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CHAPTER 1

,QWURGXFWLRQ
1.1 The CEQA Process
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended,1 guides the process of
environmental review in California. All aspects of the preparation and public review of a draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), as well as the subsequent steps to prepare a Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), are specifically outlined by the CEQA Guidelines.2
This Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report (RFEIR) is the last of multiple steps in the
CEQA environmental review process for the Project. This process began in July 2012, when the
County issued a Notice of Preparation for the DEIR on July 24, 2012. The DEIR was published
on June 10, 2013. The public review and comment period duration for the DEIR began on this date
and ended July 25, 2013. A public hearing before the Contra Costa County Zoning Administrator
took place during this comment period on July 15, 2013. The Contra Costa County Community
Development Division granted a 15-day extension of the comment period to August 9, 2013.
The FEIR was completed on November 6, 2013 and a public hearing was held by the Contra
County Planning Commission on November 19, 2013. After evaluating the proposed Project,
including all public testimony and evidence in the record, the Planning Commission voted
unanimously to certify the FEIR and approve the land use permit. Two appeals to the Planning
Commission’s decision were filed. Pursuant to County procedures, an appeal hearing before the
Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors was held on January 21, 2014. Upon conclusion of
public testimony and deliberation by the Board of Supervisors, the hearing was continued to
allow staff sufficient time to respond to comments provided in testimony and also to consider and
respond to issues raised in a letter received from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) on January 14, 2014.
After the Board of Supervisors hearing, staff from Contra Costa County Department of
Conservation and Development (DCD) and from BAAQMD met several times to discuss issues
related to the January 14, 2014 letter. Based on those discussions, DCD staff concluded that
additional assessment of several air quality concerns was needed, including the preparation of a
cumulative community health risk assessment. DCD staff determined that this information may
constitute new information of substantial importance pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(a)-(e) and, thus, it was recommended that the EIR should be revised and recirculated for
1
2

Public Resources Code, Division 13, Sections (§§) 21000 – 21178
Title 14. California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Sections (§§) 15000 – 15387 and Appendices
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public comment. A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
information is added after public notice has been given of the availability of the draft EIR for
public review (CEQA Section 15088.5). On June 3, 2014 the County Board of Supervisors
directed staff to prepare a Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) addressing
cumulative health risk and other environmental issues raised in testimony and comments which
had not been fully considered in the prior 2013 Draft and Final EIRs.
On October 17, 2014, the Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development,
Community Development Division released the RDEIR on the proposed Project. In accordance
with CEQA Section 15088.5, and as for reasons provided in Section 1.1, the RDEIR was
recirculated to agencies and interested individuals, including all commenters on the 2013 Draft
and Final EIR. Written comments on this RDEIR were accepted during the 45-day public review
period, which began on October 17, 2014 and closed on December 5, 2014.
A FEIR is an informational document prepared by a lead agency that must be considered by
decision-makers before approving or denying a proposed project. CEQA Guidelines Section
15132 specify the following:
"The final EIR shall consist of:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

The DEIR or a revision of the draft.
Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in
summary.
A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR.
The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.
Any other information added by the lead agency."

This RFEIR has been prepared pursuant to these CEQA Guidelines. This document incorporates
comments from public agencies and the general public, and contains appropriate responses by the
County, the lead agency, to those comments. A decision on the certification of the RFEIR will be
made by the County Board of Supervisors at a public hearing, on February 3, 2015.
Public notification will be provided in accordance with State law upon confirmation of the
hearing date.

1.2 Public Review and Response to Comments
In response to the publication of the RDEIR for public review, a number of comments have been
received from public agencies and members of the public. CEQA and its Guidelines set forth the
obligations of the agencies involved in the preparation of a DEIR, and provide guidance for
agencies and the public in the review of a DEIR. The CEQA Guidelines focus the review (Guidelines
Section 15204) and provide a framework for consideration of public and agency comments.
The CEQA Guidelines describe the duties of the lead agency to prepare adequate responses to
comments (Guidelines Section 15088). The lead agency is to respond to “significant
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environmental points” in a level of detail commensurate to that of the comment. However, it is
not necessary for the lead agency to respond to personal opinions or speculation about the project,
to provide all of the information requested by reviewers or to respond to comments presented
without necessary factual support.

1.3 List of Commenters
The County received 29 comment letters on the RDEIR for the proposed Project. In addition, oral
comments were made by individuals who attended the publicly-noticed November 17, 2014
public hearing conducted by the County Zoning Administrator. Comments made at the meeting
were recorded and a written transcript prepared.
The following agencies, organizations and individuals (Table 1-1) submitted written and/or oral
comments on the RDEIR:
TABLE 1-1
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS THAT COMMENTED ON
THE PHILLIPS 66 PROPANE RECOVERY PROJECT RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
Comment
Letter

Commenter

Date Received

Agencies
A1

East Bay Municipal Utility District

November 24, 2014

A2

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

December 2, 2014

A3

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

December 2, 2014

A4

Rodeo-Hercules Fire Protection District

December 5, 2014

A5

City of San Pablo

December 2, 2014

A6

City of Berkeley

December 5, 2014

B1

Adams, Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo

December 1, 2014

B2

Communities for a Better Environment

December 3, 2014

B3

Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP

December 3, 2014

B4

Adams, Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo

December 3, 2014

B5

Benicians for a Healthy and Safe Community

December 3, 2014

B6

Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP

December 5, 2014

Organizations

B7

Sierra Club

December 5, 2014

B8

Crockett-Rodeo United to Defend the Environment

December 5, 2014

B9

Communities for a Better Environment

December 5, 2014

B10

Communities for a Better Environment

December 10, 2014

B11

Adams, Broadwell, Joseph & Cardoza

December 5, 2014
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS THAT COMMENTED ON
THE PHILLIPS 66 PROPANE RECOVERY PROJECT RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
Comment
Letter

Commenter

Date Received

Individuals
C1

Chris Lish

December 1, 2014

C2

James Neu

December 2, 2014

C3

Madelyn Morton

December 1, 2014

C4

Catherine DeMartini

December 2, 2014

C5

Tom

December 2, 2014

C6

Tom

December 1, 2014

C7

Fred Clerici

December 2, 2014

C8

Teagan Clive

December 5, 2014

C9

Elizabeth Genai

December 5, 2014

C10

Carla Garbis

December 5, 2014

C11

Peter Turner

December 5, 2014

C12

Charles Davidson

December 5, 2014

Lin

Roger Lin

November 17, 2014

Neil

Jim Neil

November 17, 2014

Bill Pinkham

November 17, 2014

Public Hearing

Pinkham
Griffith

Tom Griffith

November 17, 2014

Rieser

Nancy Rieser

November 17, 2014

Shoshana Wechsler

November 17, 2014

Garrett

Jonathan Garrett

November 17, 2014

Morton

Madelyn Morton

November 17, 2014

Callaghan

Janet Callaghan

November 17, 2014

Elsa Monroe

November 17, 2014

Ratha Lai

November 17, 2014

Ethan Buckner

November 17, 2014

Andres Soto

November 17, 2014

Martinez

Eduardo Martinez

November 17, 2014

Williams

Raemona Williams

November 17, 2014

Davidson

Charles Davidson

November 17, 2014

Callaghan

Janet Callaghan (Letter from Rodeo Citizens Association)

November 17, 2014

Carmen Gray

November 17, 2014

Janet Pygeorge read a letter from Ed Tannenbaum

November 17, 2014

Wechsler

Monroe
Lai
Buckner
Soto

Gray
Tannenbaum
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1.4 Method of Organization
This RFEIR for the proposed Project contains information in response to concerns raised during
the public comment period, including the November 17, 2014 public hearing. In addition to the
RDEIR, which has been published and released for public review, the whole of the RFEIR also
includes the contents of this document, as follows:
Chapter 1 contains brief descriptions of the CEQA and the Public Review processes and also lists
those agencies, organizations and individuals that commented on the RDEIR. This chapter also
describes the organization of this RFEIR.
Chapter 2 contains six Master Responses prepared to address specific topical issues based on
comments from a number of agencies, organizations, and individuals on the RDEIR. The
following Master Responses were prepared to address these issues:
x
x
x
x
x
x

Extension of the RDEIR Comment Period;
Piecemealing of the Proposed Project;
Non-CEQA Issues;
Relationship of Crude Feedstocks to the Proposed Project;
Accidents and Hazards; and
Cumulative Impacts.

