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1.0
INTRODUCTION

1.1
Overview

This document constitutes a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Addendum evaluating revisions to the proposed project described in the October 2001 Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Mobil California Air Resources Board (CARB) Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project (SCAQMD, SCH No. 2000081105, certified October 12, 2001).  Minor technical revisions to the original project were made based on further design considerations.  This CEQA Addendum is submitted in the interest of maintaining full disclosure and administrative accuracy and provides the basis for the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to determine the appropriate form of CEQA documentation for the project changes.

The Final EIR was prepared to assess potential adverse environmental impacts associated with ExxonMobil's (formerly Mobil's) CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project.  The project was developed to comply with CARB regulatory requirements to remove methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) from product gasoline and to produce and distribute product gasoline meeting CARB Phase 3 reformulated gasoline specifications. 

The primary objective of this CEQA Addendum is to discuss several minor project design changes, and revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2. ExxonMobil determined that minor project design changes were necessary for the project to operate efficiently and with adequate environmental protection.  The project design revisions are summarized below:

· Increased holding capacity for spill containment: A new 10,000-gallon capacity underground storage tank (UST) will not be installed, and instead a new 20,000-gallon capacity UST will be installed for spill containment at Atwood Terminal.  In addition, a new 10,000-gallon capacity UST will not be installed; instead a 40,000-gallon capacity spill containment system consisting of a sump and an existing aboveground storage tank (AST) will be utilized at Vernon Terminal.

· Elimination of all proposed project modifications at Southwest Terminal.

· Change in storage tanks: Two existing storage tanks will be upgraded to internal floating roof tanks (1,500 barrels each), one new 40,000-barrel ethanol tank will be eliminated, and there will be no upgrade of two existing storage tanks at Torrance Terminal (identified in the Final EIR as Alternative 2C).

· Addition of one new 70,800-pound potassium hydroxide (KOH) treater tower at Torrance Refinery.

· One new 20,000-barrel sphere will be built, and the two 10,000-barrel spheres previously proposed for C5/LSR (pentane) storage at Torrance Refinery will not be built.

In addition, ExxonMobil determined that implementation of Mitigation Measure H-2 was not technically feasible.  Mitigation Measure H-2 was developed to reduce the risk of upset from a new Butane/Pentane (C4/C5) Splitter and C5/LSR storage tank to be located at the Torrance Refinery. Revisions to this measure were necessary to make its implementation feasible, without compromising the level of mitigation intended by the initial measure. 
This Addendum demonstrates that the minor design changes to the project and revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 do not result in a change to the environmental analysis or the conclusions of the Final EIR.  The proposed changes would not result in any new significant adverse impacts not already addressed in the Final EIR, nor will the changes make identified significant effects substantially more severe than previously evaluated in the Final EIR. There would not be an increase in crude throughput at the refinery as a result of the proposed project changes. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides that the lead agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary, but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.  Section 15162 provides that a subsequent EIR must be prepared if:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertake which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:

(a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;

(b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR;

(c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible  would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

None of the circumstances requiring preparation of a subsequent EIR are present in this case.  Accordingly, the appropriate CEQA review for the proposed project changes is an addendum.

1.2
Background

CEQA requires evaluation of proposed projects that have the potential to generate significant adverse environmental impacts.  The SCAQMD was originally designated the lead agency under the CEQA review process because it is the agency with primary discretionary approval authority over the proposed MTBE phaseout/CARB Phase 3 project modifications.  An analysis of potential adverse impacts that could result from the refinery and distribution terminal modifications required to produce CARB Phase 3 gasoline was conducted and presented in several documents.  Summaries of the CEQA documents related to the Mobil CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project are provided below.  These documents can be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD's Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039.  The Final EIR can be downloaded from the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at: www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/nonaqmd.html.

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (SCAQMD, August 2000): A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study for the Mobil CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project were released for a 30-day public review and comment period on August 29, 2000. The Initial Study included a project description, project location, an environmental checklist, and a discussion of potential adverse environmental impacts.  The NOP solicited input from public agencies and other interested parties on the scope and content of the environmental information to be evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Draft EIR (SCAQMD, June 2001): The Draft EIR was released for a 45-day public review and comment period on June 15, 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 adverse environmental impacts (including cumulative impacts), mitigation measures, project alternatives, and all other relevant 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 Mobil CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project may generate significant adverse impacts, following mitigation, on the following environmental areas:  air quality and hazards.

Final EIR (SCAQMD, October 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 on October 12, 2001.

Section 2.0 of this Addendum summarizes the original MTBE phaseout/CARB Phase 3 project description and proposed project revisions.  Section 3.0 briefly summarizes the existing environmental setting.  Section 4.0 describes the potential impacts associated with the proposed modifications.  Section 5.0 presents the conclusions of this document.  Section 6.0 provides references used in the preparation of this document.  Appendix A of this CEQA Addendum contains Chapter 1 of the Final EIR, which summarizes the contents of the EIR, including the analysis of potential adverse impacts that could be generated by the proposed ethanol storage project and mitigation measures for the environmental areas analyzed.  Appendix B of this Addendum contains the description of, and environmental analysis for, each project alternative from the Final EIR, including Alternative 2C.  Appendix C documents the construction and operational emissions from the Final EIR and as a result of the proposed project modifications.  Appendix D includes the hazards analysis for the pentane storage as proposed with the project modifications.  Appendix E is the Mitigiation Monitoring Plan, modified to incorporate the changes discussed in this Addendum.  The Final EIR can be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039 or downloaded from the internet at the following address:  http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/nonaqmd/html. 

2.0
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Final EIR for the Mobil CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project (certified October 12, 2001) is a comprehensive environmental document that describes ExxonMobil’s CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project.  This project was developed to comply with Executive Order D-5-99 that was signed by Governor Davis on March 25, 1999, and directs that MTBE be phased out of California’s gasoline no later than December 31, 2002, and subsequently revised to December 31, 2003.  ExxonMobil’s CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project involves making changes to the configuration of the refinery by modifying existing process operating units, constructing and installing new equipment, and providing additional ancillary facilities.  The primary objective of the project is to provide a means for manufacturing gasoline that complies with the MTBE phase-out mandate and CARB Phase 3 gasoline specifications.  To meet the oxygenate requirements of the CARB Phase 3 specifications for gasoline without MTBE, the project described in the Final EIR also involved the modification of the four distribution terminals (located at the Torrance Refinery, Atwood Terminal, Vernon Terminal, and Southwest Terminal) because of the need to blend ethanol into the base reformulated gasoline at the terminals instead of at the refinery. 

The proposed mitigation measure revision and minor project design changes will not substantially change the project description as presented in the Final EIR. Table 2-1, Project Matrix, summarizes the major project elements described in the Final EIR in the left column and the proposed changed project elements in the right column.  The project modifications are described in more detail in the following sections.

TABLE 2-1: PROJECT MATRIX

	Final EIR Project Elements 
	Changed Project Elements 

	VERNON TERMINAL
	

	15 rail cars/day and/or  19 trucks/day to receive ethanol at terminal
	No Change

	Modify 2 existing tanks (Tank-3, 20,000 barrels and Tank-4, 60,000 barrels) for ethanol storage
	No Change

	1 new tank (50,000 barrels total) for gasoline storage to makeup for existing tanks used for ethanol (Tank-14)
	No Change

	Modify rail spur to bring ethanol onto the site
	No Change

	Railcar unloading rack to off-load ethanol into storage
	No Change

	Tanker truck unloading rack to off-load ethanol into storage
	No Change

	Drainage system for ethanol off-loading area - Single-walled pipe to one 10,000 gallon UST for drainage/spill containment 
	Single-walled pipe to spill containment system consisting of 8,000-gallon concrete sump, and pumps from sump to an existing AST (Tank 3- 840,000 gallons or Tank 49- 158,000 gallons) 

	Extension of existing loading rack to provide a truck loading lane for ethanol
	No Change

	Modify existing four-lane truck loading rack to allow for ethanol to be blended with gasoline during normal tank truck loading
	No Change

	ATWOOD TERMINAL
	

	1 new ethanol storage tank (15,000-barrel) 
	No Change

	Modify existing two-lane truck loading rack to allow for ethanol to be blended with gasoline during normal tank truck loading
	No Change

	Tanker truck unloading rack to off-load  ethanol into storage
	No Change

	Drainage system for ethanol off-loading area - Single-walled pipe connecting from spill containment to 1 new, double-walled UST (10,000 gallon)
	Double-walled pipe connecting to 2 new double-walled UST (10,000 gallons each) that are manifolded together to provide 20,000 gallons capacity

	SOUTHWESTERN TERMINAL
	

	Conversion of 6 existing tanks for ethanol
	Not Converted/Eliminated From Project

	1 new two-lane truck loading rack
	Not Built/Eliminated From Project

	New vapor destruction unit
	Not Built/Eliminated From Project

	TORRANCE TERMINAL
	

	Fuel ethanol storage and railcar unloading facility:

· Upgrade 2 existing storage tanks (20,000 barrels each)

· New storage tank (40,000 barrels), new rail spur and new pumps


	· Not Upgraded/Eliminated From Project - EIR Alternative 2C

· Not Built/Eliminated From Project - EIR Alternative 2C

· Upgrade 2 existing storage tanks (1,500 barrels each) to internal floating roof tanks (Tanks 15X421 and 15X420) – EIR Alternative 2C

	Modify existing truck loading rack to allow for ethanol to be blended with gasoline during normal tank truck loading
	No Change

	Tanker truck unloading rack to off-load ethanol into storage
	No Change

	New vapor destruction unit
	No Change

	New pipe from offloading facility to ethanol storage tanks 
	No Change

	New 6-inch pipe to take ethanol from storage tanks to loading racks
	No Change


TABLE 2-1: pROJECT MATRIX (CONTINUED) 

	Final EIR Project Elements
	Current Changed Project Elements

	TORRANCE REFINERY
	

	Light End Component Segregation:

· Piping
	No Change

	Butane/Pentane (C4/C5 Splitter):

· Modify existing trays and pumps of debutanizer

· New C4/C5 Splitter

· Demolish bender catalyst towers, bender preheater, other support equipment
	No Change

	Deisobutanizer Upgrades

· Tray replacement

· New reboiler, overhead condenser, heat exchanger, pumps, Alumina Tower
	· No Change

· No Change


· New Potassium Hydroxide (KOH) Tower

	C5/LSR Storage:

· 2 new spheres (10,000 barrels each), pumps, blanket gas system, vapor recovery line
	· 1 new 20,000-barrel sphere tank, instead of two new spheres (10,000 barrels each)

	Rail Loading and Unloading Facilities:

· Modify existing LPG rack

· New rail spur, piping, and spill containment
	No Change

	Saturated Gas Plant Feed Recovery Compressor Upgrades:

· Modify compressors, absorber internals
· New electric substation
	No Change

	Unsaturated Gas Plant Side Stripper:

· New reboiler, heat exchanger, pumps, air cooler, side stripper tower
	No Change

	Merox System Upgrades:

· New Merichen Unit, 2nd stage Naptha wash
	No Change

	Mitigation Measure H-2: To help reduce the risk of upset from the C4/C5 splitter and pentane storage tank: 

· 24-hour per day, seven day per week staffing

· Fire detectors


· Manual shutdown of liquid into or out of the splitter and storage tanks in case of fire

· High pressure fire deluge systems for the C4/C5 splitter and protective coating for pentane storage tank.
	Revisions to MMH-2:


· No Change

· Hydrocarbon leak detectors instead of fire detectors - Torrance Fire Department reviewed
· No Change


· Protective coatings for the legs of the pentane sphere and a high-pressure fire deluge system for the pentane sphere, instead of a protective coating on the entire pentane sphere - Torrance Fire Department reviewed


2.1  Project Design Changes 

Minor technical changes to the project were necessary based on further design, efficiency and environmental protection considerations.  The proposed project design changes (explained in more detail in the following subsections) include:
· Increased holding capacity for spill containment: A new 10,000-gallon capacity underground storage tank (UST) will not be installed, and instead a new 20,000-gallon capacity UST will be installed for spill containment at Atwood Terminal.  In addition, a new 10,000-gallon capacity UST will not be installed; instead a 40,000-gallon capacity spill containment system consisting of a sump and an existing aboveground storage tank (AST) will be utilized at Vernon Terminal.

· Elimination of all proposed project modifications at Southwest Terminal.

· Change in storage tanks: Two existing storage tanks will be upgraded to internal floating roof tanks (1,500 barrels each), one new 40,000-barrel ethanol tank will be eliminated, and there will be no upgrade of two existing storage tanks at Torrance Terminal (identified in the Final EIR as Alternative 2C).

· Addition of one new 70,800-pound potassium hydroxide (KOH) treater tower at Torrance Refinery.

· One new 20,000-barrel sphere will be built, and the two 10,000-barrel spheres previously proposed for C5/LSR (pentane) storage at Torrance Refinery will not be built.

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals.  

The Final EIR included spill containment for the new ethanol tanker truck offloading area at the Atwood Terminal.  This consisted of a new 10,000-gallon UST which was designed to hold a 100-year storm event and spill of a tanker truck, with no containment of fire protection water.  However, the City of Anaheim Fire Department determined that the spill containment was not adequately sized and subsequently required the containment to hold the total volume of runoff from a 100-year storm event, plus 20 minutes of firewater and one truck volume.  The proposed project design would be modified to include two new 10,000-gallon USTs manifolded together. The two USTs will be located in the same area of the Terminal as the previously proposed spill containment. 

At the Vernon Terminal, the proposed project originally included spill containment for the ethanol railcar and truck offloading area. The original spill containment at Vernon consisted of a new 10,000 UST and was designed to hold a 100-year storm event and spill of a tanker truck, with no major spills from rail cars, and no containment of fire protection water.  However, the City of Vernon Fire Department determined that the spill containment tank was not adequately sized and subsequently required the containment tank to hold the total volume of runoff from a 100-year storm event, plus one-railcar volume (28,500 gallons) and 20 minutes of firewater.  Therefore, the minimum spill containment required by the City is a tank that will hold at least 40,000 gallons of liquid.  The currently proposed project design would require connecting a single-walled pipe to a new 8,000-gallon, covered concrete sump, which then would pump its contents to an existing AST (Tank 3 or Tank 49).  Tank 3 is already permitted by SCAQMD with a capacity of 20,000 barrels (840,000 gallons) of liquid.  Tank 3 will be converted from a gasoline storage tank to a spill containment storage tank. In the future, ExxonMobil may switch from using Tank 3 for spill containment to using another existing AST, Tank 49, which has a capacity of 158,000 gallons.  Tank 49 will be available for use upon receipt of an SCAQMD permit, when it would be converted from a lube oil tank to a spill containment tank.  Therefore, either Tank 3 or Tank 49 is sized to hold the spill containment volume of 40,000 gallons.

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Proposed Modifications

The Final EIR identified several modifications to the Southwest Terminal, including the conversion of six existing tanks for ethanol, addition of one two-lane truck loading rack, and a new vapor destruction unit.  These actions will no longer be implemented since it has been decided that a receiving area to accommodate receipts from ocean tankers was not required.  The decision not to proceed with these actions eliminates the potential construction and operational impacts identified in the Final EIR at the Southwest Terminal. 

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)
ExxonMobil proposes to implement Alternative 2C, one of three alternatives to the proposed project evaluated in the Final EIR for fuel ethanol storage at the Torrance Refinery.  The original project involved both Torrance and Vernon Terminals serving as ethanol distribution hubs, requiring the construction of one new 40,000-barrel ethanol tank and upgrading two existing 20,000-barrel tanks for ethanol service in support of the Torrance Refinery receiving ethanol by rail.  ExxonMobil later determined it was more cost effective for the Vernon Terminal to be the single distribution hub for ethanol instead.  Since Torrance Refinery will not be a distribution hub, the holding capacity evaluated at Alternative 2C in the Final EIR, which involves less construction and piping, is sufficient to meet the needs of the refinery. 

Alternative 2C involves converting two existing 1,500-barrel tanks for fuel ethanol storage, instead of constructing a new 40,000-barrel tank and converting two existing 20,000-barrel storage tanks.  The two 1,500-barrel tanks are currently used for storing a diesel fuel additive (octyl nitrate).  These tanks are located east of Prairie Avenue, adjacent to the existing LPG rail tracks, and less than 300 feet north of the truck racks at the Torrance Terminal loading rack.  This location is less than 1,000 feet east of the fuel ethanol storage location specified in the original project description.

This alternative would require less construction than the original project, primarily because the new 40,000-barrel tank for fuel ethanol storage would not be built, and the conversion of two 20,000-barrel tanks to fuel ethanol would not occur.  Converting the two 1,500-barrel tanks to fuel ethanol storage would require activities similar to the proposed project’s conversion of the two 20,000-barrel tanks.  For both the proposed project and Alternative 2C, one 300-barrel replacement tank would be installed in diesel fuel additive service.  No additional diesel fuel additive tanks would be constructed. 

Operationally, the primary differences between Alternative 2C and the original project relate to the significantly decreased fuel ethanol storage capacity at the refinery.  Whereas the original project required the refinery to serve as an ethanol distribution hub, under the proposed changes there would be no truck deliveries of fuel ethanol to other terminals from the refinery.  Instead, ethanol will be trucked to the refinery and unloaded to the two 1,500-barrel tanks.

The Final EIR concluded in Section 5 that none of the alternatives are expected to create substantially different impacts to the environment from the proposed project.  The analysis of project alternatives, including Alternative 2C, was prepared in conformance with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

ExxonMobil is proposing to build a new 70,800 pound KOH tower for n-butane treatment at the refinery as part of the deisobutanizer upgrades.  The construction of the new KOH was not mentioned in the Final EIR because the original design called for utilization of an existing, smaller KOH tower.  The existing tower was determined to be undersized during the detailed engineering design phase.  The new KOH tower would be installed to provide more efficient treatment of the n-butane product from the Alkylation Unit than would be possible using the smaller, existing KOH tower.  This revision does not affect the existing modified hydrofluoric acid (MHF) alkylation process.

Currently, there are one alumina tower and two KOH towers (one large tower near the alumina tower and one small tower in the Alkylation Unit) for treating the n-butane product from the Alkylation Unit.  During normal operation, the alumina tower and large KOH tower are operated in series.  Both towers are taken out of service when the alumina and KOH media are replaced.  During this period, the n-butane only undergoes KOH treatment through the small KOH tower, meaning it is not effectively treated to butane sales quality.  This is acceptable for current operations, since the refinery can blend the partially treated n-butane into motor gasoline.

After the implementation of the CARB Phase 3 regulations, blending of n-butane into motor gasoline will cause the gasoline to exceed vapor pressure specifications when summer gasoline specifications are in effect (roughly March through October).  This is because when ethanol is blended with gasoline the vapor pressure of the resulting blend increases.  Therefore, to meet the summer regulatory vapor pressure limit, the refinery must produce a base gasoline stock with a lower vapor pressure.  This requires the n-butane be removed from the base gasoline stock during the summer months.  The refinery will instead have to completely treat and sell the n-butane product, making n-butane a byproduct of CARB Phase 3 gasoline production instead of a component of gasoline. To do so efficiently, a second alumina tower (which was evaluated in the Final EIR) and a new KOH tower are required. The new alumina tower and new KOH tower will be operated in series, and will alternate operation with the existing alumina tower and existing KOH tower.  The new KOH tower will be the same size as the existing, large KOH tower. The existing, small KOH tower will no longer be required and will be physically isolated from the process and rendered inoperable until a future use is identified.  

During operation, the KOH tower is a passive unit; i.e., butane gas passes through a fixed bed of KOH pellets.  No heaters or furnaces are required as part of this process.  The KOH pellets absorb water during the butane treating process, forming a syrup-like liquid that is routinely drained to a closed process from the tower.  When the KOH tower is spent (approximately every three months), the remaining KOH pellets are reduced to syrup-like liquid by exposure to water.  The liquid is then neutralized with sulfuric acid and drained to the refinery wastewater sewer system.  The new KOH tower will require more KOH pellets to fill the tower (than would the small, existing KOH tower) but will also lengthen the interval between KOH pellet replacements, resulting in no net increase in the overall KOH pellet consumption or wastewater generation rate.

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The Final EIR identifies two new 10,000-barrel (working capacity) spheroid tanks to be constructed at the Torrance Refinery to provide the necessary storage capacity for the C5/LSR.  Construction of the new tanks was proposed at the site of an out-of-service tank, which will be cleaned, demolished, and removed from the site.  The two-sphere design was originally proposed to support the possibility of a quality specification for LSR sales which would require staging; LSR product could be certified to meet sales quality in one sphere while the other sphere filled. ExxonMobil later eliminated the second sphere from its design after further evaluation indicated a strict quality specification for LSR sales was unlikely and the LSR could be sold, if necessary, without staging.  The current project design proposes to install one new 20,000-barrel spheroid tank, instead of two new 10,000-barrel spheroid tanks, at the same proposed site of an out-of-service tank. 

2.2
Mitigation Measure H-2 

A detailed hazards analysis for ExxonMobil’s CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project is included in Section 4.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the October 2001 Final EIR (pages 4-43 through 4-73) and in Appendix C – Hazards Impact Calculations. The discussion below focuses on the portion of the Hazards analysis that is applicable to Mitigation Measure H-2. 

The Final EIR concluded that the new C4/C5 Splitter and pentane sphere at the refinery have the potential to generate significant adverse off-site hazard impacts.  To reduce the potential hazard risks, Mitigation Measure H-2 was included.  While it did not reduce the level of impact to an insignificant level, the measure reduced the severity of the hazard impact.  

Mitigation Measure H-2, as originally presented in the Final EIR, is written as follows:

The following factors will help to reduce the risk of upset from the C4/C5 Splitter and for the new pentane storage tank to be located at the refinery.  They represent the application to new refinery equipment and processes of practices and procedures currently implemented at the Mobil facilities:

· 24-hour per day, seven day per week staffing;

· Fire detectors;

· Manual shutdown of liquid into or out of the splitter and storage tanks in case of fire, which will minimize the quantity of release.

