graded surface area)

Proposed maximum rail spur dimensions (500’ long x 4’ wide = 2,000 ft.2)

SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Table A9-9 (p. A9-93) states, PM10 from graded surfaces = 26.4 pounds/day/acre graded.

2,000 ft.2/43,560 (ft/acre) x 26.4 pounds/PM10/acre = 1.21 pounds PM10


1.21 pounds per day of PM10 during site grading operations