Chapter 3 contains all comment letters received during the comment period, as well as the
County response to each. Each letter is marked in its margin with its identifying code from the
table above and each comment on the letter is uniquely labeled with that code and a sequence
number. The County responses to each comment from each letter are presented in the pages that
immediately follow that comment letter.
Chapter 4 contains text changes to the RDEIR that reflect necessary minor additions, corrections,
and clarifications resulting from the analyses that the County conducted in order to prepare these
responses to comments. These changes are incorporated as part of the RFEIR.
Appendices include the 2013 DEIR and 2013 FEIR, the RDEIR, County responses to requests for
extension of the comment period, attachments to Comment Letters B5, B6, B7, B9, and B11,
which are voluminous and therefore are provided in a separate appendix, and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program.
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0DVWHU5HVSRQVHV
A number of individuals, organizations, and agencies submitted comments on the Recirculated
Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR). Many of these comments had common themes or
topics. In response to these comments with common themes, six master responses are presented
here.

2.1 Master Response – Extension of Public Comment
Period
Three commenters asserted that supporting data for the RDEIR had not been either available or
provided to the commenter in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. Commenters also stated that the public participation process was inadequate under
CEQA because the public was not given enough time to review and respond to the RDEIR.
Others requested that the comment period for the Project be extended to allow for more time for
public review.

 5'(,53XEOLF5HYLHZ6XSSRUWLQJ'DWDDQG3XEOLF
&RPPHQW3HULRG
The public review period that the County provided for the RDEIR was compliant with State law.
“If the draft environmental impact report is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review, the
review period shall be at least 45 days…” (Public Resources Code Section 21091(a)). “The public
review period for a draft EIR should not be…longer than 60 days except in unusual
circumstances. When a draft EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse…the public review
period shall not be less than 45 days…” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a)). Within the Notice
of Completion for the Project, the County initially scheduled a 45-day review period, which
satisfied its statutory obligation under CEQA. Several commenters requested a 45-60 day
extension of the public review period. As stated above, a review period longer than 60 days
should be granted due only to unusual circumstances. The County provided written responses to
all three commenters as shown in Appendix C, in which, the County indicated that it was not able
to find that unusual circumstances existed as all supporting data had been provided to requesting
parties as is detailed in Appendix C, and therefore requests to extended the review period to 60
days were denied. Thus, the County fulfilled its obligation under CEQA to provide an adequate
public review period.
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Under CEQA, formal hearings are not required at any stage of the environmental review process.
Public comments may be restricted to written communications. (CEQA Guidelines Section
15202(a)). “Public hearings may be conducted on environmental documents, either in separate
proceedings or in conjunction with other proceedings of the public agency. Public hearings are
encouraged, but they are not required as an element of the CEQA process” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15087).
It is the County’s practice to conduct a public hearing to accept comments on the adequacy of a
DEIR during the public review period for the report. The County does this in order to provide an
additional opportunity for the public to participate in the CEQA process. A special hearing of the
Zoning Administrator was held at 3:30 p.m. on Monday, November 17, 2014, providing an
opportunity to accept oral testimony on the adequacy of the RDEIR. This hearing was properly
noticed through public mailing and posting in the newspaper. It is clear that the County exceeded
its statutory obligation to provide opportunity for public comment, as there is no CEQA
requirement to hold a public hearing. The November 17, 2014 hearing provided an opportunity to
submit oral comments on the adequacy of the RDEIR, but did not limit the opportunity of the
public to comment further in writing. The public maintained its right to provide written comments
until the close of the public comment period on December 5, 2014.

2.2 Piecemealing of the Proposed Project
Under CEQA, a “project” subject to environmental review must be the “whole of an action.”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a).) This CEQA rule of analysis serves to assure that a large
project is not chopped up into many smaller ones, resulting in piecemealing or segmenting of
environmental review and masking the full scope of project impacts. Put another way, “a narrow
view of a project could result in…overlooking its cumulative impact by separately focusing on
isolated parts of the whole.” (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus
(1994) 27 Cal. App.4th 713, 714.) Courts have determined that an EIR must include analysis of
the environmental effects of a future action if: (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of
the initial project; and (2) the future action will be significant in that it will likely change the
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects. This standard involves
determining whether the EIR has left out of the environmental analysis a “crucial element” or
“integral part” of the project, without which the project cannot go forward. (National Parks &
Conservation Ass’n v. County of Riverside (1996) 42 Cal.App.4th 1505, 1519.) Where an action
is not a crucial element of the project, but merely contributes to the same pool of cumulative
impacts, the action may be included in the EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts instead.
Given the above definition of CEQA piecemealing, a number of commenters on the RDEIR have
asserted that several projects approved or under environmental review at the Phillips 66 Santa
Maria Refinery (SMF) are integral parts of the proposed Project at the Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery
and assert that the RDEIR has not considered this and is therefore segmenting or piecemealing
the environmental analysis contrary to CEQA rules. This assertion by the commenters is
theorized in numerous ways including opinions by the commenters that: 1) Phillips 66 is
changing the crude oil feedstocks at several facilities including the Rodeo Refinery, 2) existence
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of a 200-mile pipeline between the SMF and the Rodeo Refinery essentially makes the two
refineries connected components of one single facility, and, 3) Phillips 66 is increasing the size of
the once through cooling system to accommodate increased throughput to produce more refinery
fuel gas (RFG). Many of these same assertions had been previously made by many of the same
commenters on the 2013 DEIR and were responded to as part of the 2013 Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) Master Response 2.2 and in the 2013 FEIR responses B4-1 through B4-35,
B4-39 and B4-40. In light of comments received on the 2013 DEIR and responded to in the 2013
FEIR, the RDEIR has attempted to further clarify the function and operation of the SMF and the
extent of any interdependency between ongoing projects at this facility and the proposed Project.
RDEIR Section 3.3.2.19, Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery, discusses the SMF in detail and
concludes:
“Current information from publically available information indicates only that the crude oil
carried by rail would be from domestic sources available in the marketplace. In review of
this information on the Propane Recovery Project, there is no request for or discussion of
this Project requiring any physical change to the SMF refinery processes or equipment to
accept any different crude feedstocks. Consequently, the SMF would continue to operate
within its existing approved crude blends.”
The RDEIR goes on further in Section 3.4.2.1, Refinery Fuel Gas Propane/Butane Recovery Unit
and Associated Propane Treatment, to discuss and demonstrate via Figures 3-7 and 3-8 that the
design basis for the proposed Project was based on existing Rodeo Refinery process data from
2011, shown on Figure 3-7, which establishes that the Refinery had and continues to have (see
Figure 3-8) sufficient existing capacity within its RFG supply to provide the feedstock to support
the specifics of the Propane Recovery Project’s goals for extraction of propane and additional
butane without any changes to the Rodeo Refinery, changes to the SMF, or changes in crude
feedstocks.
The RDEIR also states in Section 3.4.2.1, Refinery Fuel Gas Propane/Butane Recovery Unit and
Associated Propane Treatment, that the amount of liquefied petroleum gas (LPG [propane or
butane]) removal from the RFG is limited by an enforceable condition of the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) permit:
“Regardless of the amount of RFG produced in the future, the design of the removal
equipment and BAAQMD permit limits would limit the amount of LPG that can be
recovered. If more than 14,500 BPD LPG is produced, the excess would remain in the RFG
and be burned in heaters/boilers as it is today. If less that 14,500 BPD is produced, it could all
be captured and removed from the RFG.”
Based on this, the proposed Project has ‘independent utility’ under CEQA as it is uses an existing
RFG stream independent of any changes occurring within the Rodeo Refinery and with all of the
existing feedstocks. Furthermore, implementation of the proposed Project would have no effect
on the quality, nor the quantity, of materials processed by or received from the SMF, and the type
of crude oil processed by the SMF would have no effect on the Project (see Master Response 2.4
for additional information on crude feedstocks). Consequently, the RDEIR has properly reviewed
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the proposed Project and has not piecemealed this review by not including current projects at the
SMF.