· High-pressure fire deluge systems for the C4/C5 splitter and protective coatings for the pentane storage tank; these measure would reduce the possibility of BLEVEs caused by fires in the vicinity of these facilities.

The proposed revisions are designed to more accurately reflect the existing onsite operations and procedures which will provide ExxonMobil with a mitigation measure that is more feasible without compromising the level of mitigation intended by the initial measure. 
Mitigation Measure H-2 is proposed to be revised to read as follows: 

The following factors will help to reduce the risk of upset from the C4/C5 Splitter and for the new pentane storage tank to be located at the refinery.  They represent the application to new refinery equipment and processes of practices and procedures currently implemented at the ExxonMobil facilities:

· 24-hour per day, seven day per week staffing;

· Hydrocarbon leak detectors;
· Manual shutdown of liquid into or out of the splitter and storage tanks in case of fire, which will minimize the quantity of release; and,
· High-pressure fire deluge system for the C4/C5 splitter and the pentane sphere.  In addition, protective coatings for the legs of the pentane sphere.

The differences between what was proposed in the October 2001 Final EIR and what is currently proposed for Mitigation Measure H-2 are:

· Instead of fire detectors, hydrocarbon leak detectors will be used which will detect potential fuel sources in advance of actual fire, and

· A high-pressure fire deluge system for the pentane sphere (as well as for the C4/C5 splitter), and protective coatings for the legs of the pentane sphere instead of protective coatings for the entire pentane sphere. The fire deluge system provides a more active means of fire suppression than the protective coating.  In addition, the protective coatings over the entire sphere may mask any metal corrosion in the future, thereby increasing the risk of potential leaks.  Coating of the legs is standard practice to prevent buckling in the event of a fire. 

The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures by participating in the HazOp reviews, and by witnessing and signing off on the deluge system operational test.  The revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 would make implementation of the mitigation measure more feasible without compromising the level of risk reduction intended by the original measure.  The hazard impacts associated with the new C4/C5 Splitter and new pentane storage sphere are considered significant even after the implementation of Mitigation Measure H-2, as written in the Final EIR and as revised in this CEQA Addendum. Because the changes will mitigate the hazard impacts to no lesser degree than the original mitigation measure, there are no potential impacts associated with the minor design changes.    

3.0
EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The existing ExxonMobil Refinery and the various terminals are located within developed portions of Los Angeles and Orange Counties.  All elements of the project occur at existing ExxonMobil facilities.  The land uses near the affected facilities generally are comprised of a blend of heavy and light industrial, commercial, residential, and transportation-related uses. 

4.0
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

4.1 Impact Discussion

The Final EIR (SCAQMD, 2001) for the Mobil CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline 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:

· Air Quality

· Cultural Resources

· Energy Sources

· Geology and Soils

· Hazards and Hazardous Materials

· Hydrology/Water Quality

· Land Use and Planning

· Public Services

· Solid/Hazardous Waste

· Transportation/Traffic

· Growth-Inducing Impacts.

No other environmental topics were identified as having the potential to be adversely affected by the CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project. 

The analysis in the October 2001 Final EIR indicated that the proposed CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project would result in the following significant unavoidable adverse impacts or potentially significant but mitigable impacts:

· The emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and particulate matter (PM10) will exceed mass daily significance thresholds during project construction, therefore, air quality impacts are considered significant.

· The emissions of VOC and NOx will exceed the mass daily significance thresholds during operation, therefore, air quality impacts are considered significant.

· The potential risk of impact from proposed project components analyzed in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the Final EIR extend offsite, therefore, hazards impacts are considered significant.

The following sections provide an impact analysis of the project changes described in this CEQA Addendum for the environmental topics found in the Final EIR.  As described in more detail in the following sections, the minor project changes do not create significant new adverse impacts or make existing significant adverse impacts substantially worse, per CEQA Guidelines 15162, and the conclusions from the Final EIR remain unchanged. 

4.1.1
Air Quality  

Construction and operational air quality emissions associated with the ExxonMobil CARB Phase III Project are summarized in Tables C-1 through C-5 of Appendix C.  For ease of reference, these tables are also presented in the Overall Effects and Conclusions Summary provided at the end of this section. Tables C-1 and C-3 show construction and operational emissions as provided in the Final EIR, and Tables C-2 and C-4 show the total changes in construction and operational emissions resulting from the proposed project changes. Table C-5 summarizes the Operational Criteria Pollutant Summary of Total Emissions.  The following text describes the contents of these tables.  Some of the proposed project changes add to the duration of construction (i.e., the number of days of construction) but do not increase or otherwise change the construction activity that would occur on the peak emission day.  Because the Final EIR evaluated air quality based on the peak day, project changes that do not affect the peak emission day during construction likewise do not affect the air quality analysis.  The net result of the changes summarized below is a reduction in air emissions.

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at the Atwood and Vernon Terminals is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals. 

Atwood Design Changes:

· Final EIR (Oct. 2001) - Install one new 10,000 gallon UST.

· Proposed Change - Install a second new tank, for a total of two 10,000 gallon UST.

Factors Affecting Peak Daily Construction Emissions:

· Second new tank is a cylindrical tank with dimensions of 8-foot diameter by 37-foot long.

· Second tank is placed in the same excavation as the first tank, requiring an increase in the size of the excavation from 4.5x14x5 yards to 8x14x5 yards, resulting in an increased excavation volume of approximately 250 cubic yards.

· Excavation, utilizing one diesel excavator and one dump truck, occurs on the peak construction day.

· Placement of the second new tank, utilizing one 25-35 ton diesel crane, occurs on the peak construction day.

· Delivery of second tank is assumed on other than peak day, so there is no impact on peak daily construction emission from that activity.

Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Pre-Mitigation) as a Result of Proposed Change

Atwood Terminal

	Equipment Source
	Change
	CO (lb/day)
	VOC (lb/day)
	NOx (lb/day)
	SOx (lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10 (lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10 (lb/day)
	Total PM10 (lb/day)

	Excavator/Diesel
	+2 hr/day
	3.2
	1.1
	8.2
	0.7
	0.5
	0.0
	0.5

	On-Site 10 CY Dump Truck
	+1 truck/day
	7.0
	0.6
	15.3
	1.3
	1.0
	0.0
	1.0

	25-35 Ton Crane/Diesel
	+2 hr/day
	1.9
	0.4
	4.8
	0.2
	0.2
	8.8
	9.0

	  NET IMPACT
	
	12.1
	2.1
	28.3
	2.2
	1.7
	8.8
	10.5


Vernon Design Changes:

· Final EIR (Oct. 2001) - Install one new 10,000 gallon UST.

· Proposed Change - Eliminate the new 10,000 gallon UST, and instead install one new 8,000 gallon underground concrete process sump; connect sump pumps to existing AST capable of holding approximately 40,000 gallons of wastewater; install new internal floating roof inside existing AST.

Factors Affecting Peak Daily Construction Emissions:

· Excavation for one 8,000 gallon underground sump is the same or slightly less than that needed for one 10,000 gallon UST, and utilizes the same equipment; therefore there is no increase in emissions associated with the use of excavation equipment..

· Installation of internal floating roof and other internal modifications on existing tank is accomplished by construction equipment already on site, and no new construction equipment is brought on site.  Construction equipment already is fully utilized; therefore the change will extend the construction schedule but will not add to daily peak construction emissions. 

· Piping is installed sequentially, therefore piping modifications to run from the new sump pumps to the existing AST extend the construction schedule but do not impact daily peak construction emissions.

Peak Operational Emissions:

The incremental operational emissions associated with the proposed changes to the spill containment systems at the Atwood and Vernon Terminals are based on the assumption that the stormwater system will contain a mixture of water and gasoline.  Any gasoline in the stormwater containment system will tend to float on the surface of the water, creating the potential for volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions.  The Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) of gasoline normally ranges from 7 (summer blend) to 11 (winter blend); however, to be conservative, gasoline with an RVP of 13 was used to calculate emissions. 

Incremental operational emissions from the Atwood and Vernon Terminals were determined for conservative, maximum potential increases in tank turnovers for the spill containment systems.  These turnover estimates were based on facility history as supplied by personnel familiar with those facilities.  Incremental tank emissions were calculated using EPA Model TANKS 4.0.  Incremental operational emissions of 7.2 pounds per day from the Atwood Terminal were determined using a maximum potential increase of one turnover per month for the 10,000-gallon spill containment system.  The incremental operational emissions associated with the proposed changes at the Vernon Terminal were determined by adding 9.7 pounds per day for tank VOC emissions associated with Tank 3, based on a maximum potential increase of one turnover of 150,000 gallons per day for the system. The higher tank turnover at Vernon is due to the fact that the spill containment system there is capable of receiving water from the adjacent warehouse roof. 

These increases in emissions were added to the “New storage tank” row for Atwood and to the "New storage tank" row for Vernon, respectively on Table C-4. 

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
ExxonMobil has eliminated from the project its planned Southwest Terminal modifications, as described in the Final EIR.  These modifications comprised the conversion of six existing tanks for ethanol, and the installation of one new two-lane truck loading rack and a new vapor destruction unit.  Based on the elimination of this project component, the construction and operational emissions identified in the calculations of the October 2001 Final EIR will no longer occur under the current proposed action. Therefore, the construction and operational emissions associated with the Southwest Terminal projects were subtracted out in Table C-2 and Table C-4, respectively. 
Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)

As identified in the Final EIR, Alternative 2C would require less construction than the original project, primarily because the new 40,000-barrel tank for fuel ethanol storage would not be built, and the conversion of two 20,000-barrel tanks to fuel ethanol would not occur.  The emission changes were derived by subtracting the construction emissions of Alternative 2C (see line 2C of Final EIR Table 5.3-1) from the construction emissions for the overall project as proposed in the Final EIR (see Final EIR Table 4.1-5).  This calculation is shown below and repeated in Table C-2 of this document.  Implementation of Alternative 2C would result in a net decrease in construction emissions calculated in the Final EIR for this aspect of the project.  
Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Pre-Mitigation) as a Result of Proposed Change

Alternative 2C

	
	CO

(lb/day)
	VOC

(lb.day)
	NOx

(lb/day)
	SOx

(lb/day)
	PM10

(lb/day)

	Construction Emissions from Table 4.1-5
	12,139.0
	1,588.2
	1,703.8
	137.3
	557.1

	Alternative 2C from Table 5.3-1
	12,092.6
	1,518.8
	1,550.2
	122.5
	538.7

	Emission reduction
	(46.4)
	(11.2)
	(89.3)
	(8.6)
	(13.7)


Peak Operational Emissions:

The increase of VOC operational emissions from the proposed implementation of Alternative 2C was obtained from Table 5.3-2, Summary of Operational Emissions for Alternatives, in the Final EIR and added to the “Fuel ethanol tanks” row under the Torrance Refinery section on Table C-4.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The construction of the new KOH tower will coincide with the demolition and construction activities associated with the proposed deisobutanizer upgrades at the refinery, as outlined in the Final EIR.  Since the KOH tower is in close proximity to the deisobutanizer, and the construction for the KOH tower and the deisobutanizer upgrades will occur at the same time, the same labor pool can be used for both, and therefore no additional construction workers will be required. 

Factors Affecting Peak Daily Construction Emissions:

· The proposed change will not require an increase in the amount or type of equipment proposed in the Final EIR.

· There will be a higher utilization of the existing equipment.

· The KOH tower will be lifted into place using the same cranes as for alumina tower.  This will increase the number of hours that the cranes operate on the peak construction day.

· For all other equipment, the higher utilization will extend the days of construction activities, but will not increase equipment utilization or emissions on the peak day.

Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Pre-Mitigation) as a Result of Proposed Change

Refinery: KOH Tower

	Equipment Source
	Change
	CO (lb/day)
	VOC (lb/day)
	NOx (lb/day)
	SOx (lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10 (lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10 (lb/day)
	Total PM10 (lb/day)

	175 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel: Eqpt Vessel
	+2 hr/day
	3.2
	1.1
	8.1
	0.7
	0.5
	0.0
	0.5

	225 Ton Crawler Crane/Diesel: Eqpt Vessel
	+2 hr/day
	7.2
	2.4
	18.4
	1.6
	1.2
	0.0
	1.2

	  NET IMPACT
	
	10.4
	3.5
	26.5
	2.3
	1.7
	0.0
	1.7


Peak Operational Emissions: 

The incremental operational emissions associated with the proposed new KOH tower are conservatively represented as the total emissions from the new KOH tower and alumina tower combined as obtained from the SCAQMD permit application.  An amount of 7.2 pounds per day of volatile organic compounds, or VOCs, was added to the “Fugitive VOC from components” row on Table C-4. 

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The construction of the new 20,000-barrel sphere in place of the two 10,000-barrel spheres proposed in the Final EIR will result in less materials, welding, painting and earthwork as summarized below.   

Design Changes:

· Final EIR (Oct. 2001) - Install two new 10,000-barrel spheres.

· Proposed Change - Eliminate the new 10,000-barrel spheres, and instead install one new 20,000-barrel sphere.

Factors Affecting Peak Daily Construction Emissions:

· The surface area of one 20,000-barrel sphere is 20% less than two 10,000-barrel spheres.
 The weight of one 20,000-barrel sphere likewise is substantially less than the weight of two 10,000-barrel spheres.

· The amount of materials delivered, welding required and painting are all directly proportional to the surface area of the tanks; therefore, these activities and their emissions are all reduced by 20%.

· Calculations for delivery, welding and painting are shown below; however, these activities are not assumed to occur on the peak construction day, and therefore no emission credit is taken.

· Reduction in the number of spheres also impacts foundation work required.  The volume of both earth excavated and concrete poured are decreased by approximately 350 cubic yards, from two 4-yard-wide-by-4-yard-deep rings, each approximately 15 yards inner diameter and 19 yards outer diameter, to one ring, again 4-yard-wide-by-4-yard-deep, with an inner diameter of approximately 20 yards and an outer diameter of 24 yards.  These activities are assumed to occur on the peak construction day.

Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Pre-Mitigation) as a Result of Proposed Change

Refinery: LSR Sphere

	Equipment Source
	Change
	CO (lb/day)
	VOC (lb/day)
	NOx (lb/day)
	SOx (lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10 (lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10 (lb/day)
	Total PM10 (lb/day)

	20 Ton Grove Hydraulic Crane/Diesel: Con&Steel
	-1 hr/day
	(0.7)
	(0.2)
	(1.8)
	(0.2)
	(0.1)
	0.0
	(0.1)

	75 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel: Conc&Steel
	-1 hr/day
	(1.4)
	(0.5)
	(3.5)
	(0.3)
	(0.2)
	0.0
	(0.2)

	Loader w/Backhoe Auger/Diesel:Conc&Steel
	-1 hr/day
	(2.1)
	(0.4)
	(3.1)
	(0.3)
	(0.2)
	0.0
	(0.2)

	  Subtotal Non-peak (excluded)


	
	(4.2)
	(1.1)
	(8.4)
	(0.8)
	(0.5)
	0.0
	(0.5)

	20 Ton Grove Hydraulic Crane/Diesel: Piping
	-1 hr/day
	(2.2)
	(0.7)
	(5.5)
	(0.5)
	(0.4)
	0.0
	(0.4)

	75 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel: Piping
	-1 hr/day
	(1.4)
	(0.4)
	(3.4)
	(0.3)
	(0.2)
	0.0
	(0.2)

	  Subtotal Peak (included)


	
	(3.6)
	(1.1)
	(8.9)
	(0.8)
	(0.6)
	0.0
	(0.6)

	  NET IMPACT
	
	(7.7)
	(2.3)
	(17.3)
	(1.5)
	(1.1)
	0.0
	(1.1)


Peak Operational Emissions:

A decrease is expected in operational emissions associated with the new 20,000-barrel sphere, versus the two new 10,000-barrel spheres in the Final EIR, since less fugitive emissions will arise from fewer pipe fittings and valves. However, to be conservative, the decrease in operational emissions was assumed to be zero, and no credit was taken for emissions decrease in Table C-4 

Mitigation Measure H-2
The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more precisely reflect the existing onsite operations and procedures and will provide ExxonMobil with a more feasible mitigation measure without compromising the level of mitigation intended by the initial measure. The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures by participating in the HazOp reviews, and by witnessing and signing off on the deluge system operational test.  The minor design changes between what was proposed in the Final EIR and the current proposed revision to Mitigation Measure H-2 were described in Section 2.2 of this document.  They are: 

· Instead of fire detectors, hydrocarbon leak detectors will be used which will detect potential fuel sources in advance of actual fire, and

· A high-pressure fire deluge system for the pentane sphere (as well as for the C4/C5 splitter), and protective coatings for the legs of the pentane sphere instead of protective coatings for the entire pentane sphere. The fire deluge system provides a more active means of fire suppression than the protective coating.  In addition, the protective coatings over the entire sphere may mask any metal corrosion in the future, thereby increasing the risk of potential leaks.  Coating of the legs is standard practice to prevent buckling in the event of a fire. 

These changes require approximately the same level of effort during construction and will not result in an increase in the number of construction workers or equipment. In addition, the proposed revision to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not change the operation of the C4/C5 splitter and pentane storage tank. Therefore, construction and operational emissions will not change and the proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not affect emissions in Tables C-2 and C-4 in Appendix C, Revised Construction and Operational Emissions Tables.

Overall Effects and Conclusions

As noted in the introduction to this Section 4.1.1, construction and operational air quality emissions associated with the ExxonMobil CARB Phase III Project are found in Tables C-1 through C-5 of Appendix C.  For ease of reference, these tables are also provided below.  Tables C-1 and C-3 show construction and operational emissions as provided in the Final EIR, and Tables C-2 and C-4 show the total changes in construction and operational emissions resulting from the proposed project changes.  Table C-5 shows the Operational Criteria Pollutant Summary of Total Emissions (Direct and Indirect).

	Table C-1 (Table 4.1-5 of Final EIR)

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Pre-Mitigation): Final EIR 



	Source
	CO
(lb./day)
	VOC
(lb./day)
	NOX
(lb./day)
	SOX
(lb./day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb./day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb./day)
	Total PM10
(lb./day)

	Construction Equipment Exhaust
	11,614.8
	573.6
	1,371.4
	133.2
	82.4
	N/A
	82.4

	Onsite Motor Vehicles
	170.5
	35.5
	96.7
	4.2
	5.3
	226.7
	232.0

	Onsite Fugitive PM10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	5.0
	5.0

	Architectural Coating
	N/A
	896.7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Total Onsite
	11,785.2
	1,505.8
	1,468.1
	137.3
	87.7
	231.7
	319.4

	Offsite Motor Vehicles
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	TOTAL
	12,139.0
	1,558.2
	1,703.8
	137.3
	93.0
	464.0
	557.1

	CEQA Significance Level
	550
	75
	100
	150
	
	
	150

	Significant? (Yes/No)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	---
	---
	Yes

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.

NA:     Not Applicable


Source: SCAQMD Final EIR, October 2001.

	Table C-2 

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Pre-Mitigation): 

Currently Proposed Project



	
	CO

(lb/day)
	VOC

(lb.day)
	NOx

(lb/day)
	SOx

(lb/day)
	PM10

(lb/day)

	Construction Emissions in Final EIR
	12,139.0
	1,588.2
	1,703.8
	137.3
	557.1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Changes to Peak Construction Day:
	
	
	
	
	

	Vernon Terminal
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Atwood Terminal
	12.1
	2.1
	28.3
	2.2
	10.5

	Southwest Terminal
	(2,130.0)
	(200.0)
	(106.3)
	(6.7)
	(46.4)

	Torrance Terminal (Alternative 2C)
	(46.4)
	(11.2)
	(89.3)
	(8.6)
	(13.7)

	Refinery: KOH Tower
	10.4
	3.5
	26.5
	2.3
	1.7

	Refinery: LSR Storage Sphere
	(3.6)
	(1.1)
	(8.9)
	(0.8)
	(0.6)

	   Total Changes to 

    Peak Construction Day
	(2157.5)
	(206.7)
	(149.7)
	(11.6)
	(48.5)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	CEQA Significance Level
	550
	75
	100
	150
	150

	Significant for Proposed Modifications (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Substantial Increase in Significant Impacts (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	New Significant Impact (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Construction Emissions
	9,981.5
	1,351.5
	1,554.1
	125.7
	508.6


	Table C-3 (Table 4.1-6 of Final EIR)

 Peak Daily Operational Emissions (Pre-Mitigation)

	Source
	CO

(lb./day)
	VOC

(lb./day)
	NOX
(lb./day)
	SOX
(lb./day)
	PM10
(lb./day)

	Direct Emissions

	Torrance Refinery

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	37.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanks
	0.0
	3.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Sulfur recovery plant 
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.8
	0.0

	Boilers
	6.1
	10.2
	22.5
	11.2
	30.7

	New vapor combustor
	< 0.1
	< 0.1
	< 0.1
	< 0.1
	< 0.1

	Total
	6.2
	51.4
	22.6
	12.1
	30.7

	Torrance Loading Rack

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	21.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	1.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	23.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Southwestern Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	18.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Marine tanker non-CARB Phase 3 gasoline loading
	0.0
	113.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	4.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New vapor combustor
	< 0.1
	< 0.1
	0.1
	< 0.1
	< 0.1

	Total
	0.0
	136.4
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0

	Vernon Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	40.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New gasoline storage tank  
	0.0
	14.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	55.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Atwood Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	14.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New fuel storage tank
	0.0
	1.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	15.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total Direct Emissions
	6.2
	282.2
	22.7
	12.1
	30.8

	Indirect Emissions

	Tanker trucks
	21.5
	5.2
	100.1
	0.0
	71.7

	Switch engine for railcars
	1.6
	0.9
	14.8
	0.1
	0.4

	Total Indirect Emissions
	23.1
	6.1
	115.0
	0.1
	72.1

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


Source: SCAQMD Final EIR, October 2001.

	Table C-4

Peak Daily Operational Emissions (Pre-Mitigation): Currently Proposed Project

	Source
	CO

(lb./day)
	VOC

(lb./day)
	NOX
(lb./day)
	SOX
(lb./day)
	PM10
(lb./day)

	Direct Emissions

	Torrance Refinery

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	44.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanks
	0.0
	9.9
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Sulfur recovery plant 
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.8
	0.0

	Boilers
	6.1
	10.2
	22.5
	11.2
	30.7

	New vapor combustor
	<0.1
	<0.1
	<0.1
	<0.1
	<0.1

	Total
	6.2
	64.7
	22.6
	12.1
	30.8

	Torrance Loading Rack

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	21.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	1.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	23.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Southwestern Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Marine tanker non-CARB Phase 3 gasoline loading
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New vapor combustor
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Vernon Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	40.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Additional  storage tank emissions
	0.0
	24.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	65.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Atwood Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	14.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New storage tanks
	0.0
	8.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	22.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total Direct Emissions
	6.2
	176
	22.6
	12.1
	30.8

	Total Change in Emissions (Final EIR to Current Project)
	0
	-106.2


	-0.1
	0
	0

	Indirect Emissions

	Tanker trucks
	21.5
	5.2
	100.1
	0.0
	71.7

	Switch engine for railcars
	1.6
	0.9
	14.8
	0.1
	0.4

	Total Indirect Emissions
	23.1
	6.1
	114.9
	0.1
	72.1

	Note: Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


 Table C-5

Operational Criteria Pollutant Summary of Total Emissions (Direct and Indirect)

	Pollutant
	Final EIR Total  (lb/day)
	Proposed Current Project Total (lb/day)
	Total Change in Emissions (Final EIR to Proposed Current Project)
	SCAQMD Threshold (lb/day)
	Final EIR Significant?
	Proposed Project Significant?

	CO
	29.3
	29.3
	0
	550
	No
	No

	VOC
	288.3
	182.1
	-106.2
	55
	Yes
	Yes

	NOx
	137.7
	137.5
	-0.2
	55
	Yes
	Yes

	SOx
	12.2
	12.2
	0
	150
	No
	No

	PM10
	102.9
	102.9
	0
	150
	No
	No


The proposed project would result in small construction emission increases for spill containment and the KOH tower, but these increases would be more than offset by decreases in construction emissions associated with Alternative 2C, the C5/LSR sphere, and the elimination of Southwest Terminal modifications.  The net impact of all proposed project modifications is an overall decrease in construction emissions (see Table C-2).  There is no new significant air quality impact that was not evaluated in the Final EIR, and there is no substantial increase in the severity of any significant air quality impact previously identified.

Although the proposed project changes result in a decrease in construction emissions, the overall construction emissions total continues to constitute a significant impact to CO, VOC, oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and PM 10, and therefore does not change the construction emission impact conclusion in the Final EIR as reflected on Table C-1.

The changes to operational emissions from the proposed project modifications were added or eliminated on a line item by line item basis as described above and reflected on Table C-4.    The total change in emissions from the Final EIR to the proposed project modifications shows a reduction in VOC emissions by 106.2 pounds per day and source NOx emissions by 0.2 pounds per day and no change in CO, SOx, and PM 10 emissions, as reflected on Table C-5.  These reductions do not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold, and therefore, the proposed project modifications will not result in a significant new impact.  The impact conclusions for operational emissions in the Final EIR remain unchanged for the proposed project modifications, as shown on Table C-5.  

Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact to air quality and impacts to air quality identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

4.1.2 Cultural Resources
Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals.  The additional UST at the Atwood Terminal will be constructed in the location of the originally proposed UST.  Ground disturbance (excavation) will occur during construction to place the additional UST in the ground. The Final EIR concluded that archaeological surveys at the Atwood Terminal had identified no important cultural resources.  The additional UST will not result in impacts to equipment and structures over 50 years of age. 

The installation of the modified spill containment system would disturb ground at the Vernon Terminal to the same extent as in the Final EIR, since the locations for the underground sumps are the same, and the volumes of earthwork to be excavated/moved are similar.  

The Vernon site is the only facility discussed in the Final EIR that had a potential to impact cultural resources in the Final EIR.   However, the Final EIR also included mitigation measures (Section 4.2.3 of Final EIR) that requires construction worker training and cultural monitoring for all excavation activities at Vernon.  As concluded in the October 2001 Final EIR, although significant adverse impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated, in the event that a historic or prehistoric site is found during construction the proposed mitigation measures will mitigate the potential impacts to cultural resources. 

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
The minor ground disturbance associated with proposed construction and operation activities at Southwest Terminal in the Final EIR would not occur under the currently proposed action to eliminate the proposed modifications at Southwest Terminal.  The Southwest Terminal is built on fill dirt and the ground has been extensively disturbed. 
Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)

The cultural resources impacts associated with Alternative 2C were discussed in Chapter 5, page 5-15, of the October 2001 Final EIR (see also Appendix B).  There is no change in the cultural resources analysis from the Final EIR to the current document.  There were no project impacts on cultural resources.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The construction of the new KOH tower will not require grading or excavation. Localized borings through the concrete pad into subsurface soils will be made to create foundation supports for the new KOH tower.  The Final EIR concluded that archaeological surveys had identified no important cultural resources at the refinery.  The new KOH tower will not result in impacts to equipment and structures over 50 years of age. 

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The magnitude of grading and excavation necessary for the proposed sphere is a function of the footprint of the sphere. The footprint of a proposed new 20,000-barrel sphere is approximately 80 percent of the combined footprint of the two 10,000-barrel spheres described in the Final EIR.  Hence, less grading and excavation is needed for the construction of the new 20,000-barrel sphere. Also, the EIR concluded that archaeological surveys at the refinery had identified no important cultural resources.  Finally, the new single sphere will not result in impacts to equipment and structures over 50 years of age. 
Mitigation Measure H-2

The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more precisely reflect the existing onsite operations and procedures and will provide ExxonMobil with a more feasible mitigation measure without compromising the level of mitigation intended by the initial measure.   The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures, as described in the revised Mitigation Measure H-2, and takes no exception. The minor design changes to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not require further ground disturbance than what was originally proposed in the Final EIR. The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not result in impacts to equipment and structures over 50 years of age.  

Overall Effects and Conclusions

The minor design changes to Mitigation Measure H-2, new KOH tower, and elimination of the Southwest Terminal modifications would not result in ground disturbance or impact equipment and structures over 50 years of age.  The additional UST at Atwood would occur in the same location as the proposed UST and where surveys had not identified any significant cultural resources.  The modified spill containment system at Vernon would require ground disturbance in the same area as the Final EIR, and hence has the same potential for cultural resources and will be mitigated as described in the Final EIR.  The new 20,000-barrel sphere would not require additional excavation and grading, would occur at the refinery where no significant cultural resources have been identified, and would not impact equipment and structures over 50 years of age.  As is the case for the proposed project in the Final EIR, Alternative 2C would be expected to have no significant adverse impacts on prehistoric or historic cultural resources.

The proposed modifications to the CARB Phase III Project, as discussed above, will not result in a significant cultural resources impact, individually or overall. There is no change in the cultural resources conclusions in the October 2001 Final EIR. Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact on cultural resources and impacts on cultural resources identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

4.1.3 Energy Sources

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals.  The transport and placement of the additional UST at Atwood and modified spill containment at Vernon will result in expenditure of non-renewable energy sources, primarily gasoline and diesel fuel. The estimated fuel increase during construction activities is 36 gallons of gasoline and 1418 gallons of diesel fuel at Atwood and 2730 gallons of gasoline and 1575 gallons of diesel fuel at Vernon.  These volumes were estimated by calculating the changes in gasoline and diesel usage as a result of the construction activity changes detailed in Section 4.1.1 of this document. This negligible increased demand is one-time only and represents a very small percentage of the total demand for fuels in the Los Angeles region, as described in the Final EIR.  No other energy sources would be used during construction of the proposed increased spill containment at Atwood and Vernon.  The spill containment will not require the use of energy sources during operation.

	Atwood Terminal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equipment/Fuel
	HPwr
	Percent

Load
	Number
	Hours/Day
	Duration

(weeks)
	Days/Week
	bhp-hr/

day
	Total

bhp-hr
	Diesel Fuel Use (gal)a
	Gasoline Fuel Use (gal)b

	25-35 Ton Crane/Diesel
	275
	43
	1
	3
	10
	5
	355
	17,738
	887
	

	Excavator/Diesel
	275
	58
	2
	2
	3
	5
	638
	9,570
	479
	

	Self Propelled Plate Compactor/Gasoline
	95
	55
	1
	8
	0.14
	5
	418
	299
	
	36

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Static Equipment Subtotal
	1,365
	36

	Vehicle Type
	
	#/day
	Miles/ Day

per Vehicle
	Starts/Day

per

Vehicle
	Days Used
	Total

Miles/Day
	Total

Starts/ Day
	Total Miles
	Diesel Fuel Use (gal)a
	Gasoline Fuel Use (gal)a

	On-Site 10 CY Dump Truck
	
	1
	105
	2
	10
	105
	2
	1,050
	53
	

	Off-Site heavy duty delivery vehicle
	
	1
	70
	2
	1 
	70
	2
	70
	4
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Vehicle Subtotal
	53
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Net Changes at Atwood
	1,418
	36


	Vernon Terminal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equipment/Fuel
	HPwr
	Percent

Load
	Number
	Hours/Day
	Duration

(weeks)
	Days/Week
	bhp-hr/

day
	Total

bhp-hr
	Diesel Fuel Use (gal)a
	Gasoline Fuel Use (gal)b

	25-35 Ton Crane/Diesel
	275
	43
	2
	5
	2
	5
	1,183
	11,825
	591
	

	Air Compressor/Gasoline
	90
	56
	2
	7
	2
	5
	706
	7,056
	
	847

	Excavator/Diesel
	275
	58
	3
	8
	1
	5
	3,828
	19,140
	957
	

	Self Propelled Plate Compactor/Gasoline
	95
	55
	1
	8
	1
	5
	418
	2,090
	
	251

	Welding Machine/Gasoline
	60
	51
	6
	7
	2
	5
	1,285
	12,852
	
	1,542

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Static Equipment Subtotal
	1,548
	2,640

	Vehicle Type
	
	#/day
	Miles/ Day

per Vehicle
	Starts/Day

per

Vehicle
	Days Used
	Total

Miles/Day
	Total

Starts /Day
	Total Miles
	Diesel Fuel Use (gal)a
	Gasoline Fuel Use(gal)a

	On-Site 10 CY Dump Truck
	
	6
	90
	2
	1
	540
	12
	540
	27
	

	On-Site Pickup Truck
	
	2
	45
	4
	20
	90
	8
	1,800
	
	90

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Vehicle Subtotal
	27
	90

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Net Changes at Vernon
	1,575
	2,730


Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
The use of energy sources associated with proposed construction and operation activities at Southwest Terminal in the Final EIR would not occur under the currently proposed action; i.e. none of the actions identified for the Southwest Terminal in the Final EIR will be built. The elimination of construction activities at the Southwest Terminal will conserve approximately 13,093 gallons of gasoline and 3,392 gallons of diesel. These volumes were estimated by totaling the fuel usage for all vehicles and equipment used in construction activities at the Southwest Terminal. 

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C) 

The energy impacts associated with Alternative 2C were discussed in Chapter 5, page 5-15, of the Final EIR (see also Appendix B).  The proposed construction of Alternative 2C will require less gasoline and diesel, since a new 40,000-barrel storage tank will not be constructed and two 20,000-barrel existing tanks will not be upgraded.  Instead, two smaller existing 1,500-barrel tanks will be upgraded to internal floating roof tanks.  In the Final EIR, however, the fuel savings were not quantified as they were deemed "not significant compared to existing energy use".  As such, no gasoline and diesel savings for implementation of Alternative 2C are claimed in this document. 

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The construction of the new KOH tower will result in expenditure of non-renewable energy sources, primarily gasoline and diesel fuel. The estimated fuel increase during construction of the new KOH tower is approximately 62 gallons of gasoline and 1,804 gallons of diesel fuel.  These volumes were estimated by calculating the changes in gasoline and diesel usage as a result of the construction activity changes detailed in Section 4.1.1 of this document.  This increased demand is one-time only and represents a very small percentage of the total demand for fuels in the Los Angeles region, as described in the Final EIR.  No other energy sources will be utilized during construction of the proposed new KOH tower. 

	Refinery KOH Tower
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equipment/Fuel
	HPwr
	Percent

Load
	Number
	Hours/Day
	Duration

(weeks)
	Days/Week
	bhp-hr/

day
	Total

bhp-hr
	Diesel Fuel Use (gal)a
	Gasoline Fuel Use (gal)b

	Loader w/Backhoe/Diesel (earthwork)
	250
	60
	1
	6
	0.5
	5
	900
	2,250
	113
	

	Self Propelled Plate Compactor/Gasoline (earthwork)
	15
	65
	2
	6
	0.5
	5
	117
	293
	
	35

	20 Ton Grove Hydraulic Crane/Diesel (conc & steel)
	200
	40
	1
	5
	0.5
	5
	400
	1,000
	
	

	75 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel (conc & steel)
	300
	50
	1
	6
	0.5
	5
	900
	2,250
	
	

	Loader w/Backhoe Auger Attach/Diesel (conc & steel)
	200
	70
	1
	6
	0.5
	5
	840
	2,100
	
	

	175 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel (eqpt vsls)
	250
	70
	1
	2
	2
	5
	350
	3,500
	175
	

	225 Ton Crawler Crane/Diesel (eqpt vsls)
	500
	80
	1
	2
	3
	5
	800
	12,000
	600
	

	20 Ton Grove Hydraulic Crane/Diesel (piping)
	200
	60
	2
	6
	1
	5
	1,440
	7,200
	
	

	Rig Welder/Diesel (piping)
	120
	60
	3
	7
	1
	5
	1,512
	7,560
	378
	

	Six Pack Welder/Diesel (piping)
	300
	75
	2
	7
	0.5
	5
	3,150
	7,875
	394
	

	Air Compressor/Diesel (electrical)
	150
	50
	1
	6
	0.5
	5
	450
	1,125
	56
	

	Rig Welder/Diesel (electrical)
	120
	60
	1
	7
	0.5
	2
	504
	504
	25
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Static Equipment Subtotal
	1,741
	35

	Vehicle Type
	
	#/day
	Miles/ Day

per Vehicle
	Starts/Day

per

Vehicle
	Days Used
	Total

Miles/Day
	Total

Starts/ Day
	Total Miles
	Diesel Fuel Use (gal)a
	Gasoline Fuel Use (gal)a

	On-Site 10 CY Dump Truck (Demolition)
	
	1
	90
	2
	2
	90
	2
	180
	9
	

	On-Site 3 Ton Flat Bed Truck (demolition)
	
	1
	90
	2
	2
	90
	2
	180
	
	9

	On-Site 10 CY Dump Truck (earthwork)
	
	3
	90
	2
	2
	270
	6
	540
	27
	

	On-Site 3 Ton Flat Bed Truck (earthwork)
	
	2
	90
	2
	2
	180
	4
	360
	
	18

	Off-Site heavy duty delivery vehicle
	
	1
	50
	2
	1
	50
	2
	50
	3
	

	Off-Site concrete truck
	
	1
	50
	2
	10
	50
	2
	500
	25
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Vehicle Subtotal
	64
	27

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Net Changes from KOH Tower
	1,804
	62


During operation the KOH tower is a passive unit; i.e. butane passes through fixed beds of KOH pellets.  No heaters or furnaces are required to provide energy to this process.  Therefore, operation of the proposed new KOH tower will not increase energy demand.

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The construction of one new 20,000-barrel sphere instead of two 10,000-barrel spheres will result in the reduction in use of non-renewable energy sources, primarily gasoline and diesel fuel. The estimated fuel decrease is 1,202 gallons of diesel fuel, with no decrease in gasoline.  These volumes were estimated by calculating the changes in gasoline and diesel usage as a result of the construction activity changes detailed in Section 4.1.1 of this document.  No other energy sources would be used during construction of the proposed new 20,000-barrel sphere.  During operation of the new sphere, no additional energy sources are utilized.

	Refinery LSR Sphere
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equipment/Fuel
	HPwr
	Percent

Load
	Number
	Hours/Day
	Duration

(weeks)
	Days/Week
	bhp-hr/

day
	Total

bhp-hr
	Diesel Fuel Use (gal)a
	Gasoline Fuel Use (gal)b

	20 Ton Grove Hydraulic Crane/Diesel (conc & steel)
	200
	40
	1
	(1.0)
	4.0 
	5
	-80
	-1,600
	-80
	

	75 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel (conc & steel)
	300
	50
	1
	(1.0)
	3.0 
	5
	-150
	-2,250
	-113
	

	Loader w/Backhoe Auger Attach/Diesel (conc & steel)
	200
	70
	1
	(1.0)
	4.0 
	5
	-140
	-2,800
	-140
	

	20 Ton Grove Hydraulic Crane/Diesel (conc & steel)
	200
	40
	1
	5.0 
	(0.5)
	5
	400
	-1,000
	
	

	75 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel (conc & steel)
	300
	50
	1
	6.0 
	(0.5)
	5
	900
	-2,250
	
	

	Loader w/Backhoe Auger Attach/Diesel (conc & steel)
	200
	70
	1
	6.0 
	(0.5)
	5
	840
	-2,100
	
	

	20 Ton Grove Hydraulic Crane/Diesel (piping)
	200
	60
	2
	(1.0)
	6.0 
	5
	-240
	-7,200
	
	

	75 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel (piping)
	300
	50
	1
	(1.0)
	4.0 
	5
	-150
	-3,000
	-150
	

	20 Ton Grove Hydraulic Crane/Diesel (piping)
	200
	60
	2
	6.0 
	(1.0)
	5
	1,440
	-7,200
	-360
	

	75 Ton Truck Crane/Diesel (piping)
	300
	50
	1
	6.0 
	(1.0)
	5
	900
	-4,500
	-225
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Static Equipment Subtotal
	-1,068
	0

	Vehicle Type
	
	#/day
	Miles/ Day

per Vehicle
	Starts/Day

per

Vehicle
	Days Used
	Total

Miles/Day
	Total

Starts/ Day
	Total Miles
	Diesel Fuel Use (gal)a
	Gasoline Fuel Use (gal)a

	On-Site 10CY dump truck
	
	1
	90
	2
	(22)
	90
	2
	-1,969
	-98
	

	Off-Site heavy duty delivery vehicle
	
	1
	50
	2
	(10)
	50
	2
	-500
	-25
	

	Off-Site concrete truck
	
	1
	50
	2
	(44)
	50
	2
	-2,188
	-109
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Vehicle Subtotal
	-134
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Net Changes from LSR Sphere
	-1,202
	0


Mitigation Measure H-2

The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more precisely reflect the existing onsite operations and procedures and will provide ExxonMobil with a more feasible mitigation measure without compromising the level of mitigation intended by the initial measure.   The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures, as described in the revised Mitigation Measure H-2, and takes no exception. The minor design changes between what was proposed in the Final EIR and the current proposed revision to Mitigation Measure H-2 require approximately the same level of effort during construction and will not change to the operation of the C4/C5 Splitter and pentane storage tank.  Therefore, the revised Mitigation Measure H-2 will not result in an additional expenditure of non-renewable energy sources.

Overall Effects and Conclusions

The proposed project modifications as described above result in both increases and decreases in fuel consumption.  The total difference between the fuel consumption anticipated in the Final EIR (154,000 gallons gasoline and 182,000 gallons diesel fuel) and the proposed project modifications is approximately 10,000 gallons less of gasoline and 380 gallons more of diesel fuel.  No other energy sources are proposed for construction and operation of the proposed project modifications.  Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact on energy sources and impacts on energy sources identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.
4.1.4 Geology and Soils 

The Final EIR evaluated the potential impacts of the project associated with various geologic and seismic conditions, including earthquake-induced ground motion, ground failure, liquefaction, topographic alteration, and seismically-induced disturbance of contaminated soil.  Because local geologic and seismic conditions are generally uniform within the refinery and terminals, respectively, the proposed project modifications are, unless noted below, assumed to have no impact on these conditions.

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals.  The construction of the additional UST at Atwood and spill containment system at Vernon will require excavation.  The additional UST and spill containment system will be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements, the 1997 Uniform Building Code, area-specific construction requirements, and earthquake safety standards.  If contaminated soils are encountered during construction activities they will be appropriately managed in accordance with state, federal, and local regulations. Contaminated soil will be sent offsite for treatment and/or disposal.  As stated in the Final EIR, there is capacity to manage the material sent offsite for treatment/disposal at sites such as Safety Kleen’s Buttonwillow facility or Chemical Waste Management’s Kettleman City facility. As concluded in the Final EIR, adherence to these requirements and standards would adequately mitigate potential impacts from seismic and other geologic hazards.

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
The potential geologic and soils risks associated with construction and operation at the Southwest Terminal in the Final EIR no longer exist under the current proposed action; since none of the actions identified for the Southwest Terminal in the Final EIR will be built.  Therefore, there is no significant impact from seismic and other geologic hazards associated with the proposed elimination of construction and operation at the Southwest Terminal as described in the Final EIR.

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)

Geology and Soils resources associated with Alternative 2C were discussed in Chapter 5, page 5-15, of the Final EIR (see also Appendix B). There is no change in the geology and soils analysis from the Final EIR to the current document.  The project impacts on geology and soils were considered less than significant.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The construction of the new KOH tower will not require grading or excavation. Localized borings through the concrete pad into subsurface soils were made to create foundation supports for the new KOH tower.  The new KOH tower will be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements, the 1997 Uniform Building Code, area-specific construction requirements, and earthquake safety standards.  As concluded in the October 2001 Final EIR, adherence to these requirements and standards would adequately mitigate potential impacts from seismic and other geologic hazards.