2.3 Master Response – Non-CEQA Issues
 )HGHUDO3UHHPSWLRQRI5DLOURDG5HJXODWLRQ
Federal Preemption of the railroad regulations was present and discussed in the RDEIR in
Section 3.3.2.17, Tank Cars:
“Under the Commerce Clause of the United States Constitution, no state or local
government may impose laws or regulations that unduly burden interstate commerce.
Because railroads are a key component of the system of interstate commerce, most aspects
of railroad operations are governed exclusively by federal law.
With respect to land use requirements, the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination
Act (ICCTA) affords railroads flexibility in making necessary improvements and
modifications to rail infrastructure, subject to requirements of the federal Surface
Transportation Board. Congress afforded railroads this flexibility because of the integrated
national nature of the American rail system and the need for uniform and consistent standards
across the country. As a general matter, ICCTA broadly preempts state and local regulation
of railroads. This preemption extends to “the construction, acquisition, operation,
abandonment, or discontinuance of spur, industrial, team, switching, or side tracks, or
facilities . . . . [T]he remedies provided under this part with respect to regulation of rail
transportation are exclusive and preempt the remedies provided under Federal or State law.
The courts have repeatedly held that the ICCTA preempts state and local regulation, i.e.,
“those state laws that may reasonably be said to have the effect of ‘managing’ or
‘governing’ rail transportation.” Norfolk Southern Railway Company v. City of Alexandria,
608 F.3d 150, 157-158 (4th Cir. 2010) (city ordinance and permit regulating the
transportation of bulk materials, including ethanol, was preempted by the ICCTA). The
ICCTA also preempts state and local regulation of the construction and operation of rail
lines. Emerson v. Kansas City S. Ry. Co., 503 F.3d 1126 (10th Cir. 2007); Friberg v.
Kansas City S. Ry. Co., 267 F.3d 439 (5th Cir. 2001); Green Mountain R.R. Corp. v.
Vermont, 404 F.3d 638 (2d Cir. 2005) (preconstruction permitting of a transload facility);
City of Auburn v. United States, 154 F.3d 1025 (9th Cir. 1998) (environmental and land use
permitting). As one court noted, “[i]t is difficult to imagine a broader statement of
Congress’ intent to preempt state regulatory authority over railroad operations.” CSX
Transp. v. Georgia Public Service Comm’n, 944 F. Supp. 1573, 1581 (N.D. Ga. 1996).
Because of this, railroads have taken the position that, among other types of regulation, any
limitation on the volume of product shipped or the frequency, route, or configuration of
such shipments is clearly preempted under federal law.
While the County has chosen to consider and explore some of potential impacts of the proposed
Project (with particular interest to air quality and hazards based on comments from the
BAAQMD and local public concerns) along the railroad route, it should noted that because of
Federal Preemption, the County has no authority to impose any mitigation on the railroad once a
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train has left the Refinery. A recent California Appellate Court case decision, published1 after
publication of the RDEIR has affirmed this preemption and while this case is still under litigation
it should be noted for affirming this principle.

2.4 Master Response – Relationship of Crude
Feedstocks to the Proposed Project
Many commenters on the RDEIR have reiterated concerns, theories, and assertions expressed by
commenters on the 2013 DEIR and the 2013 FEIR that the Refinery, via the proposed Project, is
seeking to change or would be required to change its current crude feedstocks, and that the
proposed Project is a deliberate action intended to support the implementation of this change.
These concerns include such issues as the source of the crude, e.g., Canadian Tar Sands, or new
crudes produced in North America such as the Bakken crudes from North Dakota and other
similar new feedstocks, the potential effects from extracting these crudes, and assertions about
what potential effects using these crudes as feedstocks for the Refinery could have.
Over the past several years there has been extensive concern over projects which propose the
extraction of crude oil from tar sands in Canada and other controversial sources, or which would
bring new sources of crudes to refineries in the United States, including California, via new
pipelines or by rail. The County acknowledges these public concerns and has conducted the
environmental analysis presented in the RDEIR with such concerns in mind as is required by
CEQA. However, it is important to note that since first presented to the County by Phillips 66 in
2012, the description of the proposed Project as presented in the 2013 DEIR and 2013 FEIR, and
in the RDEIR, has been consistent in that it: 1) is not a project dependent on a source of crude oil
feedstock, or a change in crude oil feedstocks, 2) does not involve any request to approve the
transport of crude oil by rail into the Rodeo Refinery, 3) makes no request to change the
throughput of the Refinery, and most crucially, 4) utilizes an existing RFG stream to extract
propane and additional butane without any modifications to other parts of the Refinery. The 2013
FEIR, Master Response 2.2 provides additional details supporting these facts.
As discussed in RDEIR Section 3.4.2.1, Refinery Fuel Gas Propane/Butane Recovery Unit and
Associated Propane Treatment, and shown in Figure 3-7, the proposed Project’s design basis was
derived from data taken at the Refinery in August, 2011. In the same section, the RDEIR also
provides an update to substantiate this 2011 design basis with the most recent full year (2013) of
RFG data from the Refinery in Figure 3-8. This figure shows that for 2013 an average of 13,970
barrels per day (BPD) of propane and butane were available and that monthly this quantity of
propane and butane varies. Note that between the 2011 design basis and the 2013 data, no change
to crude feedstocks, such as those of concern to commenters, had been made. These data provide
the substantial evidence to support the independent utility of this Project and further support the
County’s opinion that the EIR has not inappropriately piecemealed or segmented this Project (see
Master Response 2.2 for more details). These data also show that contrary to assertions of
commenters, who assert that the Refinery has to change its feedstocks to provide sufficient RFG
1

Friends of Eel River v. North Coast Railroad Authority et al. (September 29, 2014; 1st DCA Case No. A139222).
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to support this proposed Project, quite the reverse is true in that the existing Refinery baseline
condition had and has sufficient propane and butane feedstocks to support the extraction rates of
propane and butane sought by Phillips 66 for the proposed Project.

 $PRXQWRI3URSDQHDQG%XWDQHWREH([WUDFWHG
Based on comments received on the amount of propane and additional butane to be extracted
from the existing RFG feed presented in the 2013 DEIR, the 2013 FEIR attempted to clarify these
amounts specifically in 2013 FEIR Response B4-39. When the County elected to prepare the
RDEIR, the characterization of the amount of propane and butane proposed for recovery was
found to be unclear and a source of confusion. Specifically, the 2013 DEIR stated that the
combination of existing and proposed recovery of LPG taken as propane and butane could be
misunderstood as a total recovery of 13,500 BPD of LPG (see 2013 DEIR Table 3-2). While
these were correct values considered in the discussions within the 2013 DEIR, they did not fully
reflect the requested recovery rate being sought by Phillips 66 in their air permit application
#25199 with the BAAQMD. In fact as discussed in 2013 communications between the
BAAQMD and Phillips 66, the BAAQMD suggested a daily maximum recovery rate of 14,500
BPD of LPG and an associated annual recovery rate of 5,292,500 barrels per year2 of LPG
(BAAQMD, 2013). In a response letter, Phillips 66 responded that this limit would be acceptable
(Phillips 66, 2013) and although the BAAQMD air permit is not finalized (nor can be until
completion of the County’s CEQA process), this daily recovery limit of 14,500 BPD of LPG
(propane and butane) was provided in RDEIR Table 3-2 and discussed in Section 3.4.2.1,
Refinery Fuel Gas Propane/Butane Recovery Unit and Associated Propane Treatment, with the
intention of clarifying and aligning the description of the Project’s LPG recovery rate to actual
permit conditions. Note, as is discussed in Section 3.4.2.1, Refinery Fuel Gas Propane/Butane
Recovery Unit and Associated Propane Treatment, that this recovery rate also was derived from
the 2011 data presented in Figure 3-7. Finally, as concluded in the same section:
“Regardless of the amount of RFG produced in the future, the design of the removal
equipment and BAAQMD permit limits would limit the amount of LPG that can be
recovered. If more than 14,500 BPD LPG is produced, the excess would remain in the RFG
and be burned in heaters/boilers as it is today. If less that 14,500 BPD is produced, it could
all be captured and removed from the RFG.”
In summary, the RDEIR provides the best explanation of the basis for the requested Project LPG
recovery rates, clarifies information provided in the 2013 DEIR, and presents the basis by which
the Project would be operated under its BAAQMD air permit and County Land Use permit.

 5HODWLRQVKLSRI&UXGH)HHGVWRFNVWRWKH3URSRVHG
3URMHFW
The County has reviewed the assertions and extensive analyses provided by a number of
commenters on the effects of different crude feedstocks and has reviewed their assertions
regarding connections of these crude feedstocks to future changes at the Phillips 66 refinery in
2

Determined by multiplying 14,500 BPD by 365days/year = 5,292,500 barrels per year.
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Santa Maria (the Santa Maria Facility [SMF]), which as discussed in RDEIR Section 3.3.2.19,
Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery, is connected to the Refinery via a 200-mile pipeline. This
existing pipeline is used to ship semi-refined liquid products to the Rodeo Refinery for upgrading
into finished petroleum products. Note that this pipeline was in existence during the August 2011
period when Phillips 66 established its design basis for LPG extraction (see Figure 3-7) and also
during 2013 when data shown on Figure 3-8 were recorded. In the County’s view, Phillips 66’s
LPG data provide a firm basis to conclude that 1) there is adequate LPG supply at the Rodeo
Refinery to support the Project, 2) this design basis was derived with existing crude feedstocks
utilized at the Rodeo Refinery, including semi-refined products shipped from SMF, and 3) crude
feedstocks currently being used by the Refinery are adequate to support the proposed Project.
Furthermore, should some change occur in these feedstocks that would increase the amount of
LPG available for extraction by the Refinery, the BAAQMD air permit would limit this
extraction to the amount presented in the RDEIR (i.e. 14,500 BPD), and should less LPG be
available for extraction, Phillips could only extract what would be available. Therefore, assertions
by the commenters of the Project’s connection to potentially changing crude feedstocks are not
supported by the facts that the proposed Project was designed and based on existing Refinery
conditions.

2.5 Master Response – Accidents and Hazards
Many commenters expressed concerns about the risk of accidents associated with the storage
and/or transport of LPG, which in the context of the proposed Project would be the propane and
butane proposed to be extracted from the Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery and shipped via tank car to
the marketplace. In order to aid understanding, an overview of the assessment methodology for
the accidental release scenarios as it was presented in the 2013 DEIR and the RDEIR is provided
below.
x

2013 DEIR approach to hazards: in the 2013 DEIR, the likelihood (probability) of an
accidental release was used with the severity of the offsite consequence to determine if the
event would be significant within the meaning of CEQA. Using this approach, an accident
event with very-low or low consequence would be considered a less than significant
impact, regardless of its frequency of occurrence, while an event that has a moderate-tohigh consequence and a moderate-to-high probability of occurrence would be considered a
significant impact. The risk evaluation matrix presented in the 2013 DEIR was used to
categorize these events. See 2013 DEIR Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

x

RDEIR approach to hazards: RDEIR Section 4.6.5, Consequence Analysis Methodology,
presented both the methodology used to evaluate safety issues and the results of the
evaluation. In addition to the approach presented in the 2013 DEIR, which focused on the
likelihood and severity of an event, a firm of experts in the hazards field, Quest Consultants
Inc., was engaged to undertake more specific study with the goal being to compute the
potential increase or decrease in hazards to the public due to the proposed changes to the
facility. A set of mathematical models referenced by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (US EPA) (RMP-Comp) were used to make this determination. The
results from this analysis are presented in Figures 4.6-2 and 4.6-3. A second set of
calculations were made to determine the risk associated with the Project’s rail traffic. This
set of models included a BLEVE fireball model (Martinsen and Marx, 1999, as cited in
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Roberts, 2000). This additional approach was undertaken in response to comments and
concerns voiced on the 2013 DEIR/FEIR and these results are shown in Figures 4.6-4 and
4.6-5 that clearly display these project-related changes in risk along the rail route.
Using these two different hazard analysis methodologies, both EIR’s (the 2013 DEIR/FEIR and the
RDEIR) provide confirmation that there would not be any significant impacts from the proposed
Project associated with hazard risk. One result which warrants further explanation shown in Figure
4.6-3 and listed in Table 4.6-3, is that the distance to the hazard zone for hydrogen sulfide decreases
dramatically with the Project as compared to existing conditions. This was due to the proposed
removal of the old Unit 240 which would be replaced with the Project’s new Propane Recovery
unit. Some commenters found this decrease in risk to be counter-intuitive as apparently they
perceived that extent of potential hazard zones – in the form of the proposed Project – was being
increased. In fact, removal of the old unit lowers the existing impact as shown in Figure 4.6-3.
For the analysis of overpressures resulting from an explosion of operating facilities, all existing
flammable fluid sources would have the same overpressure hazard as existing conditions. While
the addition of propane tank cars and propane storage tanks does create new overpressure hazard
zones as shown by Table 4.6-4, these new hazard zones are within the existing hazard zones of
the project-related operating units, or in the case of the propane tank cars are essentially the same
as existing butane tank cars currently used by Phillips 66 at the Refinery.

 +D]DUGV$QDO\VLV,VVXHVRI&RQFHUQWR&RPPHQWHUVRQ
WKH5'(,5
A number of commenters raised six common issues related the hazards analysis presented in
RDEIR Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. These are generally related to technical
points provided in Comment B11-25 (a technical appendix to Letter B11). The following
responses address each of these six points and in doing so; these address the core concerns
expressed by the commenters about the hazards analysis.
1.

The RDEIR used the incorrect number of tank cars for baseline risk from tank cars.
This concern is expressed by several commenters but is based primarily on Comments
B11-12 through B11-14, where the commenters contend that the RDEIR estimation of
locomotive emissions is incorrect. Responses B11-12 through B11-14 respond to these air
quality concerns. However, the commenters still contend that the average number of tank
cars over a 2-3 year period should be the baseline number of tank cars considered. The
commenters misinterpret the hazard analysis at this point as the potential risk from the
baseline condition is at its maximum capacity not its average capacity and similarly the
proposed Project’s risk is also at its maximum capacity, i.e., 24 tank cars per day.

2.

As many other substances are moved by rail and the RDEIR only considered risk from
LPG cars the RDEIR should have considered all tank cars in this analysis.
The proposed Project includes the transportation of LPG (butane and propane) by tank car.
The frequency analysis for the transport of butane and propane by rail in the United States
is presented on page 4.6-27. It would not be appropriate or accurate to include frequency
data covering derailments, releases, etc. for other types of railcars or other types of
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materials into the analysis. This is because the tank car designs are different for many types
of commodities carried by rail (see Section 3.3.2.17, on page 3-19 for a discussion of the
types of tanks cars) and for other materials (ammonia, ethylene oxide, and chlorine), which
have significantly different hazard impacts than propane or butane. Thus, the probability
analysis as presented in the RDEIR is correct as it specifically addresses the Project’s rail
requirements.
3.

The accident data set used by the RDEIR is too old and does not consider accidents caused
by recent crude by rail accidents.
Some commenters asserted that rail traffic on the rail tracks that are currently used by the
Refinery will increase in the future as a result of increased movement of crude oil by rail
other entities. Commenters then stated that this would result in an increased risk of a
propane or butane release from trains carrying LPG from the proposed Project. It is
important to note that the evaluation of the risk associated with the rail transport of butane
and propane is independent of the other commodities carried on the subject rail lines. The
evaluation of the frequency of a butane or propane release is based on the historic accident
data for propane and butane rail cars (referred to as LPG rail cars). This frequency is
developed as 1.04E-8 LPG releases per mile traveled. As described on RDEIR page 4.6-27
this is a historical frequency. The increase in volume of other train traffic will not affect the
frequency of a release of the Project’s LPG rail cars. If the number of butane and propane
rail car shipments associated with the project were to increase or decrease, the release
frequency (1.04E-8 LPG releases per mile traveled) would remain the same, only the
number of miles traveled (per day, per week, per year, etc.) would change. Standard
accepted methodology for this type of analysis deems it incorrect to mix or add the release
frequencies for other types of rail cars or DOT-112 rail cars carrying other commodities to
the historical butane and propane release frequency. Any attempt to do so would result in
an inaccurate analysis of the butane and propane rail car release frequency.
It is also important to note that while the proposed Project would add tank cars to its
existing trains it would not add any new train trips and therefore would not make any
contribution to increased traffic on existing rail tracks. Therefore there is no evidence, and
none provided by commenters, that the Project would make any contribution to cumulative
impacts associated with rail traffic hazards.