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The magnitude of grading and excavation for the new 20,000-barrel sphere is a function of the footprint of the sphere. The footprint of a proposed new 20,000-barrel sphere is approximately 80 percent of the combined footprint of two 10,000-barrel spheres described in the Final EIR.  Hence, less grading and excavation is needed for the construction of the new 20,000-barrel sphere. The new 20,000-barrel sphere will be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements, the 1997 Uniform Building Code, area-specific construction requirements, and earthquake safety standards.  As concluded in the Final EIR, adherence to these requirements and standards would adequately mitigate potential impacts from seismic and other geologic hazards.

Mitigation Measure H-2

The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more precisely reflect the existing onsite operations and procedures and will provide ExxonMobil with a more feasible mitigation measure without compromising the level of mitigation intended by the initial measure.   The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures, as described in the revised Mitigation Measure H-2, and takes no exception. The minor design changes to Mitigation Measure H-2, from what was proposed in the Final EIR, will meet all applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements, the 1997 Uniform Building Code, area-specific construction requirements, and earthquake safety standards as required in the Final EIR.  

Overall Effects and Conclusions

As discussed above, the combined proposed project modifications will be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements, the 1997 Uniform Building Code, area-specific construction requirements, and earthquake safety standards.  As concluded in the October 2001 Final EIR, adherence to these requirements and standards would adequately mitigate potential impacts from seismic and other geologic hazards.  If contaminated soils are encountered during construction activities they will be appropriately managed in accordance with state, federal, and local regulations. Contaminated soil will be sent offsite for treatment and/or disposal.  As stated in the Final EIR, there is capacity to manage the material sent offsite for treatment/disposal at sites such as Safety Kleen’s Buttonwillow facility or Chemical Waste Management’s Kettleman City facility.  Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact to geology and soils and impacts to geology and soils identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

4.1.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals.  The increased volume in spill containment at Atwood will adequately contain a spill from an 8,500-gallon tanker truck, runoff from a 100-year storm event, and 20 minutes of firewater.  The increased volume of the modified spill containment system at Vernon will adequately contain a spill from a 28,500-gallon railcar, runoff from a 100-year storm event, and 20 minutes of firewater.  These improvements at both terminals will enhance each terminal’s ability to safely contain an accidental release of flammable materials, thereby further minimizing potential hazard risks from fire and explosion.  In spite of these modifications  to reduce hazard risks at the Atwood and Vernon Terminals, the hazard risks associated with the current proposed project modification remains significant as concluded in the October 2001 Final EIR.
Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
The hazard risks associated with construction and operation of the Southwest Terminal will no longer exist under the current proposed action since none of the actions identified for the Southwest Terminal in the Final EIR will be built. 

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)

Hazards associated with the upgrade and operation of the two existing storage tanks at the Torrance Terminal were discussed in Chapter 5, pages 5-15 through 5-19, of the Final EIR (see also Appendix B). There is no change in the hazards analysis from the Final EIR to the current document.  The fire and explosion risk of failure of a 1,500-barrel fuel ethanol storage tank was compared with the baseline risk of failure of a 1,500-barrel diesel fuel additive (octylnitrate) storage tank.  There will be a reduction in hazard with the conversion of the tanks to fuel ethanol storage from the more hazardous octylnitrate storage, particularly because the total amount of octylnitrate storage at the Refinery will be reduced.  In addition, the elimination (compared to the original project) of the new 40,000-barrel and the two converted 20,000-barrel fuel ethanol storage tanks will reduce fuel ethanol storage-related risks.  Overall, when compared to the project described in the Final EIR, Alternative 2C will have  lower risks.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

KOH (Potassium Hydroxide), a strong hygroscopic alkali, absorbs water during the butane treating process.  This process converts some of the KOH pellets to a syrup-like liquid, which is routinely drained from the KOH tower to a closed process. When the KOH tower is spent (approximately every three months), the remaining KOH pellets are reduced to syrup-like liquid by exposure to water.  The liquid is then neutralized with sulfuric acid and drained to the refinery wastewater sewer system.  The new KOH tower is replacing a similar smaller tower. While the new KOH tower will require more pellets to fill, the larger capacity will lengthen the interval between KOH pellet replacement so that the overall KOH pellet consumption or wastewater generation rate will not increase from what was assumed in the Final EIR. The use of KOH and sulfuric acid in the neutralization process is not a new process to the refinery and will not significantly increase hazards or risk of upset. 
C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

A comparative hazard analysis between the two new 10,000-barrel spheres proposed in the Final EIR and the current proposal to construct one new 20,000-barrel sphere is presented in Appendix D, Hazard Analysis of Pentane Sphere.   The analysis quantifies the net effect of changing from two 10,000-barrel spheres to one 20,000-barrel sphere in terms of the impact from a worst case hazard scenario. The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) RMP (Risk Management Program)*Comp model was used for the hazards analysis and it calculates the worst-case offsite consequence in terms of area of impact from a release of a flammable substance.  This model was developed and used for EPA’s Risk Management Planning (RMP) rule, which implements Section 112(r) of the 1990 Clean Air Act. The mechanisms used in the estimation are described in Appendix C and D of the Risk Management Program Guidance for Offsite Consequence Analysis, April 1999 of the EPA RMP Guidance (EPA 550-B-99-009). Three scenarios are analyzed: vapor cloud explosion, pool fire, and boiling liquid expanding vapor explosion (BLEVE).

As shown on Table D-2 in Appendix D, the analysis concluded that there are no new offsite impacts as a result of the proposed change.  Furthermore, existing offsite impacts are no more severe as a result of the proposed change.   The only minor change in risk occurs under only one of three possible worst-case release scenarios, that of a vapor explosion. In this particular scenario, the difference in area of impact between the spheres in the Final EIR and the proposed 20,000-barrel sphere is only 0.1 mile and continues to remain within the refinery boundary; that is, there are no new offsite hazard risks from this proposed project design change.  For the other two scenarios, pool fire and BLEVE, the risks remain unchanged. 

The conclusion from this exercise, as stipulated in CEQA Guidelines §15162, is that the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact and impacts identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. 

Mitigation Measure H-2

The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more precisely reflect the existing onsite operations and procedures.   The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures, as described in the revised Mitigation Measure H-2, and take no exception. The revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not result in less effective fire protection than that evaluated in the Final EIR. The sphere will be kept cool in the event of fires by water from the high-pressure deluge systems instead of the passive protection afforded by coating the entire sphere.  In addition, the use of hydrocarbon leak detectors instead of fire detectors will detect the occurrence of a fuel release before the onset of fire.

The revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 would make implementation of the mitigation measure more feasible without compromising the level of risk reduction intended by the original measure. The increase in risk associated with a catastrophic failure of the C4/C5 Splitter and pentane storage tank is considered significant even after the implementation of Mitigation Measure H-2 as written in the Final EIR and this assumption is unchanged under the current proposed revision.
Overall Effects and Conclusions

The revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not result in the modification and/or addition of new equipment or processes beyond those evaluated in the Final EIR and therefore there would be no increase in the hazard risk or hazardous materials from this proposed project modification. The use of KOH and sulfuric acid in the neutralization process is not a new process to the refinery and will not significantly increase hazards or risk of upset. Hazardous materials quantities will remain the same; although the new KOH tower will require more pellets to fill, the larger capacity will lengthen the interval between KOH pellet replacement so that the overall KOH pellet consumption or wastewater generation rate will not increase from what was assumed in the Final EIR.  

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals and, therefore the hazards risk at these terminals will not increase from the conclusion in the Final EIR. The hazards analysis concluded, as shown on Table D-2 in Appendix D, that the risk from the proposed 20,000-barrel sphere versus the two 10,000-barrel spheres in the Final EIR varies depending on the scenario. Under one of three possible worst-case release scenarios, the impact distance is 0.1-mile farther for the proposed 20,000-barrel sphere than for the two 10,000-barrel spheres, but does not extend offsite of the refinery.  Therefore, the proposed change does not present a new significant hazard risk if compared to the risk in the Final EIR.  Under the other two worst-case release scenarios, the risks are identical regardless of the sphere scenario selected. The elimination of the modifications at the Southwest Terminal and the implementation of Alternative 2C will contribute to a reduction in the hazards risk, as compared to the Final EIR.  Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact to hazards and hazardous materials and impacts to hazards and hazardous materials identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

4.1.6 Hydrology/Water Quality

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernone Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals.  The proposed increased spill containment at Vernon and Atwood is to contain stormwater runoff from a 100-year storm event.  The spill containment tanks include leak detectors and are regulated by state and local regulations. The construction and operation of the proposed increased spill containment will not require the additional use of water. The Final EIR identified no significant adverse impacts to water quality or supply, and the proposed construction and operation of the increased spill containment will not require increased water usage, wastewater discharge, or increases in stormwater runoff volumes or drainage patterns.

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
The elimination of the construction and operation of the proposed activities at the Southwest Terminal as described in the Final EIR will remove the potential risk to water quality or supply due to the proposed modification activities at the Southwest Terminal.  Therefore, the elimination of the proposed activities at the Southwest Terminal will not result in a significant impact to hydrology or water quality and will not change the impact conclusion in the October 2001 Final EIR.

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)

Hydrology/water quality resources associated with Alternative 2C were discussed in Chapter 5, pages 5-19 and 5-20, of the Final EIR (see also Appendix B). There is no change in the hydrology/water quality resources analysis from the Final EIR to the current document.  There are no significant adverse impacts on hydrology/water quality resources from Alternative 2C.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The construction and operation of the new KOH tower will not require the use of additional water.  The liquid waste from the KOH tower, once neutralized, will be routed to the refinery wastewater system.  The removal of the small existing KOH tower and replacement with the proposed new large tower will not result in an increase in wastewater to the refinery wastewater unit.  Construction and operation of the new KOH tower will not require increased water usage or significant changes in stormwater runoff volumes or drainage patterns.  

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The magnitude of grading and excavation is a function of the footprint of the spheres. The footprint of a proposed new 20,000-barrel sphere is approximately 80 percent of the combined footprint of two 10,000-barrel spheres described in the Final EIR.  Hence, less grading and excavation is needed for the construction of the new 20,000-barrel sphere. The construction and operation of the new 20,000-barrel sphere will not require increased water usage, wastewater discharge, or significant changes in stormwater runoff volumes or drainage patterns.   

Mitigation Measure H-2

The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more precisely reflect the existing onsite operations and procedures and will provide ExxonMobil with a more feasible mitigation measure without compromising the level of mitigation intended by the initial measure.   The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures, as described in the revised Mitigation Measure H-2, and takes no exception. The construction of the revised design for Mitigation Measure H-2 will not require the use of additional water or the creation of wastewater.  The operation of the fire deluge system serving the LSR sphere proposed in this CEQA Addendum will require the use of water only in the event of fire emergencies; i.e., isolated occurrences. 
Overall Effects and Conclusions

The construction and operation of the proposed project modifications, as discussed above, will not require increased water usage, wastewater discharge, or significant changes in stormwater runoff volumes or drainage patterns.  The proposed modifications do not substantially increase hydrology/water quality impacts of the overall project nor do they alter any conclusions regarding hydrology/water quality impacts in the October 2001 Final EIR. Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact to hydrology and water quality and impacts to hydrology and water quality identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.
4.1.7 Land Use and Planning

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals. The one additional UST at Atwood and the new spill containment system at Vernon will be placed within the same fenceline and overall project footprints as the modification at these terminals proposed in the Final EIR.  The construction and operation of the spill containment is compatible and consistent with the use and intensity associated with land use plans, regulations, and controls.  The proposed increased spill containment will not conflict with established recreational, scientific, educational, and religious uses in the project vicinity

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
The proposed elimination of the modification activities at the Southwest Terminal will not affect the use and intensity associated with land use plans, regulations, and controls at the refinery.  Also, the proposed elimination of the modification at the Southwest Terminal will not conflict with established recreational, scientific, educational, and religious uses in the project vicinity and will not result in significant adverse impacts to land use and planning.

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)

Land use and planning associated with Alternative 2C were discussed in Chapter 5, page 5-20, of the Final EIR (see also Appendix B). There is no change in the land use and planning analysis from the Final EIR to the current document.  Alternative 2C will be located within existing facility boundaries, and no acquisition of additional land or changes to existing land use will be required. 

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The proposed new KOH tower will be placed next to the new alumina tower.  The construction and operation of the new KOH tower is compatible and consistent with the use and intensity associated with land use plans, regulations, and controls at the refinery.  The new KOH tower will not conflict with established recreational, scientific, educational, and religious uses in the project vicinity.  

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The proposed new 20,000-barrel sphere will be placed in the same location and on a smaller footprint than the two 10,000-barrel spheres proposed in the Final EIR.  The construction and operation of the proposed new sphere is compatible and consistent with the use and intensity associated with land use plans, regulations, and controls.  The new 20,000-barrel sphere will not conflict with established recreational, scientific, educational, and religious uses in the project vicinity. 

Mitigation Measure H-2

The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more accurately reflect the existing onsite operations and procedure and will provide ExxonMobil with a more feasible and equally effective mitigation measure.  The proposed revision is primarily limited to fire safety design changes that have been reviewed by the Torrance Fire Department. The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures, as described in the revised Mitigation Measure H-2, and takes no exception. The proposed revisions to the design of Mitigation Measure H-2 are compatible and consistent with the use and intensity associated with land use plans, regulations, and controls at the refinery.  The proposed revisions to the design of Mitigation Measure H-2 will not conflict with established recreational, scientific, educational, and religious uses in the project vicinity.

Overall Effects and Conclusions

The proposed project modifications will not affect the use and intensity associated with land use plans, regulations, and controls at the refinery or at the terminals.  Also, the proposed project modifications will not conflict with established recreational, scientific, educational, and religious uses in the project vicinity and will not result in significant adverse impacts to land use and planning.  Therefore, the proposed project modifications result in no change to the land use and planning analysis from the Final EIR to the current document.  Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact to land use and planning and impacts impact to land use and planning identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

4.1.8 Public Services

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The Atwood and Vernon Terminals rely on the Fire Departments of the Cities of Anaheim and Vernon, respectively, for emergency response.  Both cities required the increase in spill containment to adequately contain an emergency release.  The additional UST and new spill containment system will result in minor modifications to the terminals and will not create the need for additional fire fighting personnel or equipment. Additionally, fire stations in the area are equipped to handle emergency incidents at industrial facilities. 

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
Public services originally anticipated in the Final EIR for the modifications at the Southwest Terminal will no longer be needed with the elimination of the proposed modifications at the Southwest Terminal.  Therefore, there will be no significant adverse impact to public services associated with the elimination of the modifications at the Southwest Terminal and the public services impact conclusion in the Final EIR will remain unchanged.

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)

Alternative 2C includes an elimination of proposed 80,000-barrels worth of fuel ethanol storage in the Final EIR and, instead, converting two existing 1,500-barrel tanks for this use. Therefore, Alternative 2C, because of reduced ethanol storage, would result in a decreased need for fire services as compared to the Final EIR. Public services associated Alternative 2C were discussed in Chapter 5, page 5-20, of the Final EIR (see also Appendix B). There is no change in the public services analysis from the Final EIR to the current document.  There are no significant adverse impacts on schools, police services, medical facilities or fire services associated with Alternative 2C.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The refinery maintains its own onsite fire department.  Both the Refinery Fire Department and the City of Torrance Fire Department are prepared to respond to events at the existing and proposed KOH towers.  The proposed new KOH tower will result in a minor modification to an existing use at the refinery and therefore, will not create the need for additional fire fighting personnel or equipment.  Additionally, fire stations onsite and in the area are equipped to handle emergency incidents at industrial facilities.  

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The refinery maintains its own onsite fire department.  Both the Refinery Fire Department and the City of Torrance Fire Department are prepared to respond to events at the proposed 20,000-barrel C5/LSR sphere.  Also, Mitigation Measure H-2, as described in the Final EIR and as proposed for revision in this document, is designed to reduce the risk of upset from the pentane storage sphere.  The proposed revisions to this mitigation measure have been reviewed by the Torrance Fire Department.   The proposed new sphere will result in minor modifications to the two-sphere design proposed in the Final EIR and will not result in the need for additional fire fighting personnel or equipment. Additionally, fire stations onsite and in the area are equipped to handle emergency incidents at industrial facilities. 

Mitigation Measure H-2

The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more accurately reflect the existing onsite operations and procedure and will provide ExxonMobil with a more feasible and equally effective mitigation measure.  The proposed revision is primarily limited to fire safety design changes that have been reviewed by the Torrance Fire Department. The Torrance Fire Department has reviewed the fire safety design measures, as described in the revised Mitigation Measure H-2, and takes no exception. The refinery maintains its own onsite fire department.  Both the Refinery Fire Department and the City of Torrance Fire Department are prepared to respond to events at the C4/C5 splitter and pentane storage tank.  The proposed revision to Mitigation Measure H-2 will result in a minor modification at the refinery and will not create the need for additional fire fighting personnel or equipment.  Additionally, fire stations onsite and in the area are equipped to handle emergency incidents at industrial facilities.

Overall Effects and Conclusions

Both the proposed revision to Mitigation Measure H-2 (including the modification to the LSR sphere) and the increased spill containment at Vernon and Atwood are proposed to effectively address potential emergency releases.  These efforts have the endorsement of, or review by, the respective City fire departments and no additional fire services are required.  The proposed new KOH tower is a minor modification to the refinery and is an existing use and will not result in an increased need for fire services.  The proposed elimination of the modifications at the Southwest Terminal eliminates the need for public services as compared to the Final EIR.  Alternative 2C, because of reduced fuel ethanol storage would result in a decreased need for fire services as compared to the Final EIR. 

The proposed project modifications, as discussed above, will not result in significant adverse impacts on schools, police services, medical facilities or fire services.  There is no change in the public services conclusions from the Final EIR to the current document.  Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact to public services and impacts to public services identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

4.1.9 Solid/Hazardous Waste

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety and environmental protection at the terminals.  

The only significant type of waste from construction is approximately 250 cubic yards of additional excavated soil from the added UST capacity at the Atwood Terminal.  This soil would be disposed of in an approved manner in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.

The operational waste generated from possible drips and minor spills will be managed the same with either the facilities in the Final EIR or the modified facilities in this Addendum.  Under the proposed revision, the waste from a potential catastrophic spill would be captured differently: the facilities in the Final EIR would capture these spills with a combination sumps/tanks and absorbant materials, while the facilities in this Addendum would capture these spills entirely with sumps/tanks.  In case of either spilled liquids or solid hazardous waste generated during operations, these would be disposed of in an approved manner in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. As stated in the Final EIR, there is capacity to manage the material sent offsite for treatment/disposal at sites such as Safety Kleen’s Buttonwillow facility or Chemical Waste Management’s Kettleman City facility.  

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
The proposed elimination of construction and operation of the modifications at the Southwest Terminal will result in a reduction in construction and operational waste. Therefore, no significant adverse soil or hazardous waste disposal impacts will occur as a result of the elimination of the modifications at the Southwest Terminal.

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C) 

Solid/hazardous waste associated with Alternative 2C was discussed in Chapter 5, pages 5-20 and 5-21, of the Final EIR (see also Appendix B). There is no change in the solid/hazardous waste analysis from the Final EIR to the current document.  Neither the proposed project nor Alternative 2C will involve significant impacts related to the generation, management, or disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous wastes during construction or operation.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The proposed deactivation of the smaller KOH tower and installation of the proposed larger KOH tower would result in the generation of some additional construction waste associated mainly with the foundation work scope.  This waste would consist of excavated soils to be disposed of, and waste concrete formwork and concrete from the demolition of some existing paving.  The excavated soil is estimated at 25 cubic yards based on a 4 yard diameter and 4 yard deep excavation, as described in Section 4.1.1.   And the waste concrete formwork and scrap concrete is estimated at 6 cubic yards.  These wastes would be disposed of along with other construction waste in an approved manner based in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.

The only operational waste produced is wastewater, which is addressed in the Hydrology/Water Quality section of this document.  The smaller KOH tower will not be dismantled and disposed of, but will be physically isolated from the process and rendered inoperable until a future use is identified.

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The only significant change of waste from construction is the reduced disposal of excavated soil from the reduction in the number of spheres.  The volume of both earth excavated and concrete poured are decreased by approximately 350 cubic yards, from two 4-yard-wide-by-4-yard-deep rings, each approximately 15 yards inner diameter and 19 yards outer diameter, to one ring, again 4-yard-wide-by-4-yard-deep, with an inner diameter of approximately 20 yards and an outer diameter of 24 yards. This excavated soil would be disposed of at an approved landfill in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.  Also, due to the unique soil qualities in this area, the excavation will serve as the formwork and concrete will be poured directly against the soil.  Thus there will be no concrete formwork to be disposed of.

The operation of the new sphere will not result in the creation of solid or hazardous waste.  

Mitigation Measure H-2

The construction wastes generated from installation of the proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are the same, since installation methods for fire detectors and leak detectors are similar.  No significant construction waste will be generated from either the fire-protective coating of the entire sphere or a fire deluge system.  The protective coating will be sprayed on with little to no waste, and the piping deluge system would be fabricated off site from smaller components, again a work process with minimal to no waste generated.  
The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not result in solid or hazardous waste from  operations. 