4.

The RDEIR risk analysis appears to have only considered a very short segment of track and
assert that the RDEIR did not consider hazard impacts at other locations along the travel
route of trains carrying LPG from the proposed Project.
The frequency of a propane or butane release from a rail car, 1.04E-8 releases per mile, was
developed from historical data as presented on RDEIR page 4.6-27. This data was collected
by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) over a 20 year
period. Over the 20 year period, the PHMSA data base identified 14 LPG releases. Thus,
the release frequency (releases per mile) developed on page 4.6-27 is representative of the
tank car release frequency of propane or butane in the United States. Furthermore, values
such as LPG tank car releases per mile, etc. are not based on any particular stretch of track,
but on a compilation of all tracks. So the frequency presented here covers not just a specific
section of track for which there may or may not have been any historical accident
occurrence but the more general case.
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5.

The RDEIR does not establish any hazards significance thresholds and tends to trivialize
risk.
A CEQA evaluation is based on the premise of attempting to evaluate the question, “does
the new project pose any new hazard to the environment/the public that was not in
existence before?” In this respect, the RDEIR hazards analysis evaluates the existing
hazard impact to the extent possible, and then compares the proposed Project against that
existing hazard impact for the refinery and assesses the Refinery’s current rail risk due to
transport of LPG against the Project’s proposed rail risk associated with LPG.
Table 4.6-7 was not intended trivialize risk but was provided to aid the readers
understanding of the evaluation of the “risks” of the proposed Project in the context and in
juxtaposition to other risks commonly present in public life.
The commenter’s reference to the Santa Barbara risk criteria is not applicable as CEQA
does not cite any acceptable significance criteria and the Santa Barbara Guidelines do not
specifically address rail risk. The 2013 DEIR for the proposed Project made use of the
Santa Barbara approach (see 2013 DEIR Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials)
but modified this approach to that used within the RDEIR based on comments on the 2013
DEIR. The selection of one particular methodology or guidance over another, or
modification of an existing approach, is common among responsible agencies undertaking
CEQA analyses. In any case, as stated earlier, the proposed Project does not add any train
traffic to existing rail lines and would not therefore increase the hazard profile along the
rail lines for any rail cars or commodities not related to the proposed Project.

6.

The RDEIR’s accident calculations are misleading.
Commenters assert that the RDEIR does not present support for its probability analysis.
The two release frequencies presented in the RDEIR, 0.04 releases per year, and 0.06
releases per year, simply address the frequency of a potential release of propane or butane
during a year along the 671 mile probable rail route within California. The analysis as
presented in the RDEIR assumes that members of the public are located along the entire
671 mile rail route. This is a conservative approach which presents a representative risk
profile for the rail route through a populated area. For an unpopulated area along the route,
the risk would be greatly reduced, and essentially down to zero assuming the area is
unpopulated on a long-term basis (i.e. a year or more).

 %ODVW=RQH
Several commenters expressed concern that the analysis of potential hazards, including those that
could result in a boiling liquid expanding vapor explosion (BLEVE), was improperly limited to
within the limits of the Refinery. This concern is unfounded; the analysis evaluated the area of
potential impacts including locations well beyond the boundary of the Refinery. As described in
RDEIR Section 4.6.5, Consequence Analysis Methodology, to describe the worst case hazards at
the Refinery, a consequence modeling program developed by the US EPA (RMP-Comp) was
used to determine the maximum potential impacts of the current hazardous material processing
and storage in the Refinery, as well as those associated with the proposed process unit and storage
equipment. Results of this analysis are summarized in RDEIR Section 4.6.5.7, Summary of
Maximum Hazard Zones. Figure 4.6.1 identifies the Worst Case Hazard Zones for the existing
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Refinery layout. The hazards and risks associated with rail car BLEVEs of propane and butane
were included in the rail risk assessments in both the 2013 DEIR and RDEIR.
Some commenters questioned the methodology used in the BLEVE analysis and suggested a
specific methodology, as presented in a conference paper (Roberts, 2000). It should be noted that
the same exact methodology was used in the RDEIR analysis (Martinsen and Marx, 1999). The
reference authors of the methodology are experts within Quest Consultants Inc., the hazards firm
who prepared the BLEVE analysis for the RDEIR.
It should be noted that, as stated in RDEIR Section 4.6.2.1, Regional and Local Setting, BLEVES
are extremely rare. As an industrial facility that handles hazardous chemicals, the Refinery must
be constructed and operated in accordance with certain codes and standards, which are enforced
via administrative mechanisms such as internal audits, design reviews, and building inspections.
Operations at the Refinery are subject to extensive regulatory and safety controls (RDEIR Section
4.6.2.2, Regulatory Setting), to limit the probability of such an event, and a comprehensive
emergency response system is in place to ensure public safety.

2.6 Master Response – Cumulative Impacts and
Analysis
Many commenters on the RDEIR have asserted that a number of aspects of the cumulative impact
analysis conducted are deficient or incomplete. This Master Response responds to these
comments and is also intended to clarify how the RDEIR considered and analyzed the proposed
Projects’ potential cumulative impacts.
15355. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.
(a)

The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of
separate projects.

(b)

The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
projects taking place over a period of time.

Furthermore, Section 5.4, Cumulative Impacts, of the RDEIR defined how and the basis for the
cumulative impact analysis considered in the RDEIR:
“This EIR uses a combination of a plan-based approach and a list-based approach to
determine whether any significant cumulative impact would occur. From a plan-based
perspective, the technical analyst for each resource area considered the Project in light of
its consistency or conflict with the assumptions and projections of the Contra Costa County
General Plan and other applicable planning documents identified in Section 5.4.1, General
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and Regional Plans Considered in the Cumulative Analysis. From a list-based perspective,
Project impacts were analyzed in combination with the impacts of the other Refinery
projects…”
This approach is commonly used in CEQA documents and is essentially the same as that used in
the 2013 DEIR.