Overall Effects and Conclusions

The proposed revision to Mitigation Measure H-2 and new KOH tower will not result in an increase in solid and hazardous waste, as described above.  The proposed implementation of the single LSR sphere, versus two spheres in the Final EIR, the proposed elimination of the modifications to Southwest Terminal, and proposed implementation of Alternative 2C result in an decrease of the potential solid and hazardous waste identified in the Final EIR. The proposed project modifications will not result in a change in the solid and hazardous waste conclusions from the Final EIR to the current document.  The proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact to solids and hazardous waste and impacts to solids and hazardous waste identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

4.1.10 Transportation/Traffic

As described in the Final EIR, the original project involved both the Torrance and Vernon Terminals serving as ethanol distribution hubs.  This would have entailed operational truck traffic from these two facilities to the Atwood Terminal, to outlying third-party terminals and, in the case of scheduled shut downs or disruption, to each other.  As identified in Section 4.10 of the Final EIR, this resulted in minimal operational traffic impacts of less than 20 additional truck trips per day for ethanol transport among these terminals.  While the proposed modifications will affect the start and end points for these ethanol deliveries, total demand for ethanol remains unchanged and therefore the total truck traffic will remain at less than 20 additional truck trips per day, well below the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program's threshold of 50 vehicles per day requiring detailed traffic analysis.

Increased Volume of Spill Containment at Atwood and Vernon Terminals

The increased volume of spill containment at Atwood and Vernon is proposed at the request of the Cities' fire departments to enhance safety at the terminals.  The anticipated construction traffic at the terminal sites are considered less than significant in the Final EIR, based on Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program guidelines, which do not consider significant (or call for detailed analysis) less than 50 additional vehicle trips per day.  The additional truck trips for the materials necessary for the proposed increased volume spill containment at Atwood and Vernon will be less than 50 additional vehicle trips per day.  There will not be an increase in the number of construction workers because the labor pool assumed in the Final EIR for spill containment activities at Atwood and Vernon will be adequate for the construction of the increased spill containment. The operation-phase traffic impacts at the terminals were not analyzed in the Final EIR because they were expected to be minimal.  The proposed increased volume of spill containment will not result in a change to that conclusion because no new workers are necessary to operate the proposed increased volume of spill containment beyond those identified for spill containment in the Final EIR. 

Elimination of Proposed Southwest Terminal Modifications
The vehicle and truck trips associated with construction (i.e., peak daily traffic of 10 to 15 vehicles) and operation of the modifications at the Southwest Terminal, as identified in the October 2001 Final EIR, will no longer occur.  There will be no increase in vehicle and truck trips from those identified in the Final EIR and the elimination of the modifications to the Southwest Terminal will not change the impact conclusion in the Final EIR.

Conversion of Storage Tanks at Torrance Refinery (Final EIR Alternative 2C)

Transportation/traffic associated with Final EIR Alternative 2C were discussed in Chapter 5, pages 5-21 and 5-22, of the Final EIR (see also Appendix B). There is no change in the transportation/traffic analysis from the Final EIR to the current document. There are no significant adverse impacts on transportation/traffic from Alternative 2C, as concluded in the Final EIR.

New KOH Tower at Torrance Refinery

The construction of the new KOH tower will occur at the same time as the proposed deisobutanizer upgrades as described in the Final EIR.  The addition of the proposed new tower will result in a minor design change at the refinery.  There will not be an increase in the number of construction workers required for the proposed new tower because the labor pool assumed in the Final EIR would be adequate. Therefore, the peak volume of trucks and vehicles associated with the construction activities at the refinery, including the proposed new KOH tower, will not increase from the 194 peak daily vehicles identified in the Final EIR.  The operation-phase traffic impacts at the refinery were not analyzed in the Final EIR because they were expected to be minimal.  The proposed new KOH tower will not result in a change to that conclusion because no new workers are required to operate the proposed new tower beyond those identified in the Final EIR. The operation of the new KOH tower will not require new vehicle trips since the replenishment of the pellets will be less frequent than for the existing smaller tank.

C5/LSR Storage Sphere at Torrance Refinery

The transport of materials for the proposed single sphere, as compared to materials for the two spheres proposed in the Final EIR, will not result in an increase in the peak construction traffic volume.  There will not be an increase in the number of construction workers because the labor pool assumed in the Final EIR for the two 10,000-barrel spheres will be adequate for the construction of the proposed new 20,000-barrel sphere. Therefore, the peak volume of trucks and vehicles associated with the construction activities at the refinery, including the proposed new 20,000-barrel tank, will not increase from the 194 peak daily vehicles identified in the Final EIR.  The operation-phase traffic impacts at the refinery were not analyzed in the Final EIR because they were expected to be minimal.  The proposed new 20,000-barrel tank will not result in a change to that conclusion because no new workers are required to operate the proposed new sphere beyond those identified for two 10,000-barrel spheres in the Final EIR. 
Mitigation Measure H-2

The proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 are designed to more accurately reflect the existing onsite operations and procedure and will provide ExxonMobil with a more feasible and equally effective mitigation measure.  The proposed revision is primarily limited to fire safety design changes that have been reviewed by the Torrance Fire Department. The minor design changes associated with the proposed revision to Mitigation Measure H-2 will require the same level of effort as that required in the Final EIR for Mitigation Measure H-2 and, therefore will not result in a change to the peak volume of trucks and vehicles associated with construction and operation activities at the refinery as identified in the Final EIR; i.e., peak project traffic volumes estimated at 194 peak daily vehicles during construction.  The Final EIR did not analyze operation-phase traffic impacts at the refinery because they were expected to be minimal.  The proposed project modifications to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not result in a change to that conclusion because no new workers are needed to operate the C4/C5 Splitter and LSR sphere protection measures beyond those identified in the Final EIR.  There will not be an increase in the number of construction workers required for the implementation of the revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 because the labor pool assumed in the Final EIR for Mitigation Measure H-2 will be adequate for the proposed minor design changes. 

Overall Effects and Conclusions

The peak daily vehicle trips at the refinery during construction will not increase from the 194 trips per day from the proposed implementation of the revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2, the proposed new KOH tower, and Alternative 2C, as described above. The anticipated construction traffic at the terminal sites are considered less than significant in the Final EIR, based on Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program guidelines, which do not consider significant (or call for detailed analysis) less than 50 additional vehicle trips per day.  The additional truck trips for the materials necessary for the proposed increased volume spill containment at Atwood and Vernon will be less than 50 additional vehicle trips per day.  The proposed elimination of modifications to the Southwest Terminal will remove the anticipated construction and operation traffic proposed in the Final EIR for the modifications at the Southwest Terminal. Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact to transportation and traffic and impacts to transportation and traffic identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.
4.1.11 Growth-Inducing Impacts

The construction and operation, or lack thereof, for the current proposed project will not result in an increase in the number of workers because the labor pool assumed in the Final EIR will be adequate for the current proposed project.  As concluded in the Final EIR, the project is not expected to foster population growth in the area, nor will additional housing or infrastructure be required.  The proposed project will not result in a significant adverse growth-inducing impact. Therefore, the proposed project modifications will not have a new significant impact and impacts identified in the Final EIR will not be made substantially more severe. This meets the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.
5.0
CONCLUSIONS

The proposed minor project design changes and revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 will have no effect on the conclusions regarding adverse environmental impacts contained in the October 2001 Final EIR (SCAQMD, 2001) for the ExxonMobil CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline Project, nor will they result in any new significant adverse impacts not already addressed in the October 2001 Final EIR.  In addition, the proposed minor project design changes and revisions to Mitigation Measure H-2 will not make significant effects substantially more severe than previously evaluated in the Final EIR. Therefore, the project changes meet the requirements for an Addendum as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.  
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APPENDIX A

CHAPTER 1.0, INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FINAL EIR (SCAQMD, 2001)

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Mobil Oil Corp. (Mobil) is proposing to modify its Torrance Refinery, one marine terminal, and three distribution terminals in southern California.  This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to assess the impacts of the project on the environment, as required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
1.1
Introduction

Mobil’s proposed project was developed to comply with California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulatory requirements to remove methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) from produced gasoline, and to produce and distribute product gasoline meeting the CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline specifications.  

1.1.1
Project Need

Governor Davis signed Executive Order D-5-99 on March 25, 1999, which directs that MTBE be phased-out of California’s gasoline no later than December 31, 2002.  The Executive Order also directs CARB to adopt gasoline regulations (CARB Phase 3) to facilitate the removal of MTBE without reducing the emission benefits of the existing reformulated gasoline program (CARB Phase 2). 

To comply with these new requirements, Mobil proposes to make changes at the Torrance Refinery by constructing one new process unit, modifying several existing process units, as well as constructing and installing new equipment and ancillary facilities.  The objective of the project is to provide the means for manufacturing gasoline that complies with the MTBE phase-out mandate and CARB Phase 3 gasoline specifications.  

To meet the oxygenate requirements of the CARB Phase 3 specifications for gasoline without MTBE, fuel ethanol will be blended into the gasoline.  California has requested a waiver of the federal oxygenate requirement.  If the waiver is approved, it would not be necessary to add fuel ethanol during the summer RVP blending season.  While the federal government is reviewing California’s oxygenate waiver request, the proposed project is being developed with the assumption that the oxygenate mandate will remain in place, and that fuel ethanol will continue to be the only permissible oxygenate.

The fuel ethanol will not be blended at the Torrance Refinery in the same manner as MTBE.  Rather, the blending of fuel ethanol into the base gasoline stock will occur at distribution facilities.  Therefore, Mobil must modify a number of distribution terminals in southern California.   The distribution terminals are located in the cities of Vernon (Vernon Terminal), Anaheim (Atwood Terminal), and Torrance (Torrance Loading Rack, which is located on the Torrance Refinery property).  Mobil will also modify its marine terminal in the Port of Los Angeles (Southwestern Terminal). 

1.1.2
Purpose and Authority

CEQA requires that the environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods be considered to reduce, avoid, or eliminate identified significant adverse impacts of these projects.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), as the CEQA lead agency, directed the preparation of the Draft EIR, which addresses the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the Mobil CARB Phase 3 MTBE Reformulated Gasoline Project.

Lead Agency means "the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the environment" (Public Resources Code, §21067).  Because the SCAQMD has primary discretionary approval authority over the proposed project, it was determined that the SCAQMD would be the appropriate lead agency.  Additionally, improvements are required at several distribution facilities within southern California.  All affected facilities are located within the South Coast Air Basin.  Specifically, these facilities are located within the jurisdictions of the cities of Vernon, Anaheim, Torrance, and the Port of Los Angeles, which is an agency of the City of Los Angeles.  As the terminal improvements are part of this project, these cities may act as responsible agencies for the proposed project.

While the SCAQMD is the lead agency, the CEQA Guidelines, §15102 and §15103, require that responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and the public to be notified of the intent and scope of the proposed project.  Consistent with the above CEQA Guidelines sections, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study (IS) were distributed to the identified responsible agencies and parties for review and comment.  The NOP/IS and comments received, as well as responses to these comments, are provided as Appendix A to this EIR.  

1.1.3 Scope of EIR and Format

The scope of this Draft EIR complies with all applicable requirements identified under CEQA and includes a description of the proposed project in Chapter 2.  Chapter 3 discusses the existing environmental setting.  Chapter 4 analyzes the potential adverse impacts associated with the proposed project.  Chapter 4 also includes mitigation measures identified to reduce or lessen potential significant impacts of the proposed project.

CEQA requires that both alternatives to the proposed project and cumulative impacts be analyzed in an EIR.  These topics are addressed in Chapters 5 and 6, respectively.  Chapters 7 and 8 identify the organizations and persons consulted and references used in the preparation of this document.  Supporting documentation to the impact analysis is provided as technical appendices to this Draft EIR as recommended by CEQA Guidelines §15147.

The Initial Study identified seven environmental issues where project environmental impacts were found not to be significant: aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, and recreation.  

1.2 Chapter 2 Summary - Project Description

1.2.1
Torrance Refinery and Terminals Improvements

The proposed modifications will enable the production of CARB Phase 3 – compliant gasoline.  The proposed project will not alter the Torrance Refinery's current crude oil throughput capacity.  As discussed in the EIR, less fuel ethanol needs to be added to gasoline for oxygenation purposes than is the case currently with MTBE.  Also, pentanes and butanes must be removed from the base gasoline stock to meet CARB Phase 3 requirements.  For these kinds of technical reasons, and taking into account business conditions, Mobil expects to produce less gasoline at its southern California facilities than it does currently.

To comply with the new CARB Phase 3 gasoline and MTBE phase-out requirements, the objectives of the Torrance Refinery improvements are to replace MTBE-gasoline blending with fuel ethanol-gasoline blending base stock, reduce the vapor pressure of the base gasoline pool to allow blending with fuel ethanol, and to reduce gasoline sulfur content. To meet these objectives, the proposed project consists of the construction of one new process unit, and modifications to several existing process units. In addition, modification or new construction is required of storage tankage; railcar loading and unloading facilities; tanker truck loading and unloading facilities; and associated pumps, piping, and control systems. Each of the proposed modifications is discussed separately and in greater detail in Chapter 2.  The CARB Phase 3 gasoline specifications also require benzene reduction.  However, no modifications to facilities or equipment are needed at the Torrance Refinery to meet these requirements.  Changes in blending procedures will be sufficient to comply with the CARB Phase 3 benzene requirements.  

Under the CARB Phase 3 requirements, fuel ethanol will need to be added to the base gasoline stock to meet oxygenate content criteria.  The fuel ethanol will not be blended at the Torrance Refinery in the same manner as MTBE.  Rather, the blending will occur at the distribution terminals.  Therefore, Mobil’s three southern California distribution terminals will be modified.   These terminals are located in the cities of Vernon, Torrance, and Anaheim.  Mobil also will modify its marine terminal in the Port of Los Angeles.  Figure 1.2-1 shows the various proposed project locations. 
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Figure 1-2-1
Location Map

The primary improvements at the distribution terminals include:  the construction of new aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) for fuel ethanol; conversion of existing ASTs to fuel ethanol service; modification of rail facilities to unload fuel ethanol (at the Vernon Terminal only); construction or modification of tanker truck loading and unloading facilities; and piping, pumps and other modifications for receiving and blending fuel ethanol.  The primary modifications at the marine terminal include conversion of existing storage tanks to also store fuel ethanol, and construction of new tanker truck loading facilities.

1.3
Chapter 3 Summary - Setting

The existing Torrance Refinery and the various terminals are located within developed portions of Los Angeles and Orange Counties.  All elements of the proposed project will occur at existing Mobil facilities.  The land uses near the affected facilities generally are comprised of a blend of heavy and light industrial, commercial, residential, and transportation-related uses.  Chapter 3 provides more detailed discussions of the following existing environmental settings: air quality, cultural resources, energy resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, water quality, land use and planning, public services, hazardous and non-hazardous wastes, and transportation/circulation.  

1.4
Chapter 4 Summary - Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Table 1.4-1 presents a summary of the identified potential adverse environmental impacts and the significance determination for each of the environmental topics as they relate to the proposed project, the alternatives, and cumulatively with other projects.  Proposed mitigation measures for significant impacts are summarized in Table 1.4-2.  No significant adverse environmental impacts have been identified for the majority of the topics, including cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, hydrology/water quality, land use, public services, solids/hazardous waste, transportation/traffic, and growth-inducing impacts.

Significant potential adverse environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project after implementation of available mitigation measures have been identified for two topics: air quality and hazards.  The air quality impacts are from construction activities, fugitive emissions from project components during operations, and fuel ethanol loading of tanker trucks and gasoline loading of marine tankers.  The hazards impacts are primarily from possible explosions and fires associated with the shipment and storage of pentane, butane, and fuel ethanol.  Chapter 4 provides a detailed discussion of the environmental analysis for each environmental area and presents mitigation measures, if required. 

Long-term growth-inducing impacts are not expected to occur as a result of this project.  The project is merely reformulating the existing amount of gasoline supply and not augmenting it.  There also will be a negligible increase (two employees) in operations personnel at the Mobil facilities.  As such, there will be no inducement for growth.  

1.5 Chapter 5 Summary - Project Alternatives

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, this EIR identifies and compares the relative merits of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project.  Chapter 5 presents a detailed discussion of the alternatives. 

	Table 1.4-1

Summary of Mitigated Potential Environmental Impacts from the Project,
Project Alternatives or Cumulatively with Other Projects

	Issue Area
	Potential Impacts from the Project
	Level of Significance

	
	
	Project
	Alternative
	Cumulative

	
	
	
	1
	2A
	2B
	2C
	3A
	3B
	4
	

	Air Quality
	Construction emissions
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S

	
	Increased chronic non-cancer and cancer risk from air toxic emissions (construction and operations phases)
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	
	Acute risk from air toxic emissions (construction and operations phases)
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	
	Operations phase criteria emissions except volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	
	Operations phase emissions of VOC
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S

	
	Operations phase emissions of NOx
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S

	Cultural Resources
	Ground disturbing activities to structures > 50 years of age
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Energy Sources
	Increased use of energy resources
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Geology and Soils
	Risk of lateral spreading or loss of subsurface soil strength from liquefaction
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Hazards
	Increased risk from catastrophic failure of storage tanks, pipelines, and ship fires at Southwestern Terminal during operations phase
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S

	
	Increased risk from catastrophic failure of storage tanks and pipelines at Torrance Refinery during operations phase
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S

	
	Increased risk from catastrophic failure of fuel ethanol trucks at the terminals during operations phase
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S

	Land Use/
Planning
	Alter existing land use designations
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Public Services
	Increased use of public services
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N


	Table 1.4-1 (Concluded)
Summary of Mitigated Potential Environmental Impacts from the Project,
Project Alternatives or Cumulatively with Other Projects

	Issue Area
	Potential Impacts from the Project
	Level of Significance

	
	
	Project
	Alternative
	Cumulative

	
	
	
	1
	2A
	2B
	2C
	3A
	3B
	4
	

	Solid and Hazardous Waste
	Increased disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous waste
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Transportation/
Circulation
	Increased traffic during construction
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	
	Increased traffic during operation
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Water
	Increased water use
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	
	Increased wastewater discharge
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	
	Decreased surface water quality
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Growth-Inducing Impacts
	Foster population growth, requiring the need for additional housing and/or infrastructure.
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Level of Significance:

N – No significant impacts from the project

M – Significant impacts before mitigation; no significant impacts after mitigation

S – significant impacts even after mitigation

Alternatives:

1 – Alternative railcar unloading facility location at the Torrance Refinery;

2 – Construct second new 40,00-bbl fuel ethanol storage tank at the Torrance Refinery ;

3 – Convert two existing 20,000-bbl tanks to fuel ethanol storage service at the Torrance Refinery (no new  fuel ethanol storage tank construction);

4 – Convert two existing 1,500-bbl  tanks to fuel ethanol storage service at the Torrance Refinery ( no new  fuel ethanol storage tank construction or other tank conversions);

5 – Modify existing idle stabilizer at the Torrance Refinery to serve as a C4/C5 splitter (no construction of new splitter);

6 – Route C5/LSR stream straight to storage (no C4/C5 splitter at all);

7 – Use existing Mobil pipeline rather than tanker trucks to transfer marine tanker-imported fuel ethanol from Southwestern Terminal.

Note:  Seven issue areas were eliminated in the Initial Study as having no potential for significant environmental impacts: aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, and recreation.


	Table 1.4-2

Summary of Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts

	Issue Area
	Impact
	Required Mitigation Measure

	Air
	Construction

Emissions of VOC, NOx,  oxides of sulfur (SOx), and particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10)  
OperationalVOC emissions from fuel ethanol loading, gasoline loading, and component fugitive emissions; and NOx emissions from fuel ethanol loading and switch engine
	AQ1 –  Increase watering of active site by one time per day

AQ2 –  Wash wheels of all vehicles leaving unimproved areas

AQ3 – Remove visible roadway dust tracked out into paved surfaces from unimproved areas at the end of the workday.

AQ4 – Evaluate the feasibility of retrofitting large off-road construction equipment that will be operating for significant periods.

AQ5 – Use low sulfur diesel fuel where feasible

AQ6 – Proper equipment maintenance

	Hazards
	Risk of upset from C5/LSR storage at Torrance Refinery; fuel ethanol and non-CARB export gasoline storage, pipeline transfer and aboard ships at Southwestern Terminal; and from fuel ethanol truck transport to the terminals
	H1  – Conduct a pre-start up safety review for those additions/modifications where an acutely hazardous and/or flammable material will be used.

H2 – Apply current best safety practices and procedures to new/modified project facilities and equipment, including 24-hour seven-day staffing, fire detectors and high pressure fire deluge systems, and manual shutdown procedures for storage tanks and process units.

H3 – Tailor as needed, and apply to fuel ethanol truck transport current best safety practices for other flammable material truck transport operations.


In order to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed project, the environmental characteristics of the existing environment have been compared to the proposed project, as well as the environmental impacts of a number of project alternatives.  The project alternatives consider other possible means of feasibly attaining the objectives of the proposed project that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant adverse effects of the proposed project, and provide a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.

· Alternative 1 – Alternative Fuel Ethanol Receiving Location at Torrance Refinery

· Alternative 2 – Fuel Ethanol Storage Alternatives at the Torrance Refinery

· Alternative 2A – Construction of Second New 40,000 – Barrel Storage Tank for Fuel Ethanol Storage 

· Alternative 2B – Conversion of Two Existing 20,000 – Barrel Tanks and No New Tank  Construction for Fuel Ethanol 

· Alternative 2C – Conversion of Two Existing 1,500 – Barrel Storage Tanks and No New Tank Construction for Fuel Ethanol Storage 

· Alternative 3 – Alternatives to Constructing a New C4/C5 Splitter at Torrance Refinery

· Alternative 3A – Conversion of an Existing Stabilizer to Serve as a  C4/C5 Splitter

· Alternative 3B – Routing Pentane/Light Straight Run (C5/LSR) Input Stream Directly to Storage instead of Constructing New C4/C5 Splitter

· Alternative 4 – Transport Fuel Ethanol from SWT to Distribution Terminals Through Existing Pipeline instead of by Truck

In accordance with Public Resources Code §21178(g) the “no project” alternative and alternative sites outside of existing refinery boundaries are not required and, therefore, are not discussed in this EIR.  

1.6
Chapter 6 Summary - Cumulative Impacts

In order to assess cumulative impacts, other planned projects were identified in the areas of the Torrance Refinery and the terminals.  These planned projects then were combined with Mobil’s proposed project to assess cumulative impacts in each area.  Chapter 6 presents the cumulative impacts discussion.  No significant adverse cumulative impacts were identified.

1.7
Chapters 7 and 8 - Persons and Organizations Consulted and References

Information on persons and organizations contacted and references cited are presented in Chapters 7 and 8, respectively.

APPENDIX B

CHAPTER 5.0, PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

FINAL EIR (SCAQMD, 2001)

5.0
project alternatives

5.1
Introduction

The following sections identify and compare the relative merits of alternatives to the proposed project, as required by the CEQA guidelines.  According to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 (a), “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project…”The alternatives presented in this section have been selected based on the assumption that each is potentially capable of reducing or eliminating significant effects of one or more aspects of the project.

Section 15126.6 (c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that the EIR should identify alternatives that were considered but rejected as infeasible.  No alternatives were considered and rejected as infeasible during the scoping process for this EIR. 

Section 15126.6 (f) of the CEQA Guidelines stipulates that the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a rule of reason in that the EIR must discuss only those alternatives "necessary to permit a reasoned choice" and those that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.  The CEQA Guidelines also state in § 15126.6 (f) (2) (B) that if the lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative locations for the project exist, it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the EIR. 

In accordance with Public Resources Code § 21178(g), which applies specifically to this type of reformulated gasoline EIR, the “no project” alternative and alternative sites outside of existing refinery boundaries are not discussed in this EIR. 

Seven project alternatives (four alternatives and three sub-alternatives) are proposed for consideration.  Project alternatives were developed by considering different processes or engineering designs that would allow the proposed project  to phase out MTBE on an expedited schedule, and comply with CARB Phase 3 gasoline specifications.  This chapter describes the modifications and/or additions that would be required at the Torrance Refinery and terminals for the alternatives; it also analyses the environmental impacts of each alternative and sub-alternative. 

5.2
Project Alternatives Description

Four project alternatives and a total of three sub-alternatives have been identified for the proposed project.  The alternatives and sub-alternatives were developed by modifying one or more components of the proposed project.  Unless otherwise stated, the other components of each project alternative are identical to the proposed project.  The alternatives and sub-alternatives involve a different location at the Torrance Refinery for a new rail spur and fuel ethanol unloading facilities; three different fuel ethanol tank storage alternatives at the Torrance Refinery; two different approaches to achieving the removal of pentane from the base gasoline pool at the Torrance Refinery in order to reduce its Reid Vapor Pressure; and use of an existing Mobil pipeline rather than tanker trucks to transport marine tanker-delivered fuel ethanol from SWT.
· Alternative 1 – Alternative Fuel Ethanol Receiving Location at Torrance Refinery

The proposed project includes installing a new rail spur west of Prairie Avenue for fuel ethanol unloading, which will include a six-spot unloading area and railcar unloading pumps.   Under  Alternative 1, the new spur and unloading facilities would be developed at a location east of Prairie Avenue, roughly 1,000 feet east of the proposed location.  The unloading facilities themselves (e.g., the unloading pumps)  would be the same as in the proposed project.  Fuel ethanol railcars would use a portion of the existing LPG track and then move onto the new adjacent spur.  Fuel ethanol storage would remain at the proposed location west of Prairie Avenue.  

Alternative 1 would require relocating a storage pad used for 90-day hazardous waste storage.  A replacement 90-day hazardous waste storage pad would be constructed about 700 feet north of its current location. Two diesel fuel additive (octylnitrate [2-ethylhexyl nitrate]) storage tanks would be demolished.  The proposed project would involve demolition of one of these two diesel fuel additive tanks and its replacement with a 300-bbl tank in the eastern portion of the refinery.   No additional diesel fuel additive replacement tank would be constructed under this alternative, i.e., there would be only one 300-bbl diesel fuel additive tank under both the proposed project and Alternative 1.

There would be a very slight increase in construction activities under this alternative compared to the proposed project, due to the relocation of the hazardous waste storage pad and the demolition of the second diesel fuel additive tank. Operations under this alternative would be the same as under the proposed project, because the same facilities, equipment, and activities would be required at different locations within the Torrance Refinery.  

· Alternative 2 – Fuel Ethanol Storage Alternatives at the Torrance Refinery
Alternative 2A – Construction of Second New 40,000 – Barrel Storage Tank for Fuel Ethanol Storage 

Under the proposed project, fuel ethanol will be stored in a new 40,000-bbl internal floating roof storage tank constructed for this project, and in two adjacent, existing 20,000-bbl tanks that are currently out of service.  As part of the proposed project, the tanks will be converted from fixed roof to internal floating roof tanks.   Alternative 2A would involve demolishing the two existing 20,000-bbl tanks and constructing a second 40,000-bbl internal floating roof tank at the site of the two demolished 20,000-bbl tanks. Slightly more construction work would be required under this alternative than for the proposed project, because constructing a new tank and the various associated pumps, piping, pads, etc., would involve somewhat more effort than merely converting two existing tanks.  There would be no differences in operational activities under Alternative 2A, compared to the proposed project. 

Alternative 2B – Conversion of Two Existing 20,000 – Barrel Tanks and No New Tank Construction for Fuel Ethanol Storage 

Alternative 2B would involve converting the two existing out-of-service 20,000-bbl tanks to internal floating roof tanks (which is the same as under the proposed project), and not constructing the proposed new 40,000-bbl tank for fuel ethanol storage.  The location of fuel ethanol storage at the Torrance Refinery would be the same as under the proposed project.  Slightly less construction work would be required under this alternative, because the construction activities associated with the proposed new 40,000-bbl tank would not occur. 

Operationally, this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.  Decreased fuel ethanol storage capacity at Torrance might mean that somewhat less fuel ethanol would be trucked from Torrance to other distribution terminals (i.e., Atwood and remote, third-party terminals), and more would be trucked to these sites directly from SWT and/or from the Vernon Terminal.

Alternative 2C – Conversion of Two Existing 1,500 – Barrel Storage Tanks and No New Tank Construction for Fuel Ethanol Storage 

Alternative 2C would involve converting two existing 1,500-bbl tanks for fuel ethanol storage; these two tanks are currently used for storing a diesel fuel additive (octylnitrate).  These two tanks are located east of Prairie Avenue, adjacent to the existing LPG rail tracks, and less than 300 feet north of the truck racks at the Torrance Loading Rack.   This alternative location is less than 1,000 feet east of the proposed project’s fuel ethanol storage location. 

This alternative would require less construction than the proposed project, primarily because the proposed new 40,000-bbl tank for fuel ethanol storage would not be built, and the proposed conversion of two 20,000-bbl tanks to fuel ethanol service would not occur.  Converting the two 1,500-bbl tanks to fuel ethanol storage would require similar activities to the proposed project’s conversion of the two 20,000-bbl tanks.  No additional diesel fuel additive tanks would be constructed.  For both the proposed project and Alternative 2C, one 300-bbl replacement tank would be installed.

Operationally, the primary differences between Alternative 2C and the proposed project would relate to the significantly decreased fuel ethanol storage capacity at the Torrance site.  There would be no truck deliveries of fuel ethanol to other terminals from Torrance. 

Implementation of Alternative 2C would conflict with Alternative 1 above, in that the proposed alternative fuel ethanol rail spur and unloading facilities location would utilize the same area as the two existing diesel fuel additive storage tanks that would be converted.  Thus, it would not be possible to implement both alternatives as they are currently presented. 

· Alternative 3 – Alternative to Construction of a New C4/C5 Splitter at the Torrance Refinery

Alternative 3A – Conversion of Existing Stabilizer at Torrance Refinery instead of Constructing New C4/C5 Splitter
To comply with CARB Phase 3 gasoline specifications requires reducing the RVP of the base gasoline pool during the summer months by removing butanes and pentanes.  Under the proposed project, Mobil will construct a new C4/C5 splitter to remove the C5.  The C5 then will be pumped to two new 10,000-bbl spheroid storage tanks.  During the summer the C5 will be loaded onto railcars for shipment outside California; in the winter a portion of the C5 will be returned and used for blending. Four new railcar loading/unloading spots will be required at the LPG rack; they will be equipped with pressurizing and relief lines, vapor recovery, and spill containment. 

Alternative 3A would involve conversion of an idle, existing stabilizer at the Torrance Refinery to serve as a C4/C5 splitter. Refurbishing the idle stabilizer would involve similar construction activities as a new splitter, because of the extensive modifications to the stabilizer that would be required.  These would include replacing existing bubble cap trays on the stabilizer with new valve trays, replacing the tube bundle in the existing reboiler, and installing a new feed heater, overhead condenser, accumulator, and  pumps.  Approximately 600 feet of additional piping runs would be required for this alternative, compared to the proposed new splitter.  However, there would be no need to demolish an existing Bender Tower and associated support equipment, as would be the case under the proposed project. 

Under Alternative 3A, operation of the refurbished splitter would be the same as for a new splitter.  Except for the lack of a C4/C5 splitter, project operations would be essentially the same as the proposed project. 

Alternative 3B – Routing C5/LSR Stream Directly to Storage

Under Alternative 3B, the C5/LSR stream, which is composed primarily of C5, would be sent directly to storage at the Torrance Refinery for subsequent rail shipment off the site.  It would involve less construction than the proposed project, as a new splitter would not be required.  Thus, the heaters, pumps, and condensers associated with the new splitter would not be needed, and there would be a reduction in the level of project steam and cooling water demand. This alternative would require an additional 5,000 feet of new piping at the Torrance Refinery to transfer the C5/LSR.

Other than the absence of a C4/C5 splitter, operations under this alternative would be essentially the same as the proposed project.

· Alternative 4 – Transport Fuel Ethanol from SWT Through Existing Pipeline instead of by Truck

The proposed project involves importing fuel ethanol by marine tanker to Mobil’s SWT in the Port of Los Angeles, where it would be stored and loaded aboard tanker trucks for transport to the various distribution terminals for blending.  Alternative 4 would involve use of an existing Mobil pipeline to transfer fuel ethanol from SWT to the Vernon Terminal.  From Vernon, the fuel ethanol would be transported by truck to the other distribution terminals for blending. 

The proposed import of fuel ethanol by rail would be unaffected by this alternative. The SWT-Vernon pipeline alternative would eliminate the construction of the proposed new truck loading racks and vapor destruction unit at SWT.  The same existing storage tanks at SWT would be converted to also store fuel ethanol, as under the proposed project.  The existing pipeline that would be used for fuel ethanol transport would require no substantial modifications. There would be no truck transport of ethanol from SWT to any distribution terminals.  Once the fuel ethanol arrived at Vernon via pipeline, its storage, use, and distribution to other terminals would be the same as under the proposed project.  Construction and operational activities at the various terminals other than SWT would be the same as under the proposed project.

5.3
Alternatives Analysis
This section contains an analysis of the relative merits of each of the alternatives by each environmental topic.  Because air quality and hazards have the greatest potential to be adversely affected by the proposed project and project alternatives, each alternative is evaluated separately for these environmental issue areas.  For the other environmental topics, alternatives are discussed together.


5.3.1
Air Quality

Tables 5.3-1 and 5.3-2 summarize the emissions associated with construction and operation, respectively, for the project alternatives in comparison with the proposed project.  Details of the emission calculations are in Appendix B.  Peak daily construction emissions would be the same for Alternatives 1 and 3A as for the proposed project.  Peak daily construction emissions would be higher for Alternative 2A than for the proposed project, while peak daily construction emissions from the other alternatives would be lower than the proposed project.  CO, VOC, NOX and PM10 emissions associated with construction for all of the alternatives exceed the significance thresholds in Table 4-1.
Peak daily operational emissions would be the same for Alternatives 1 and 3A as for the proposed project.  Peak daily operational emissions would be higher for Alternative 2C than for the proposed project, while peak daily operational emissions from the other alternatives would be lower than for the proposed project.  Alternative 4 would have lower emissions than the proposed project during both construction and operations, although the difference during operations would be slight.

Alternative 1 – Alternative Ethanol Receiving Location at Torrance Refinery

This alternative would require relocating a storage pad used for 90-day hazardous waste storage.  A replacement 90-day hazardous waste storage pad would be constructed about 700 feet north of its current location.  The diesel fuel additive storage tanks would be demolished.  No additional replacement diesel fuel additive tanks would be constructed under this alternative; as with the proposed project, a 300-bbl replacement diesel fuel additive tank would be constructed in the eastern portion of the Torrance Refinery. 

Peak daily construction emissions would be the same under Alternative 1 as for the proposed project.  Operation emissions under this alternative would be the same as under the proposed project, because the same facilities, equipment, and activities would be required at different locations within the Torrance Refinery.  

Alternative 2A – Construction of Second New 40,000 – Barrel Storage Tank for Fuel Ethanol Storage at Torrance Refinery

More construction work would be required under this alternative, because constructing a new tank and the various associated pumps, piping, pads, etc. would involve more effort than merely converting two existing tanks.  Construction emissions associated with this alternative were estimated by doubling the emissions associated with construction of the single 40,000-bbl tank under the proposed project.  Mitigated overall peak daily construction emissions for this alternative are listed in Table 5.3-3.
	Table 5.3-1

Summary of Construction Emissions for Alternatives

	Project/Alternative
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	PM10
(lb/day)

	Proposed Project
	12,139.0
	1,529.5
	1,635.2
	130.7
	552.1

	1
	12,139.0
	1,529.5
	1,635.2
	130.7
	552.1

	2A
	12,185.3
	1,540.2
	1,720.2
	138.8
	471.6

	2B
	12,092.6
	1,518.8
	1,550.2
	122.5
	538.7

	2C
	12,092.6
	1,518.8
	1,550.2
	122.5
	538.7

	3A
	12,089.7
	1,519.2
	1,562.4
	120.1
	546.0

	3B
	12,089.7
	1,547.5
	1,625.8
	126.1
	550.7

	4
	10,009.0
	1,333.9
	1,532.6
	124.3
	506.0


	Table 5.3-2

Summary of Operation Emissions for Alternatives

	Project/Alternative
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	PM10
(lb/day)

	Proposed Project
	52.0
	289.3
	71.2
	0.1
	103.3

	1
	52.0
	289.3
	71.2
	0.1
	103.3

	2A
	52.0
	289.2
	71.2
	0.1
	103.3

	2B
	52.0
	287.6
	71.2
	0.1
	103.3

	2C
	52.0
	295.4
	71.2
	0.1
	103.3

	3A
	52.0
	289.3
	71.2
	0.1
	103.3

	3B(a)
	52.0
	280.9
	71.2
	0.1
	103.3

	4
	51.9
	279.9
	71.1
	0.1
	103.3

	(a) Does not reflect decrease due to decrease in steam demand


	Table 5.3-3

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Alternative 2A (Mitigated)

	Source
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb/day)
	Total PM10
(lb/day)

	Onsite Construction Equipment Exhaust
	11,656.8
	583.9
	1,456.1
	141.5
	87.5
	N/A
	87.5

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	--
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	-29.2
	-72.8
	-7.1
	-4.4
	--
	-4.4

	Remaining Emissions
	11,656.8
	554.7
	1,383.3
	134.4
	83.1
	--
	83.1

	Onsite Motor Vehicles
	174.8
	36.4
	101.1
	4.4
	5.5
	235.0
	240.5

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	174.8
	36.4
	101.1
	4.4
	5.5
	235.0
	240.5

	Onsite Fugitive PM10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	5.0
	5.0

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	16%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	-0.8
	-0.8

	Remaining Emissions
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	4.2
	4.2

	Architectural Coating
	N/A
	896.7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	--
	0%
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	--
	0.0
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Remaining Emissions
	--
	896.7
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Total Onsite
	11,831.6
	1,487.8
	1,484.5
	138.8
	88.7
	239.2
	327.9

	Offsite Motor Vehicles
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	TOTAL
	12,185.3
	1,540.2
	1,720.2
	138.8
	94.0
	471.6
	565.6

	Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	---
	---
	150

	Significant? (Yes/No)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	---
	---
	Yes

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


During operations, there would be a 0.1 lb/day decrease in direct VOC emissions at the Torrance Refinery under this alternative, compared to the proposed project.  There would be no change in indirect emissions for this alternative, compared to the proposed project.

Alternative 2B – Conversion of Two Existing 20,000 – Barrel Tanks and No New Storage Tank Construction for Fuel Ethanol Storage at Torrance Refinery

Less construction work would be required under this alternative, because the construction activities associated with the proposed new 40,000-bbl tank would not occur, which would eliminate the emissions associated with tank construction and painting.  Mitigated overall peak daily construction emissions for this alternative are listed in Table 5.3-4.

	Table 5.3-4

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Alternative 2B (Mitigated)

	Source
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb/day)
	Total PM10
(lb/day)

	Onsite Construction Equipment Exhaust
	11,572.7
	563.4
	1,286.6
	124.8
	77.2
	N/A
	77.2

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	---
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	-28.2
	-64.3
	-6.2
	-3.9
	---
	-3.9

	Remaining Emissions
	11,572.7
	535.2
	1,222.3
	118.6
	73.4
	---
	73.4

	Onsite Motor Vehicles
	166.2
	34.5
	92.2
	4.0
	5.1
	218.3
	223.5

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	166.2
	34.5
	92.2
	4.0
	5.1
	218.3
	223.5

	Onsite Fugitive PM10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	5.0
	5.0

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	16%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	-0.8
	-0.8

	Remaining Emissions
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	4.2
	4.2

	Architectural Coating
	N/A
	896.7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	---
	0%
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	---
	0.0
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Remaining Emissions
	---
	896.7
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Total Onsite
	11,738.9
	1,466.4
	1,314.5
	122.5
	78.5
	222.6
	301.1

	Offsite Motor Vehicles
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	TOTAL
	12,092.6
	1,518.8
	1,550.2
	122.5
	83.8
	454.9
	538.7

	Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	---
	---
	150

	Significant? (Yes/No)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	---
	---
	Yes

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


Direct operational VOC emissions for Alternative 2B would decrease by 1.8 lb/day at the Torrance Refinery, since there would not be a new 40,000-bbl tank.  Decreased fuel ethanol storage capacity at Torrance might mean that less fuel ethanol would be trucked from Torrance to other distribution terminals (i.e., Atwood and remote, third-party terminals), and more would be trucked to these sites directly from SWT and/or from the Vernon Terminal.  However, the estimated peak daily operational emissions for the proposed project assume, as a worst case, that all fuel ethanol is transported by tanker truck from SWT.  Thus, indirect emissions for this alternative are the same as for the proposed project.

Alternative 2C - Conversion of Two Existing 1,500 – Barrel Storage Tanks and No New Ethanol Tank Construction for Fuel Ethanol Storage at Torrance Refinery

Alternative 2C would require less construction than the proposed project, primarily because the proposed new 40,000-bbl tank for fuel ethanol storage would not be built, and the proposed conversion of two 20,000-bbl tanks to fuel ethanol service would not occur. Construction emissions associated with this alternative would be less than the proposed project, and about the same as for Alternative 2B.  Mitigated overall peak daily construction emissions for Alternative 2C are listed in Table 5.3-5.

	Table 5.3-5

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Alternative 2C (Mitigated)

	Source
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb/day)
	Total PM10
(lb/day)

	Onsite Construction Equipment Exhaust
	11,572.7
	563.4
	1,286.6
	124.8
	77.2
	N/A
	77.2

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	---
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	-28.2
	-64.3
	-6.2
	-3.9
	---
	-3.9

	Remaining Emissions
	11,572.7
	535.2
	1,222.3
	118.6
	73.4
	---
	73.4

	Onsite Motor Vehicles
	166.2
	34.5
	92.2
	4.0
	5.1
	218.3
	223.5

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	166.2
	34.5
	92.2
	4.0
	5.1
	218.3
	223.5

	Onsite Fugitive PM10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	5.0
	5.0

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	16%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	-0.8
	-0.8

	Remaining Emissions
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	4.2
	4.2

	Architectural Coating
	N/A
	896.7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	---
	0%
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	---
	0.0
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---


	Table 5.3-5 (Concluded)

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Alternative 2C (Mitigated)

	Source
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb/day)
	Total PM10
(lb/day)

	Remaining Emissions
	---
	896.7
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Total Onsite
	11,738.9
	1,466.4
	1,314.5
	122.5
	78.5
	222.6
	301.1

	Offsite Motor Vehicles
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	TOTAL
	12,092.6
	1,518.8
	1,550.2
	122.5
	83.8
	454.9
	538.7

	Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	---
	---
	150

	Significant? (Yes/No)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	---
	---
	Yes

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


Direct operational VOC emissions for this alternative would decrease by 1.8 lb/day at the Torrance Refinery because there would not be a new 40,000-bbl tank, but would increase by 7.7 lb/day due to the additional fuel ethanol storage in the two converted 1,500-bbl tanks.  Thus, Alternative  2C is anticipated to have 5.9 lb/day more direct VOC emissions than the proposed project. 

Operationally, the primary differences between Alternative 2C and the proposed project would relate to the significantly decreased fuel ethanol storage capacity at the Torrance site.  There would be no truck deliveries of fuel ethanol to other terminals from Torrance.  However, the estimated peak daily operational emissions for the proposed project assume, as a worst case, that all fuel ethanol is transported by tanker truck from SWT.  Thus, indirect emissions for Alternative 2C are the same as for the project.

Alternative 3A – Conversion of Existing Stabilizer at Torrance Refinery Instead of Constructing New C4/C5 Splitter

Alternative 3A would involve conversion of an idle, existing stabilizer at the Torrance Refinery to serve as a C4/C5 splitter.  Refurbishing the idle stabilizer would involve similar construction activities as a new splitter, because of the extensive modifications to the stabilizer that would be required.  Approximately 600 feet of additional piping runs would be required for this alternative, compared to the proposed new splitter.  However, there would be no need to demolish an existing Bender Tower and associated support equipment, as would be the case under the proposed project.