 $VVHUWLRQVE\&RPPHQWHUV
Commenters on the RDEIR have made a number of common assertions about the cumulative
impact analysis. In many cases these assertions are linked to or based on other assumptions and
issues raised by commenters, which are addressed in Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4. First, as is
discussed in those responses above, the County has explained that the proposed Project has not
been piecemealed or inappropriately segmented for the purposes of CEQA analysis. It is not part
of or dependent on any other project within the Refinery nor is it linked in any way to changes
currently under review at the Phillips 66 SMF – see Master Response 2.2 for the reasons
supporting this conclusion. Second, as is discussed in detail, contrary to many commenters’
views, the proposed Project is neither related to nor dependent on changes to crude oil feedstocks
as is discussed in Master Response 2.4 (this view was also stated and discussed in Sections 3.2.2,
Project Components and 3.3.2.17, Tank Cars of the RDEIR). In order to respond to commenter’s
assertions about the cumulative impact analysis, the County’s reasoning about the proposed
Project discussed in Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4 must be considered.
Assertions made by commenters are summarized as follows:
Assertion 1 – The Refinery and the Phillips SMF are connected by a 200-mile pipeline and
are therefore essentially one Refinery. The County should have included and analyzed
projects at the SMF as part of the cumulative impacts analysis.
Assertion 2 – The cumulative analysis in the RDEIR omitted a number of projects from its
cumulative analysis.
Assertion 3 – The cumulative impact for the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions
analyses were not fully analyzed.
The assertion that the Refinery and the Phillips SMF are not two separate refineries but are
connected parts of one refinery is understandable because Phillips 66 itself refers to the
combination of the Phillips 66 facility located in Rodeo, California (the Refinery and the location
of the proposed Project) and the Phillips 66 facility located in Santa Maria, California (SMF) as
‘the San Francisco Refinery.’ Furthermore, as the SMF has recently been approved to increase its
throughput, and has a project intended to bring crude oil feedstocks via tank car from domestic
sources to the SMF (which is currently under CEQA review by San Luis Obispo County), and as
is discussed in Section 3.3.2.19, Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery, is connected to the Refinery
by a 200-mile pipeline, many commenters therefore assert that these two facilities are all one
refinery. Based on this incorrect assumption, commenters go on to state that because they
interpret the proposed Project and the projects at the SMF as related by focusing solely on the
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Propane Recovery Project, that the County has segmented its CEQA analysis. As stated above
and in more detail in Master Response 2.2, the proposed Project is not dependent on any aspect of
the projects underway at the SMF and furthermore, as is discussed in Master Response 2.4, the
proposed Project is not linked to nor is reliant on the crude oil feedstocks at either refinery nor in
the potential for these feedstocks to change.
It should be noted that some of the commenters who claim that the County has segmented the
proposed Project from the proposed crude by rail project at the SMF then also make the
contradictory claim that the SMF crude by rail project is a cumulative project and should have
been included in the list of cumulative projects considered by the RDEIR analysis. The County
has clearly explained why the crude by rail project at the SMF is entirely separate to and
independent of the proposed Project, and vice versa. Below, the County has provided an
explanation as to how and why the SMF projects were considered within the cumulative analysis
of the proposed Project.
In their second assertion that the RDEIR did not consider the SMF projects in the cumulative
impact analysis presented in Chapter 5 of the RDEIR, commenters are partly correct in that the
two recent SMF projects (refinery throughput increase and crude by rail project) are not listed in
Table 5-1 of the RDEIR or discussed in the analysis found in Section 5.4.3, Areas of Potential
Cumulative Impacts. The SMF throughput increase, while representing a future change to the
SMF refinery operation, was not considered cumulative as the proposed Project is based on
existing RFG from the Rodeo Refinery alone, is discussed in Master Response 2.4. The crude by
rail project at the SMF is discussed in Section 3.3.2.19, Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery, and as
concluded in this section:
“Current information from publically available information3 indicates only that the crude
oil carried by rail would be from domestic sources available in the marketplace. In review
of this information on the Propane Recovery Project, there is no request for or discussion of
this Project requiring any physical change to the SMF refinery processes or equipment to
accept any different crude feedstocks. Consequently, the SMF would continue to operate
within its existing approved crude blends.”
In other words, because the proposed Project is based on the existing supply of RFG – at the
Rodeo Refinery – and this was determined with the 200-mile pipeline between the two facilities
operating (see Master Response 2.4), and the available information about the SMF crude by rail
project indicated that it involves no process changes at the SMF, no project-related connection to
the SMF projects exists. Furthermore, as the majority of CEQA environmental analysis criteria
are spatially defined, in that impacts on these resources are directly related to distance and
location (aesthetics, agriculture, biology, cultural, mineral, and forestry resources, geology,
hydrology, land use, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation,
utilities and services systems), and generally diminish as distance between projects increases,
there is no nexus for evaluation of the proposed Project’s cumulative impacts of these resources
on projects at the SMF facility located more than 200 miles to the south of the Refinery.

3

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/environmental/EnvironmentalNotices/railproject.htm
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Of the remaining criteria, the air quality analysis in Section 4.1.6, Cumulative Impacts, of the
RDEIR considered cumulative impacts specifically at the request of the BAAQMD (based on
comments in a letter by the BAAQMD on the 2013 DEIR). The analysis used an approach agreed
upon by the County and the BAAQMD, and the results were subsequently approved by the
BAAQMD in a comment letter on the RDEIR (see Comment Letter A3), in which the BAAQMD
states its agreement with the RDEIRs response to issues raised on the 2013 DEIR. Preparation
and publication of the RDEIR was in great part driven by the County’s need to address the
BAAQMD’s concerns about cumulative air quality (and greenhouse gas) impacts. Air quality is
also a criterion which is local/regional and is evaluated generally on an air district by air district
basis depending on the guidelines of these agencies. Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) on the
other hand, are from a CEQA perspective evaluated on a statewide scale, and are essentially
cumulative impacts in nature. Section 5.4.3.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, discusses this and
presents cumulative impact results considering the entire state, which ensures that projects at the
SMF are already considered in the impact analysis. See Response B9-31 for additional
information on the GHG cumulative considerations.
With respect to hazards, potential direct impacts resulting from operations are limited spatially.
The cumulative evaluation of impacts associated with hazards is similarly conducted at the local
level, as it is not possible for the direct impacts of one project to contribute to cumulative impacts
in combination with the direct impacts of another project located more than 200 miles away. The
only general similarity between the SMF crude by rail project and the proposed Project is that
both involve transportation of potentially hazardous material via rail car. As is discussed in
Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the RDEIR and in Master Response 2.5, given
that the type of tank car carrying LPG and crude oil are quite different as is discussed in RDEIR
Section 3.3.2.17, Tank Cars, evaluation of cumulative hazards between these dissimilar tank cars,
and quite inclusively, many other commodities carried by rail, cannot be done in any meaningful
way. Consequently, the County considers evidence provided by the commenters that the SMF
projects need to be considered cumulatively as not substantial and is more related to claims by the
commenters that the proposed Project is either part of a larger project or driven by changes to the
Refinery’s crude slate, for both of these issues see Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
In determining which projects to consider cumulatively with the proposed Project, Section 5.4,
Cumulative Impacts, of the RDEIR reflects the following reasoning which was used to develop a
part-plan based and part-list based approach:
“In reaching a conclusion for each resource area, the following considerations were made:
(i) the geographic scope of the cumulative impact area for that resource; (ii) the time frame
within which Project-specific impacts could interact with the impacts of other projects;
(iii) whether a significant adverse cumulative condition presently exists to which Project
impacts could contribute; (iv) the significance of the incremental Project-specific
contribution to cumulative conditions; (v) whether the incremental Project-specific impact
to an existing adverse cumulative condition is cumulatively considerable; and finally,
(vi) whether additional mitigation is available to reduce the Project’s cumulatively
considerable contribution to an existing cumulative impact. If a resource area has no
Project-specific impacts, the Project could not contribute to any existing adverse
cumulative impacts.”
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Most of the projects cited by the commenters as ‘omitted’ from the RDEIR are located substantial
distances from the Refinery and/or are outside of the BAAQMD and most involve transport or
refining crude by to some degree; they do not involve the transport of LPG by rail. Comparing
potential hazards of transporting LPG and other types of hazardous substances cannot be
meaningfully done; this is explained in detail in Master Response 2.5.
For the projects involving transport of crude by rail note that the trips by rail of these projects are
generally new trips, whereas the proposed Project utilizes the same train trips by adding tank cars
to existing trains and would not increase the total number of train trips. Therefore the proposed
Project does not make any contribution to potential cumulative impacts associated with increases
in numbers of trains from other projects.
Of those remaining projects cited by the commenters within the BAAQMD air basin, the
Westpak and Valero projects were considered in the RDEIR (see Table 5-1) due both to their
proximity to the proposed Project and presence within the air basin. Note too, that the Marine
Terminal project at the Refinery was also part of the cumulative projects considered in the
RDEIR (see Section 5.4.2.1, Other Phillips 66 Refinery Projects). Finally, the commenters refer
to ‘the Kinder Morgan Richmond Terminal’ as importing crude oil. This facility, located in
Richmond, California, transfers crude oil brought in by rail car where the crude oil is then
transferred via truck to the Tesoro refinery located east of Martinez, California. Once again, the
nature of this project is different than the proposed Project and although it involves rail transport,
consideration of cumulative impacts from the proposed Project (as with other crude by rail
projects) is not warranted, as explained in Master Response 2.5.
In response to Assertion 3 – specific issues related to the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions
cumulative analyses are provided in Chapter 3 of this RFEIR in context to the comments received
and will not be discussed here. See Chapter 3 for detailed responses on the air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions cumulative analyses.