Operation of the refurbished splitter and the associated emissions would be essentially the same as for a new splitter.  Modifications to the debutanizer and upgrades to the deisobutanizer would be the same as for the proposed new C5/LSR splitter.  The same new tank spheres for temporary storage would be required as for the proposed project, as well as the same additional railcar loading/unloading spots at the LPG rack.  Thus, both direct and indirect emissions are anticipated to be the same for this alternative as the proposed project.

Alternative 3B – Routing C5/LSR Stream at the Refinery Directly to Storage Instead of Constructing New C4/C5 Splitter

Alternative 3B would involve less construction than the proposed project as a new splitter would not be required.  Thus, the heaters, pumps, and condensers associated with the new splitter would not be needed, and there would be a reduction in the amount of project steam and cooling water demand.  Emissions associated with demolition and earthwork activities would be eliminated, and peak daily emissions associated with the other activities for construction of a new C4/C5 splitter, with the exception of painting, would be reduced by about 50 percent under this alternative.  Mitigated overall peak daily construction emissions for this alternative are listed in Table 5.3-6.

	Table 5.3-6

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Alternative 3B (Mitigated)

	Source
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb/day)
	Total PM10
(lb/day)

	Onsite Construction Equipment Exhaust
	11,570.9
	564.1
	1,267.9
	120.8
	77.6
	N/A
	77.6

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	---
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	-28.2
	-63.4
	-6.0
	-3.9
	---
	-3.9

	Remaining Emissions
	11,570.9
	535.9
	1,204.5
	114.7
	73.7
	---
	73.7

	Onsite Motor Vehicles
	165.1
	34.3
	122.2
	5.3
	5.3
	225.1
	230.4

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	165.1
	34.3
	122.2
	5.3
	5.3
	225.1
	230.4

	Onsite Fugitive PM10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	5.0
	5.0

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	16%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	-0.8
	-0.8

	Remaining Emissions
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	4.2
	4.2


	Table 5.3-6 (Concluded)

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Alternative 3B (Mitigated)

	Source
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb/day)
	Total PM10
(lb/day)

	Architectural Coating
	N/A
	896.7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	---
	0%
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	---
	0.0
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Remaining Emissions
	---
	896.7
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Total Onsite
	11,736.0
	1,466.8
	1,326.7
	120.1
	79.0
	229.3
	308.4

	Offsite Motor Vehicles
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	TOTAL
	12,089.7
	1,519.2
	1,562.4
	120.1
	84.4
	461.6
	546.0

	Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	---
	---
	150

	Significant? (Yes/No)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	---
	---
	Yes

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


Direct operational VOC emissions would decrease by 8.5 lb/day since the new C4/C5 splitter would not be constructed.  The two boilers would have a decrease in CO, VOC, NOx, SOx, and PM10 emissions, since less steam would be required for this alternative, as compared to the project.  Indirect emissions are not anticipated to change for this alternative, as compared to the proposed project.

Alternative 4 – Transport Fuel Ethanol from SWT Through Existing Pipeline instead of by Truck

This alternative would not require construction of a new loading rack or vapor destruction unit at SWT.  Construction at the other sites would be the same as under the proposed project.  Thus, the emissions associated with these construction activities at SWT would not occur, and overall construction-phase emissions would be lower for this alternative than for the proposed project.  Mitigated overall peak daily construction emissions for this alternative are listed in Table 5.3-7.

	Table 5.3-7

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Alternative 4 (Mitigated)

	Source
	CO
(lb/day)
	VOC
(lb/day)
	NOX
(lb/day)
	SOX
(lb/day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb/day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb/day)
	Total PM10
(lb/day)

	Onsite Construction Equipment Exhaust
	9,526.2
	485.3
	1,298.4
	126.7
	77.9
	N/A
	77.9

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	---
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	-24.3
	-64.9
	-6.3
	-3.9
	---
	-3.9

	Remaining Emissions
	9,526.2
	461.0
	1,233.5
	120.3
	74.0
	---
	74.0

	Onsite Motor Vehicles
	162.9
	34.0
	92.1
	4.0
	5.1
	218.5
	223.7

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	162.9
	34.0
	92.1
	4.0
	5.1
	218.5
	223.7

	Onsite Fugitive PM10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	4.9
	4.9

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	16%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	-0.8
	-0.8

	Remaining Emissions
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	4.1
	4.1

	Architectural Coating
	N/A
	791.7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	---
	0%
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	---
	0.0
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Remaining Emissions
	---
	791.7
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Total Onsite
	9,689.1
	1,286.7
	1,325.6
	124.3
	79.2
	222.6
	301.8

	Offsite Motor Vehicles
	319.9
	47.2
	207.0
	0.0
	4.5
	199.7
	204.2

	Mitigation Reduction (%)
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	Mitigation Reduction (lb/day)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Remaining Emissions
	319.9
	47.2
	207.0
	0.0
	4.5
	199.7
	204.2

	TOTAL
	10,009.0
	1,333.9
	1,532.6
	124.3
	83.7
	422.3
	506.0

	Significance Threshold
	550
	75
	100
	150
	---
	---
	150

	Significant? (Yes/No)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	---
	---
	Yes

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


Direct operational emissions would decrease by 0.1 lb/day for NOx and 0.1 lb/day for CO, since there would not be a new vapor combustor.  Further, VOC emissions would be reduced by 9.4 lb/day, since new truck loading racks would not be constructed.  Under this alternative, there would be no truck transport of ethanol from SWT directly to any distribution terminals.  However, the estimated peak daily operational emissions for the proposed project assume, as a worst case, that all fuel ethanol is transported by tanker truck from SWT.  Thus, indirect emissions for Alternative 4 would be the same as for the proposed project.

5.3.2 Cultural Resources

As is the case for the proposed project, the alternatives would be expected to have no significant adverse impacts on prehistoric or historic cultural resources.  Ground surface areas that could be affected at the Torrance site and Atwood Terminal are already largely disturbed from past Mobil activities, and there are no known cultural resources at or near these locations.  The SWT site is heavily disturbed and also is located on manmade fill, which greatly reduces the potential for the presence of cultural resources.   The Vernon Terminal site also is heavily disturbed and there are no known cultural resources at the site.  Because there are expected to be no significant impacts from the project as proposed, there would be no significant impacts to cultural resources from the alternatives.


5.3.3
Energy

As would be the case under the proposed project, the alternatives’ energy requirements would be small, and not significant compared to existing energy use at the Mobil facilities, or to overall regional energy demand.  There would be no substantial differences in energy use between the alternatives and the proposed project.


5.3.4
Geology/Soils

Neither the proposed project nor any of the alternatives would be expected to pose significant adverse geology or soils impacts.  All changes associated with the various alternatives and the proposed project would occur within the confines of the existing Mobil facilities’ properties.  There also would be no substantial differences in geology and soils impacts between any of the alternatives and the proposed project.   


5.3.5
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

This section evaluates the effects of the project alternatives on the risk of upset estimates.  As discussed below, there would be small differences in hazard impacts between the proposed project and Alternatives 2C and 3B; impacts would be essentially the same between the proposed project and the other alternatives.  However, both the proposed project and the alternatives would have significant impacts, as they would create risks for people outside the project sites.

Alternative 1 – Alternative Fuel Ethanol Receiving Location at Torrance Refinery

Under this alternative, the new spur and unloading facilities would be developed at a location east of Prairie Avenue, roughly 1,000 feet east of the proposed location.  The unloading facilities themselves (e.g., unloading pumps) would be the same as in the proposed project.  This alternative would require relocating a storage pad used for short-term hazardous waste storage, and demolition of a diesel fuel additive tank.  None of these changes would cause an incremental off-site risk.  Moving the receiving location east of Prairie Avenue would put it slightly further inside the Torrance Refinery, and thus further away from the property boundary. The hazards of Alternative 1 would be essentially the same as the proposed project; both would have significant impacts.

Alternative 2A – Construction of Second New 40,000 – Barrel Storage Tank for Fuel Ethanol Storage at Torrance Refinery

Under the proposed project, fuel ethanol will be stored in a new 40,000-bbl internal floating roof storage tank constructed for this project, and in two adjacent, existing out-of-service 20,000-bbl tanks that will be converted to fuel ethanol service.  This alternative would involve demolishing the two existing 20,000-bbl tanks, and constructing a second 40,000-bbl internal floating roof tank at the site of the two demolished 20,000-bbl tanks.  Under the proposed project, it is unlikely that 20,000-bbl tanks would fail simultaneously, so the failure of the new 40,000-bbl fuel ethanol tank under Alternative 2A was compared to the failure of one proposed project 20,000-bbl fuel ethanol tank.  

For a catastrophic failure resulting in a BLEVE, the impact endpoint distance for the alternative 40,000-bbl fuel ethanol tank failure was estimated at 1,350 meters.  Compared to the endpoint distance for the 20,000-bbl project ethanol tank failure (1,030 meters), this is an increase in the hazard endpoint of approximately 35 percent.  Both the proposed project and this alternative’s impacts would be significant.  For a contained pool fire, the impact endpoint distance under Alternative C for an ethanol fire is 170 meters compared to the 140 meters for the project, an increase of approximately 20 percent.  Again, both the project and Alternative 2A’s impacts would be significant. This is because the impacts could extend offsite, since the tanks are near the facility boundary.  The differences between the proposed project’s and this alternative’s impacts are small, and within the inherent uncertainties in the modeling technique.

Alternative 2B – Conversion of Two Existing 20,000 – Barrel Tanks and No New Storage Tank Construction for Fuel Ethanol Storage at Torrance Refinery

Alternative 2B would involve converting the two existing 20,000-bbl tanks to fuel ethanol service with internal floating roofs (which is the same as under the proposed project), but not constructing the proposed new 40,000-bbl tank for fuel ethanol storage.  Operationally, this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.  The primary differences would relate to the decreased onsite fuel ethanol storage capacity at the Torrance Refinery.

This alternative eliminates construction of the project 40,000-bbl fuel ethanol storage tank.  There would be no change in hazard from the conversion of the two 20,000-bbl storage tanks, since both the proposed project and Alternative 2B would involve identical tank conversions to fuel ethanol service.  The reduced fuel ethanol storage at the Torrance Refinery would reduce the hazards associated with fuel ethanol storage.  The reduced storage capacity would not be expected to substantially increase the total number and distance of the truck and train deliveries, so the accident likelihood under Alternative 2B would remain comparable with the proposed project.  In summary, the overall hazards associated with the alternative would be comparable to the proposed project.

Alternative 2C – Conversion of Two Existing 1,500 – Barrel Storage Tanks and No New Tank Construction for Fuel Ethanol Storage at Torrance Refinery

Alternative 2C would involve converting two existing 1,500-bbl tanks for fuel ethanol storage; these two tanks are currently used for storing a diesel fuel additive (octylnitrate).   The fire and explosion risk of failure of a 1,500-bbl fuel ethanol storage tank was compared with the baseline risk of failure of a 1,500-bbl diesel fuel additive storage tank.  

The most critical physical parameter required for estimating impacts of a chemical due to fires and explosions is the heat of combustion.  The distance to the end point for a pool fire is proportional to the heat of combustion, while the distance to end point for an explosion is proportional to the cube root of the heat of combustion.  After extensive effort, including contact with the manufacturer, discussion with refinery personnel, and review of various chemical references, no data were found defining the heat of combustion of octylnitrate. 

Based on a comparison of the heats of combustion of the straight-chain organic molecules ethane and propane with their respective nitrate, the addition of the nitrate group appears to reduce the heat of combustion by approximately 10 percent to 15 percent.  The heat of combustion of ethanol is approximately one-third that of hexane, the base chain in an octylnitrate molecule.   Assuming that octylnitrate has a heat of combustion that is only 10 percent to 15 percent less than hexane, the fire and explosion risk associated with conversion of a 1,500-bbl octylnitrate tank to ethanol service would be expected to be substantially reduced (up to a factor of three).  

There would be a reduction in hazard with the conversion of the tanks to fuel ethanol storage from the more hazardous diesel additive octylnitrate, particularly because the total amount of octylnitrate storage at the Torrance Refinery would be reduced.  In addition, the elimination (compared to the proposed project) of the new 40,000-bbl and the two converted 20,000-bbl fuel ethanol storage tanks would reduce fuel ethanol storage-related risks.  Overall, when compared to the proposed project, Alternate 2C would have somewhat lower risks.

Alternative 3A – Conversion of Existing Stabilizer at Torrance Refinery instead of Constructing New C4/C5 Splitter

Alternative 3A would involve conversion of an idle, existing stabilizer at the Torrance Refinery to serve as a C4/C5 splitter.  Operation of the refurbished splitter would be essentially the same as for the proposed new splitter.  The size of the towers and the general location are similar.  The risks with this alternative would be comparable to the proposed project.  

Alternative 3B – Routing C5/LSR Stream at the Refinery Directly to Storage instead of Constructing New C4/C5 Splitter 

Under Alternative 3B, the C5/LSR stream, which is composed primarily of C5, would be sent directly to storage at the Torrance Refinery for subsequent rail shipment off site.  The C5/LSR alternative would require an additional 5,000 feet of new piping at the refinery to transfer the C5/LSR.  A portion of this piping would pass near the eastern boundary of the Torrance Refinery.

The risk of a pipeline rupture followed by an explosion and a fire were considered for this alternative. The flow in the pipeline would be approximately 280 gpm.  The impact assessment assumed the C5/LSR (assumed to be pentane) would be unchecked for 10 minutes after failure, producing an uncontained pool one centimeter deep, that then ignited.  To assess the potential explosion hazard, the flow was assumed to be unchecked for two minutes, and 10 percent of the released pentane was assumed to vaporize and produce a fireball (BLEVE).

The project blast overpressure endpoint distance resulting from an explosion in the C4/C5 splitter was estimated at 510 meters.  Under this alternative, the C4/C5 splitter would not be built and would be replaced with a new 5,000-foot pipeline carrying the C5/LSR directly to existing storage.  The thermal exposure endpoint distance for a potential pipeline accident BLEVE was estimated at 50 meters, while that for a pool fire was 200 meters.  The maximum endpoint distance therefore would be reduced by 60 percent under this alternative, while the worst-case risk would change from blast overpressure to thermal exposure.  While somewhat lower than the proposed project, the alternative’s risk would remain significant, since the impact could extend offsite in the case of a pipeline rupture near the property boundary, and there would be offsite receptors that potentially would be exposed to a new risk.

Alternative 4 – Transport Fuel Ethanol from SWT Through Existing Pipeline instead of by Truck

Alternative 4 would involve use of an existing Mobil pipeline to transfer fuel ethanol from the SWT to the Vernon Terminal.  From Vernon, the fuel ethanol would be trucked to the other distribution terminals for blending.  The existing pipeline that would be used for fuel ethanol transport would require no significant modifications.  There would be no truck transport of fuel ethanol from SWT directly to any distribution terminals.  

The risk of a pipeline rupture followed by an explosion and a fire were considered for this alternative. The flow in the pipeline would be approximately 2,100 gpm.  The impact assessment assumed the pipeline flow would be unchecked for 10 minutes after failure, producing an uncontained pool one centimeter deep, that then ignited.  To assess the potential explosion hazard, the flow was assumed to be unchecked for two minutes, and 10 percent of the released ethanol was assumed to vaporize and produce a fireball (BLEVE).

The impact endpoint distance for a potential pipeline accident BLEVE was estimated at 100 meters, while the distance for a pool fire was 210 meters.  Both risks would be significant, as defined by the thermal exposure endpoint distance, since the releases could occur at any point along the pipeline.  However, pipeline risks would be essentially unchanged from current (pre-project) conditions because an existing pipeline would be used that currently transports hydrocarbons between SWT and Torrance.

The pipeline would reduce truck transport from SWT to the Vernon Terminal, but this is a relatively small portion of the overall project tanker truck traffic.  The endpoint distance for a tanker truck accident resulting in a pool fire was estimated at 130 meters, while the blast overpressure endpoint distance for a tanker truck accident involving 8,500 gallons of ethanol resulting in an explosion was 430 meters. Overall tanker truck traffic volume for Alternative 4 would not be substantially different from the proposed project, and thus overall tanker truck risk associated with the alternative would not be substantially different.  Overall risk under Alternative 4 would be comparable to the proposed project.


5.3.6
Hydrology/Water Quality

All alternatives except Alternative 3B, which would not include constructing a C4/C5 splitter, would result in little or no change in water use or water quality compared to the proposed project.  Except for Alternative 3B, all the alternatives would be expected to use similar amounts of water during construction and operation.  Because of decreased steam and cooling water requirements for Alternative 3B, water use would decrease from 244 gpm to 106 gpm.  However, there would be no significant hydrology/water quality impact from the project as proposed, there would be no significant impacts to water resources from any of the alternatives, and there would be no substantial differences in impacts between the project and the alternatives.  


5.3.7
Land Use and Planning

As with the proposed project, no significant impacts to land use would be expected to occur from implementation of any of the project alternatives.  The alternatives would be located within existing facility boundaries, and no acquisition of additional land or changes to existing land use would be required.  Thus, land use impacts of the alternatives would be similar to each other and to the proposed project.


5.3.8
Public Services

As with the proposed project, none of the project alternatives would create a demand for workers that could not be met by the existing population in the region.  Therefore, no significant adverse impact on schools, police services, or medical facilities would be expected.

With respect to fire protection, neither the alternatives nor the proposed project would create significant additional demand on the existing Mobil fire services or local fire stations in any of the affected jurisdictions.  There would be no significant differences in demand for fire services between any of the alternatives and the proposed project.  Thus, no significant impacts to fire protection services would be expected as a result of the proposed project or alternatives.


5.3.9
Solid/Hazardous Waste

Neither the proposed project nor any of the alternatives would involve significant impacts related to the generation, management or disposal of hazardous and non- hazardous wastes during either construction or operations.  There also would be no substantial differences in impacts between the alternatives and the proposed project.

The primary source of hazardous waste during construction would be contaminated soil, contaminated concrete, and oily residue from demolition and cleanup of an oil storage tank that was destroyed by fire.  This activity would occur at the site of the proposed new storage spheres for C5, which would be constructed under all alternatives.  

Construction debris generation during construction would be slightly less for several alternatives than for the proposed project.  Alternative 1 would involve demolition of two small existing storage tanks and the associated demolition waste generation; this would not be required for the project as proposed.  Alternative 2A would involve demolition of two existing 20,000-bbl tanks that otherwise would not be demolished, and this would increase the amount of construction wastes somewhat, compared to the proposed project.  Alternative 2C would generate slightly less construction wastes than the proposed project because there would be no debris associated with construction of a new 40,000-bbl tank for fuel ethanol storage. Alternatives 3A and 3B, neither of which involves construction of a new C4/C5 splitter, would not involve the debris associated with demolition of a Bender Tower and support equipment at the Torrance Refinery.  Alternative 4 would not require construction of new truck loading facilities and a vapor destruction unit at SWT, and thus would generate slightly less construction debris.

For the alternatives, as well as for the proposed project, about 1,500 cubic yards (of the estimated maximum of 2,500 cubic yards) of petroleum-contaminated wastes generated during construction would be treated and disposed of at existing Torrance Refinery land treatment facilities that have ample capacity to handle the incremental quantities.  The remaining 1,000 cubic yards of petroleum-contaminated waste would be transported for disposal to appropriately permitted facilities such as the Kettleman Hills site in Kern County; the Kettleman facility also would not be affected by this incremental waste quantity.  As with the proposed project, non-hazardous construction wastes associated with the project alternatives that can be recycled (e.g., concrete and masonry, scrap steel) would be recycled either onsite or at commercial recycling facilities.  Thus, the quantities of construction wastes that would require disposal at a municipal landfill for the alternatives as well as the proposed project would be very small (e.g., a total of 20 to 30 truckloads of wood debris), and would have no significant impacts.

There would be minimal amounts of hazardous or non-hazardous wastes generated during operations under the proposed project or any of the alternatives.  Chemicals such as spent alumina would be shipped off-site for recycling; elemental sulfur generated by activities required to comply with the CARB Phase 3 requirement to reduce gasoline sulfur content would be sold for use by others, and thus cannot be considered wastes.

5.3.10 Transportation/Traffic

None of the alternatives would have substantially different traffic impacts from the proposed project.  For the proposed project and the various alternatives, there would be no significant  impacts  on the ICU values at intersections in the vicinities of Mobil’s Torrance, Vernon, Southwestern, or Atwood facilities during either construction or operations. 

During the construction phase, Alternatives 1 and 3A employment levels and traffic volumes would be essentially the same as the proposed project.  Alternative 2A would involve slightly higher employment and traffic levels than the proposed project because of the additional construction work for a new tank compared to refurbishing existing tanks, and because of the demolition of two existing tanks.  The other alternatives would involve slightly less construction than the proposed project, and thus slightly lower construction employment levels and traffic volumes.  Because no significant traffic impacts are expected under the proposed project, none would be expected with any of the alternatives.

As with the proposed project, during project operations, the alternatives would require no or negligible additional operational employment and resulting employee vehicle traffic at any of the Mobil facilities involved in the project.  Under Alternative 4, there would be less truck traffic in and out of SWT compared to the proposed project, because there would be no fuel ethanol tank truck traffic at all.  However, project fuel ethanol transport would be spread throughout the day and would not cause significant traffic impacts for the proposed project.  Thus, the difference in impacts under Alternative 4 would be minimal.  There would be no substantial differences in traffic impacts between the proposed project and any of the alternatives.

5.4
Conclusion

None of the alternatives are expected to create substantially different impacts to the environment from the proposed project.  

Peak daily construction emissions would be the same for Alternatives 1 and 3A as for the proposed project.  Peak daily construction emissions would be higher for Alternative 2A than for the proposed project, while peak daily construction emissions from the other alternatives would be lower than for the proposed project.  Alternative 4 would have the lowest construction emissions.  