 6XPPDU\
In conclusion, for the reasons stated above, the cumulative impact analysis presented in the
RDEIR meets the needs for an adequate CEQA analysis.
_________________________

5HIHUHQFHV
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), May 21, 2013. Letter from Brian K
Lusher, BAAQMD, to Brent Estep, Phillips 66, regarding Application 25199, for Facility
#A0016. Page 2, question 6.
Phillips 66, 2013. June 28, 2013 Letter from Don Bristol, Phillips 66, to Brian Lusher, BAAQMD,
Regarding – Response to Incomplete Letter 5/21/13 Application #25199 Phillips 66
Company, Rodeo Facility, Facility #A0016. Page 5, Response #6/
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Martinsen, William E., and Marx, Jeffrey D., 1999, An Improved Model for the Prediction of
Radiant Heat from Fireballs, Presented At 1999 International Conference and Workshop
on Modeling Consequences of Accidental Releases of Hazardous Materials, San Francisco,
California, September 28 - October 1, 1999
Roberts, Michael W., 2000, Analysis of Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor Explosion (BLEVE)
Events at DOE Sites, EQE International, Inc., 2000, Accessed January 12, 2015,
http://www.efcog.org/wg/sa/docs/minutes/archive/2000%20Conference/papers_pdf/roberts.
pdf.
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CHAPTER 3

5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWV
3.0 Structure of the Comments and Responses
The agencies, organizations, and individuals listed in this Chapter provided written comments on
the Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
(RDEIR). The written comments are included within this Chapter, in the order listed in Table 1-1.
Each letter is coded with a letter assigned to the commenting agency (group A), organization
(group B), individual (group C), or comments both oral and written from the November 17, 2014
Zoning Administrator meeting (name-1), and a number assigned to each discrete comment. For
example, the first comment in the first letter, from the East Bay Municipal Utility District is
coded as A1-1. Some comments do not address the adequacy of the RDEIR, but make a statement
or express an opinion about the proposed Project. Formal responses are not required for such
comments. All comments that address the content and adequacy of the RDEIR are responded to
in full in the following sections.
Because this is a recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report (RFEIR), some responses in the
following sections refer to either the original Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
published on June 10, 2013 or responses to comments on the DEIR found in the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) published on November 6, 2013. Where these documents
are noted they are referred to as the 2013 DEIR or 2013 FEIR.
Where a response also includes a text revision to the RDEIR (see Chapter 4), these text revisions
are organized by the chapter and page number that appear in the RDEIR. These text revisions use
the following conventions, unless otherwise noted:
x

Text deleted from the RDEIR is shown in strike out text.

x

Text added to the RDEIR is shown in underline text.
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Comment Letter A1

A1-1



Comment Letter A1



Comment Letter A1



Comment Letter A1



Comment Letter A1



3. Responses to Comments
3.1 Response to Agency Comments

 /HWWHU$ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP(DVW%D\
0XQLFLSDO8WLOLW\'LVWULFW (%08' 
A1-1

The commenter notes that comments submitted by EBMUD on August 13, 2012 in reply
to the Notice of Preparation (NOP), and on June 28, 2013 on the 2013 Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) still apply. This comment is noted. See Responses
A1-1 and A1-2 in the 2013 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for responses to
the letters submitted on the NOP and 2013 DEIR.
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A2-1



Comment Letter A2

A2-2



3. Responses to Comments
3.1 Response to Agency Comments

 /HWWHU$ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP6DQ
)UDQFLVFR%D\&RQVHUYDWLRQDQG'HYHORSPHQW
&RPPLVVLRQ %&'& 
A2-1

This comment requests confirmation of the distance between the proposed loading rack
and propane storage facility and the mean high tide line or from any marsh lying between
mean high tide line and 5 feet above mean sea level. Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report (RDEIR) Section 4.2.2.3, Regulatory Setting, on page 4.2-22 provides
information on the jurisdiction of BCDC over land within the vicinity of the proposed
Project. Figure 3-3 on RDEIR page 3-6 shows the location of the closest proposed Project
component (the loading rack and the propane storage facility) to the shoreline. As
described in RDEIR Section 4.2.5, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, on
page 4.2-26, the Project components are proposed for locations entirely within the Refinery
and proposed Project components would be separated from urban or wetland habitats
(including the mean high tide line) by at least 300 feet, and usually by more than 800
feet, of extensive Refinery operational structures and features. In order to provide
additional clarification, page 4.2-22 of the RDEIR has been amended as follows:

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is
authorized by the McAteer Petris Act to analyze, plan, and regulate San Francisco
Bay and its shoreline. It implements the San Francisco Bay Plan, and regulates
filling and dredging in the Bay, its sloughs and marshes, and certain creeks and
tributaries. San Francisco BCDC jurisdiction includes San Pablo Bay and a
shoreline band that extends inland 100 feet from the high tide line. San Francisco
BCDC permits would be required for any work within either the Bay or the
shoreline band. The proposed Project would be located entirely within the Refinery
and separated from urban or wetland habitats (including the mean high tide line) by
at least 300 feet, and usually by more than 800 feet, of extensive Refinery
operational structures and features. Therefore, the proposed Project is located
outside BCDC jurisdiction.
A2-2

No federal permit would be required and no federal funding would be provided for the
proposed Project. Therefore, a Consistency Determination by the BCDC would not be
necessary.
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A3-1

A3-2



3. Responses to Comments
3.1 Response to Agency Comments

 /HWWHU$ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP%D\$UHD$LU
4XDOLW\0DQDJHPHQW'LVWULFW %$$40' 
A3-1

The commenter expresses appreciation that the issues previously expressed by the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), including those related to
cumulative health risk analysis and additional information on the Project emissions
sources and emissions estimates, have been adequately addressed. This comment is
noted.

A3-2

The commenter acknowledges that the RDEIR has addressed the BAAQMD’s
recommendation that the County fully explain the estimated decrease of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions anticipated to result from the proposed Project. This comment is noted.
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Comment Letter A4

A4-1

A4-2

A4-3



Comment Letter A4

A4-3

A4-4



Comment Letter A4

A4-4

A4-5

A4-6



Comment Letter A4

A4-6

A4-7



Comment Letter A4



Comment Letter A4



Comment Letter A4



Comment Letter A4



3. Responses to Comments
3.1 Response to Agency Comments

 /HWWHU$ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP5RGHR
+HUFXOHV)LUH'LVWULFW
A4-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

A4-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. The commenter notes that the Rodeo-Hercules
Fire District is experiencing financial constraints and as a result cannot provide services
to protect or serve the increase in rail and truck traffic caused by the proposed Project.
The commenter notes that the situation has not changed since their original comments on
the 2013 DEIR, on August 8, 2013. The provision of fire protection services was
discussed in Section 4.15.4, Discussion of No Public Services Impacts, of the 2013 DEIR,
which determined that the proposed Project would have no impact on the provision of fire
protection services within or outside the Refinery. The proposed Project would not affect
service ratios or response times or increase the use of existing fire protection or
emergency facilities such that substantial physical deterioration, alteration, or expansion
of these facilities would occur. This comment is noted.

A4-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. The commenter provides a summary of their
financial difficulties as well as a brief history of the Rodeo-Hercules Fire District. This
comment is noted.