Peak daily operational emissions would be the same for Alternatives 1 and 3A as for the proposed project.  Peak daily operational emissions would be higher for Alternative 2C than for the proposed project.  Peak daily operational emissions from the other alternatives are anticipated to be lower than the proposed project, with Alternative 4 having the lowest operational emissions.  However, the differences in operational emissions are small between the proposed project and the various alternatives.

The risk of upset hazard for Alternatives 1, 2A, 2B, 3A, and 4 are comparable to those for the proposed project.  The risk of upset hazard for Alternatives 2C and 3B would be somewhat less than those for the proposed project.  However, the differences in risk between these alternatives and the proposed project are small and not considered significant.

As with the proposed project, these alternatives would create significant hazard impacts, because the proposed project and the alternatives pose risks to people outside the project sites, which is a criterion for significant impacts.  The small risk reductions that would occur under Alternatives 2C and 3B are not considered sufficient to demonstrate their environmental superiority over the proposed project. 

As stated above, Alternative 4 would have somewhat lower air quality impacts than the proposed project, although these differences would be small, particularly during operations.  Mobil does not propose to implement Alternative 4 for technical and operational reasons.  This alternative would require use of a non-dedicated pipeline to transfer ethanol from SWT to Mobil’s Vernon Terminal, which would involve risks of ethanol contamination with water.  There are no proven technologies or operational procedures currently available that could avoid this risk in non-dedicated pipelines.  Mobil considers these ethanol quality risks too great at present to consider this alternative as its proposed project.

APPENDIX C

REVISED CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS TABLES

	Table C-1 (Table 4.1-5 of Final EIR)

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Pre-Mitigation): Final EIR 



	Source
	CO
(lb./day)
	VOC
(lb./day)
	NOX
(lb./day)
	SOX
(lb./day)
	Exhaust PM10
(lb./day)
	Fugitive PM10
(lb./day)
	Total PM10
(lb./day)

	Construction Equipment Exhaust
	11,614.8
	573.6
	1,371.4
	133.2
	82.4
	N/A
	82.4

	Onsite Motor Vehicles
	170.5
	35.5
	96.7
	4.2
	5.3
	226.7
	232.0

	Onsite Fugitive PM10
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	5.0
	5.0

	Architectural Coating
	N/A
	896.7
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Total Onsite
	11,785.2
	1,505.8
	1,468.1
	137.3
	87.7
	231.7
	319.4

	Offsite Motor Vehicles
	353.7
	52.4
	235.8
	0.0
	5.3
	232.3
	237.6

	TOTAL
	12,139.0
	1,558.2
	1,703.8
	137.3
	93.0
	464.0
	557.1

	CEQA Significance Level
	550
	75
	100
	150
	
	
	150

	Significant? (Yes/No)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	---
	---
	Yes

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.

NA:     Not Applicable


Source: SCAQMD Final EIR, October 2001.

	Table C-2 

Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Pre-Mitigation): 

Currently Proposed Project



	
	CO

(lb/day)
	VOC

(lb.day)
	NOx

(lb/day)
	SOx

(lb/day)
	PM10

(lb/day)

	Construction Emissions in Final EIR
	12,139.0
	1,588.2
	1,703.8
	137.3
	557.1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Changes to Peak Construction Day:
	
	
	
	
	

	Vernon Terminal
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Atwood Terminal
	12.1
	2.1
	28.3
	2.2
	10.5

	Southwest Terminal
	(2,130.0)
	(200.0)
	(106.3)
	(6.7)
	(46.4)

	Torrance Terminal (Alternative 2C)
	(46.4)
	(11.2)
	(89.3)
	(8.6)
	(13.7)

	Refinery: KOH Tower
	10.4
	3.5
	26.5
	2.3
	1.7

	Refinery: LSR Storage Sphere
	(3.6)
	(1.1)
	(8.9)
	(0.8)
	(0.6)

	   Total Changes to 

    Peak Construction Day
	(2157.5)
	(206.7)
	(149.7)
	(11.6)
	(48.5)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	CEQA Significance Level
	550
	75
	100
	150
	150

	Significant for Proposed Modifications (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Substantial Increase in Significant Impacts (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	New Significant Impact (Yes/No)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Construction Emissions
	9,981.5
	1,351.5
	1,554.1
	125.7
	508.6


	Table C-3 (Table 4.1-6 of Final EIR)

 Peak Daily Operational Emissions (Pre-Mitigation)

	Source
	CO

(lb./day)
	VOC

(lb./day)
	NOX
(lb./day)
	SOX
(lb./day)
	PM10
(lb./day)

	Direct Emissions

	Torrance Refinery

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	37.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanks
	0.0
	3.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Sulfur recovery plant 
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.8
	0.0

	Boilers
	6.1
	10.2
	22.5
	11.2
	30.7

	New vapor combustor
	< 0.1
	< 0.1
	< 0.1
	< 0.1
	< 0.1

	Total
	6.2
	51.4
	22.6
	12.1
	30.7

	Torrance Loading Rack

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	21.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	1.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	23.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Southwestern Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	18.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Marine tanker non-CARB Phase 3 gasoline loading
	0.0
	113.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	4.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New vapor combustor
	< 0.1
	< 0.1
	0.1
	< 0.1
	< 0.1

	Total
	0.0
	136.4
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0

	Vernon Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	40.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New gasoline storage tank  
	0.0
	14.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	55.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Atwood Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	14.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New fuel storage tank
	0.0
	1.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	15.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total Direct Emissions
	6.2
	282.2
	22.7
	12.1
	30.8

	Indirect Emissions

	Tanker trucks
	21.5
	5.2
	100.1
	0.0
	71.7

	Switch engine for railcars
	1.6
	0.9
	14.8
	0.1
	0.4

	Total Indirect Emissions
	23.1
	6.1
	115.0
	0.1
	72.1

	Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


Source: SCAQMD Final EIR, October 2001.

	Table C-4

Peak Daily Operational Emissions (Pre-Mitigation): Currently Proposed Project

	Source
	CO

(lb./day)
	VOC

(lb./day)
	NOX
(lb./day)
	SOX
(lb./day)
	PM10
(lb./day)

	Direct Emissions

	Torrance Refinery

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	44.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanks
	0.0
	9.9
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Sulfur recovery plant 
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.8
	0.0

	Boilers
	6.1
	10.2
	22.5
	11.2
	30.7

	New vapor combustor
	<0.1
	<0.1
	<0.1
	<0.1
	<0.1

	Total
	6.2
	64.7
	22.6
	12.1
	30.8

	Torrance Loading Rack

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	21.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	1.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	23.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Southwestern Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Marine tanker non-CARB Phase 3 gasoline loading
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New vapor combustor
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Vernon Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	40.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Additional  storage tank emissions
	0.0
	24.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Fuel ethanol tanker trucks
	0.0
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	65.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Atwood Terminal

	Fugitive VOC from components
	0.0
	14.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	New storage tanks
	0.0
	8.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	0.0
	22.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total Direct Emissions
	6.2
	176
	22.6
	12.1
	30.8

	Total Change in Emissions (Final EIR to Current Project)
	0
	-106.2


	-0.1
	0
	0

	Indirect Emissions

	Tanker trucks
	21.5
	5.2
	100.1
	0.0
	71.7

	Switch engine for railcars
	1.6
	0.9
	14.8
	0.1
	0.4

	Total Indirect Emissions
	23.1
	6.1
	114.9
	0.1
	72.1

	Note: Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding.


Table C-5

Operational Criteria Pollutant Summary of Total Emissions (Direct and Indirect)

	Pollutant
	Final EIR Total  (lb/day)
	Proposed Current Project Total (lb/day)
	Total Change in Emissions (Final EIR to Proposed Current Project)
	SCAQMD Threshold (lb/day)
	Final EIR Significant?
	Proposed Project Significant?

	CO
	29.3
	29.3
	0
	550
	No
	No

	VOC
	288.3
	182.1
	-106.2
	55
	Yes
	Yes

	NOx
	137.7
	137.5
	-0.2
	55
	Yes
	Yes

	SOx
	12.2
	12.2
	0
	150
	No
	No

	PM10
	102.9
	102.9
	0
	150
	No
	No


APPENDIX D

HAZARDS ANALYSIS FOR PENTANE STORAGE 

The Final EIR indicated that two new 10,000-barrel spheroid tanks will be constructed at the Torrance Refinery to provide the necessary storage capacity for C5/LSR. However, the project will instead install one new 20,000-barrel spheroid tank. (For more details about the project design change, please refer to Section 2.1, "Project Design Changes," of this CEQA evaluation.)

The Final EIR presented Hazard Analyses in Appendix C for the following cases:  

1) vapor cloud explosion, 

2) pool fire, and 

3) boiling liquid expanding vapor explosions (BLEVEs).  

In each case, the calculations were based on EPA’s RMP Off-Site Consequence Analysis Guidance Document dated May 24, 1996.

The proposed project change requires a comparative analysis. The purpose of the analysis is to evaluate whether:

(a) there are new offsite impacts as a result of the proposed change, and 

(b) any existing offsite impacts are more severe as a result of the proposed change. 

Risk is a measure of probability of occurrence versus severity of consequence. However, only the consequence aspect of risk was evaluated.  The most likely worst case scenarios, based on chemical behavior, are the explosion and pool fire scenarios. The BLEVE scenario for pentane is not a likely event but is presented because the RMP*Comp model calculates this scenario.  

EPA’s RMP*Comp model was used to conduct the worst case hazard analysis for the two options:

· Option A:  Two  10,000-barrel  C5/LSR (pentane) spheres (Final EIR)

Worst case release scenario - All the pentane has been released from the first sphere, which forms a vapor cloud and an explosion occurs involving 10 percent of the volume.  This triggers a vapor cloud and resulting explosion from the second sphere; all the pentane has been released into the dike area (19,000 square feet, 4 feet depth).  The dike height serves to limit the area of impact.

· Option B: One 20,000-barrel C5/LSR (pentane) sphere (proposed project change)

Worst case release scenario - All the pentane has been released into the dike area (38,000 square feet, 4 feet depth).  The dike height serves to limit the area of impact.

Results from the RMP*Comp model presents the worst-case offsite consequence in terms of area of impact from a release of a flammable substance.  This model was developed and used for EPA’s Risk Management Planning (RMP) rule, which implements Section 112(r)  of the 1990 Clean Air Act. The mechanisms used in the estimation are described in Appendix C and D in Risk Management Program Guidance for Offsite Consequence Analysis, April 1999 (EPA 550-B-99-009) (EPA RMP Guidance).  

For each the two options (A and B) above, following three scenarios were modeled:

1. Vapor Cloud Explosion: The model assumes that the total sphere inventory is released and forms a vapor cloud and 10 percent of the chemicals (pentane) in the vapor cloud participates in the explosion.

2. Pool Fire: Total chemical inventory (pentane) is released from the sphere and forms a liquid pool in 10 minutes. The pools ignites and burns in an area around the sphere.  












3. Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor Explosion (BLEVE):  This assumes that a fireball is caused from the boiling liquid expanding vapor resulting in an explosion.  This scenario takes place when a vessel containing liquefied gas ruptures and the content ignites and forms a fireball. BLEVE calculates the heat radiation hazard only.

Table D-1

Hazard Analysis Scenarios
	Option
	Hazard Scenario
	Discussion

	Two 10,000 barrel spheres
	Explosion
	The impact area for the worst case scenario is the vapor cloud explosion.  The distance to the overpressure endpoint of 1 pounds per square inch is 0.2 miles.


	Two 10,000 barrel spheres
	Pool Fire
	The distance to the heat radiation endpoint resulting from the pool fire is 0.2 miles.



	Two 10,000 barrel spheres
	BLEVE
	The distance at which exposure may cause second-degree burns is 1.8 miles. This is the same value as the unconfined case and therefore the dike has no impact in the equation



	One 20,000 barrel sphere
	Explosion
	The impact area for the worst-case scenario is the vapor cloud explosion.  The distance to the overpressure endpoint of 1 pounds per square inch is 0.3 miles.



	One 20,000 barrel sphere
	Pool Fire
	The distance to the heat radiation endpoint resulting from the pool fire is 0.2 miles.



	One 20,000 barrel sphere
	BLEVE
	The distance at which exposure may cause second-degree burns is 1.8 miles. This is the same value as the unconfined case and therefore the dike has no impact in the equation


A comparison of results from the above calculations are presented in the table below.  

Table D-2

Hazard Analysis Summary

	Scenario Option
	Explosion

Miles


	Pool Fire

Miles
	BLEVE

Miles

	Two 10,000 barrel spheres
	0.2
	0.2
	1.8

	One 20,000 barrel sphere
	0.3
	0.2
	1.8


The most likely worst case scenarios based on chemical behavior are the explosion and pool fire scenarios, which in the case of both the two 10,000-bbl sphere and the one 20,000-bbl sphere are comparable and remain well inside the refinery property boundary which is approximately 0.5 miles away. The impact from a BLEVE scenario has an 1.8-mile impact, if all the pentane housed in the sphere is involved in the scenario.  However the area of impact is the same for both the proposed single 20,000-bbl sphere and the two 10,000-bbl spheres. 

CONCLUSION

There are no new offsite impacts as a result of the proposed project modification.  Furthermore, existing offsite impacts are no more severe as a result of the proposed change. 
APPENDIX E

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

When making findings as required by Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a), lead agencies are required to adopt mitigation monitoring or reporting programs.  The purpose of these programs is to ensure compliance with mitigation measures adopted to mitigate or avoid significant adverse environmental effects identified in EIRs and Negative Declarations, prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 and Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.  Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 states in part: 

When making the findings required by paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 21081 or when adopting a mitigated negative declaration pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (c) of Section 21080, the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.  The reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation.  For those changes which have been required or incorporated into the project at the request of a responsible agency or a public agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by the project, that agency shall, if so requested by the lead agency or responsible agency, prepare and submit a proposed reporting or monitoring program.  

Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 and Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the SCAQMD must establish a plan to monitor project compliance with those mitigation measures adopted as conditions of approval for ExxonMobil's CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline project.  The following subsections identify the specific mitigation measures identified in the EIR and the public agency responsible for monitoring implementation of each mitigation measure.  

AIR QUALITY
The following mitigation measures are required to minimize the potential short-term and long-term significant adverse air quality impacts during the project construction phase. 

As noted in the Final EIR, no feasible mitigation measures beyond implementing BACT, which is required by SCAQMD Rule 1303(a), were identified to reduce operational VOC emissions. 

IMPACT #1 SUMMARY: Construction activities may have significant unmitigated air quality impacts for CO, VOC, NOx and PM10.  These emissions are primarily from construction equipment exhaust, onsite and offsite motor vehicles, fugitive dust, and architectural coatings.  The mitigation measures listed below are intended to minimize the emissions associated with these sources.  No feasible mitigation has been identified to reduce emissions from on-road vehicle trips.  Additionally, no other feasible mitigation measures have been identified to reduce emissions to insignificance.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines feasible as "...capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors."

MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-1 (Fugitive Dust): In addition to complying with the requirements of Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust (e.g., twice daily watering and preventing all visible fugitive dust from leaving the facility boundary), each facility where construction activities are being conducted will be responsible for an additional daily watering. 

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure AQ-1 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through the provisions of Rule 403 and its discretionary authority to issue permits for this project, will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMAQ-1: ExxonMobil shall keep records onsite of applicable compliance efforts to demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 

MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-2 (Fugitive Dust): During the project construction period, vehicles must have wheels washed when leaving the facility. 

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure AQ-2 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through its discretionary authority to issue and enforce permits for this project will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMAQ-2: ExxonMobil shall keep records onsite of applicable compliance efforts to demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-2.

MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-3 (Fugitive Dust): During the project construction period, construction personnel will remove all visible roadway dust tracked out onto paved surfaces from unimproved areas at the end of the workday. 

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure AQ-3 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through its discretionary authority to issue and enforce permits for this project will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMAQ-3: ExxonMobil shall keep records onsite of applicable compliance efforts to demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-3.

MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-4 (Exhaust Emissions): Prior to use in construction, the project proponent will evaluate the feasibility of retrofitting the large off-road construction equipment that will be operating for significant periods.  Retrofit technologies such as selective catalytic reduction, oxidation catalysts, and air enhancement technologies will be evaluated.  These technologies will be required if they are commercially available and can feasibly be retrofitted onto construction equipment. 

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure AQ-4 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through its discretionary authority to issue and enforce permits for this project will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMAQ-4: To demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-4, ExxonMobil will supply the SCAQMD with a report prior to commencement of construction activities that documents ExxonMobil's evaluation of retrofit technologies for large construction equipment.  A copy of this report shall be maintained on-site along with other recordkeeping required by this Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-5 (Low Sulfur Diesel): During the project construction period, the project proponent will utilize low sulfur diesel fuel (as defined in SCAQMD Rule 431.2) in construction equipment where feasible. 

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure AQ-5 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through its discretionary authority to issue and enforce permits for this project will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMAQ-5: ExxonMobil shall keep records onsite of applicable compliance efforts to demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-5.

MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-6 (Exhaust Emissions): During the project construction period, each affected facility shall be responsible for maintaining all construction equipment in proper operating condition. 

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure AQ-6 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through its discretionary authority to issue and enforce permits for this project will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMAQ-6: ExxonMobil shall keep records onsite of applicable compliance efforts to demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-6.

HAZARDS

The following mitigation measures are required to reduce potentially significant adverse hazard impacts from activities associated with operations of the proposed project. 

IMPACT #2 SUMMARY: The potential incremental increase in hazard risks that will result from the project do not substantially change the expected risk from the ExxonMobil Torrance Refinery and other petroleum refineries located in densely populated urban areas.  This is based on the low probability of the occurrence of a catastrophic event, the very conservative assumptions used to estimate the worst cases and the implementation of ExxonMobil inspection programs, safety systems and mitigation measures to reduce risk.  Due to the inherent hazard risks associated with the materials transported, stored, used, and the refining processes in general, however, the risk of large-scale upset conditions is always present to some degree.  The hazards impacts of the proposed project are primarily from possible fires and explosions associated with the shipment and storage of pentane, butane, and fuel ethanol.  

MITIGATION MEASURE H-1 (Safety Review): A pre-startup safety review will be performed for those additions and modifications proposed under the project where the change is significant enough to require a change in the process safety information and/or where an acutely hazardous and/or flammable material would be used.  The review will be performed by personnel with expertise in process operations and engineering.  The review will verify the following: 

· Construction and modifications are in accordance with design specifications and applicable codes; 

· Safety, operating, maintenance, and emergency procedures are in place and are adequate; 

· Process hazard analysis recommendations have been addressed and actions necessary for start-up have been completed; 

· Training of each operating employee and maintenance worker has been completed; and

· If it is determined during the pre-startup safety review that design and construction techniques alone cannot reduce the risk, further measures will be evaluated. 

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure H-1 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through its discretionary authority to issue and enforce permits for this project will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMH-1: ExxonMobil shall keep records onsite of its compliance efforts (e.g., revision of its Process Safety Management Program, Risk Management Program, other ExxonMobil safety programs, internal and external inspections, Notices to Comply, Notices of Violations, and corrective actions taken in response) to demonstrate steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure H-1.

MITIGATION MEASURE H-2 (Refinery Operations): The following factors will help to reduce the risk of upset from the C4/C5 Splitter and for the new pentane storage tank to be located at the refinery.  They represent the application to new refinery equipment and processes of practices and procedures currently implemented at the ExxonMobil facilities:

· 24-hour per day, seven day per week staffing;

· Hydrocarbon leak detectors;
· Manual shutdown of liquid into or out of the splitter and storage tanks in case of fire, which will minimize the quantity of release; and,
· High-pressure fire deluge system for the C4/C5 splitter and the pentane sphere.  In addition, protective coatings for the legs of the pentane sphere.

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure H-2 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through its discretionary authority to issue and enforce permits for this project will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMH-2: ExxonMobil shall keep records onsite of its applicable compliance efforts to demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure H-2. 

MITIGATION MEASURE H-3 (Fuel Ethanol Truck Transport): The following practices are currently implemented at ExxonMobil's Torrance Refinery and terminals and will be applied and tailored, as needed, for truck transport of fuel ethanol:

· Driver hiring and training practices to ensure driver compliance with safe driving practices for transporting fuel ethanol, as well as other flammable materials; and

· Continued emphasis on vehicle inspection and maintenance programs to ensure their effective implementation for the transport of fuel ethanol, as well as other flammable materials. 

IMPLEMENTING PARTY: The SCAQMD finds that mitigation measure H-3 is the responsibility of ExxonMobil. 

MONITORING AGENCY: The SCAQMD through its discretionary authority to issue and enforce permits for this project will ensure compliance with this mitigation measure. 

MMH-3: ExxonMobil shall keep records onsite of its applicable compliance efforts to demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure H-3. 

CONCLUSION
The mitigation monitoring plan requires ExxonMobil to submit reports to the SCAQMD during the construction phase that identifies the construction progress, includes any required logs, inspection reports, and monitoring reports, identifies any problems, and provides solutions to problems, as necessary.  The SCAQMD and ExxonMobil will evaluate the effectiveness of this monitoring program during both the construction period and operation.  If either the monitoring program or the mitigation measures as set forth above are deemed inadequate, the SCAQMD or another responsible agency, may require ExxonMobil to employ additional or modified monitoring measures and/or measures to effectively mitigate identified significant adverse impacts to the levels identified in the EIR. 

� The volume of a sphere varies as the cube of the radius, while the surface area of a sphere varies as the square of the radius.  Thus, doubling the volume of a sphere will require an increase in radius of 1.26 times (i.e., 2^0.333), whereas the surface area will increase 1.58 times (1.26^2). However, since there are two small spheres, the relative surface areas of one large compared to two small spheres is 79% (i.e., 1.58/2).
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