A4-4

The commenter notes that California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) impacts related
to the provision of public services are focused on changes caused by the proposed Project
and then continues the summarization of services provided by the Rodeo-Hercules Fire
District and their financial concerns. Although the County is sympathetic to the financial
constraints the Rodeo-Hercules Fire District is currently experiencing, for the purposes of
CEQA, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in a potentially
significant impact unless it would necessitate the construction of a new or physically
altered fire station. The proposed Project in and of itself would not require construction
of a new fire station; therefore, no impact would result under CEQA. This issue was not
included in the RDEIR.
The Emergency Reponses Capabilities discussion on page 4.9-13 of the 2013 DEIR
describes Phillips 66’s emergency response capabilities and the Refinery’s emergency
response plan. Phillips 66 provides its own emergency response for Refinery incidents.
Its emergency teams are trained and equipped to respond to fires, rescues, hazardous
materials releases, and other emergencies that could occur at the Refinery, including any
potential incidents involving the proposed Project construction and/or operations. In
certain instances, Phillips 66 does accept and utilize assistance from mutual aid
emergency response organizations in which it is a member and from Rodeo-Hercules Fire
District or other municipal organizations. 2013 DEIR Sections 4.15.2.1, Fire Protection,
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and 4.15.4, Discussion of No Public Services Impacts, summarized the services and
infrastructure of the Rodeo-Hercules Fire District and determines that the proposed
Project would not affect service ratios or response times or increase the use of existing
fire protection or emergency facilities such that substantial physical deterioration,
alteration, or expansion of these facilities would occur. The 2013 DEIR determined that
no impacts from construction or operation would occur and therefore there is no nexus to
require a mitigation measure to address funding for the Rodeo-Hercules Fire District.
A4-5

The commenter notes that the above discussion was provided as the basis for requesting
that the RDEIR include a mitigation measure to address funding needed by the RodeoHercules Fire District. 2013 DEIR Section 4.15.2.1, Fire Protection, summarized the
services and infrastructure of the Rodeo-Hercules Fire District and Section 4.15.4,
Discussion of No Public Services Impacts, determined that the proposed Project would
not affect service ratios or response times or increase the use of existing fire protection or
emergency facilities such that substantial physical deterioration, alteration, or expansion
of these facilities would occur. The 2013 DEIR determined that no impacts from
construction or operation would occur and therefore there is no nexus to require a
mitigation measure to address funding for the Rodeo-Hercules Fire District.

A4-6

The commenter states that the Rodeo Hercules Fire District cannot adequately support the
additional risk associated with implementation of the proposed Project, especially given
the impending closure of Fire Station 75. As discussed above, Section 4.15.4, Discussion
of No Public Services Impacts, of the 2013 DEIR determined that the proposed Project
would not impact the provision of fire services. Further, the Rodeo Hercules Fire District
was awarded recently awarded a 2.5 million dollar Federal Emergency Management
Agency Staffing for Adequate Fire & Emergency Response Grant and as a result, Fire
Station 75 was reopened on October 1, 2014 (RHFD, 2014). The commenter requests that
Phillips 66 provide funding to support fire protection services for the proposed Project.
The 2013 DEIR determined that no impacts from construction or operation would occur
and therefore there is no nexus to require a mitigation measure to address funding for the
Rodeo Hercules Fire District.
Rodeo Hercules Fire Protection District (RHFD), 2014. Rodeo-Hercules Fire District
News. Available online at: http://rhfd.org/2014/09/17/station-75-rodeo-fire-station-reopening-october-1-2014-1100-a-m-100-p-m/, accessed January 5, 2015.

A4-7

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.
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Comment Letter A5

A5-1

A5-2

A5-3



Comment Letter A5

A5-3

A5-4

A5-5



3. Responses to Comments
3.1 Response to Agency Comments

 /HWWHU$ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP&LW\RI6DQ
3DEOR
A5-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but notes the close proximity of the City of San
Pablo to the Project site. This comment is noted.

A5-2

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing.’

A5-3

The commenter expresses concerns regarding an increase in rail traffic and that the
RDEIR does not adequately address rail haul’s public health and safety. The commenter
states that a deeper analysis is needed as well as mitigation measures for double-walled
containers. 2013 FEIR Master Response 2.3 describes the evaluation of safety associated
with propane storage. This issue is further discussed in the RDEIR in Section 4.6,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Specifically Section 4.6.2.2, Regulatory Setting,
discusses the regulations which are applicable to the proposed Project and which are
focused on reducing risks associated with chemical hazards. RDEIR Section 4.6.2.3,
Project Baseline and Proposed Changes, summarizes existing conditions relative to how
hazards are used, handled, stored and transported at the Refinery, and how the proposed
Project would change those conditions. This section also describes existing safety
management systems at the Refinery.
RDEIR Section 4.6.5, Consequence Analysis Methodology, presents the results of a
worst-case consequence analysis undertaken to evaluate the proposed Refinery changes
with respect to production, storage, and transfer of butane and propane. The objective of
the analysis was to compute the potential increase or decrease in hazards to the public
due to the proposed changes to the facility. This analysis concluded that the potential offsite hazards associated with the proposed Project are smaller than the potential existing
off-site hazards associated with the current Refinery operations; that is to say that the
proposed Project would not result in any increase in hazards over existing conditions.
Based on this, RDEIR Section 4.6.6, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
concludes that impacts that could create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment would be less than significant and
mitigation would not be required.
CEQA requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) includes proposed mitigation
measures designed to minimize the Project’s environmental impacts. An EIR is not
required to discuss mitigation for insignificant environmental impacts. As explained
above, the proposed Project would not result in any significant impacts associated with
the safety of the propane storage tanks and so development of mitigation is not required
under CEQA. For this reason, the commenter’s request for a mitigation measure requiring
double-walled rail containers is not warranted under CEQA.
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A5-4 The proposed Project would not result in an increase in incoming crude to be processed at
the Refinery. See Master Response 2.4.
With respect to the proposed increase in production of liquefied petroleum gas (LPG),
which includes propane and butane, the exact amount of LPG produced under the
proposed Project would be dependent on the amount of refinery fuel gas (RFG) produced
at the Refinery in the future; however, the design of the LPG removal equipment and the
BAAQMD permit limit would limit the amount of LPG that can be recovered to a
maximum of 14,500 barrels per day (BPD). The Refinery currently recovers up to 5,500
BPD of butane; therefore, the proposed Project would result in a maximum net increase
of recovered LPG of 9,000 BPD (see RDEIR Section 3.4.2, New and Modified Facilities
and Equipment). For discussions of the air quality and GHG emissions impacts that
would be associated with this proposed increase in LPG, refer to RDEIR Sections 4.1, Air
Quality, and 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, respectively.
A5-5

The commenter provides a conclusory statement summarizing previous comments that
the RDEIR insufficiently informs the public as the Air Quality and GHG analyses do not
clearly identify criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with increased
production. The air quality analysis in the RDEIR used an approach agreed upon by the
County and the BAAQMD, and the results were subsequently approved by the
BAAQMD in a comment letter on the RDEIR (see Comment Letter A3). See also
Response A5-4 above.
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3. Responses to Comments
3.1 Response to Agency Comments

 /HWWHU$ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP&LW\RI
%HUNHOH\
A6-1

The commenter notes their support of comments submitted on the RDEIR by
Communities for a Better Environment and the Rodeo Citizens Association, submitted by
Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, LLP. Support of these comments by the City of Berkeley
is noted.
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3.2 Response to Organization Comments
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Comment Letter B1

B1-1



Comment Letter B1

B1-1

B1-2



3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

 /HWWHU%ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP$GDPV
%URDGZHOO-RVHSK &DUGR]D
B1-1

The commenter is addressing the public review process. This comment does not address
any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) or the proposed Project. Although a response to
this comment is not required, the County is responding in order to clarify California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. See Master Response 2.1, which
provides a detailed discussion of the requirements for the public review period for 2013
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIRs) and describes the public comment process
and public participation activities for the proposed Project.

B1-2

The commenter is addressing the public review process. This comment does not address
any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed
Project. Although a response to this comment is not required, the County is responding in
order to clarify CEQA requirements. The commenter suggests that the County failed to
completely respond to a Public Records Act request dated October 28, 2014. As
explained in the County’s December 3, 2014 reply to the comment letter (see Appendix
C), all of the requested documentation and the complete administrative record were
provided on November 3, 2014. The commenter also asserts that the County has not
made all of the documents referenced or relied upon in the RDEIR available for public
review, as required by CEQA. CEQA does require that the RDEIR's reference documents
be accessible to the public, and accordingly they are available upon request, but neither
CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines require that all reference materials be circulated for
comment or be posted online for the duration of the public comment period.
The commenter further asserts that the public has been given inadequate time to review
the RDEIR's reference documents. The documents were promptly provided in response to
the commenters October 28, 2014 Public Records Act request, as well in response to the
commenters June 12, 2014 Public Records Act request.
The commenter states that the County failed to provide supporting data for RDEIR
Tables 4.1-4 and 4.1-5 that provide the underlying data necessary to verify the figures
and conclusions in the RDEIR. CEQA Section 15148 states that the preparation of EIRs
is dependent upon information from many sources, and that these documents should be
cited, but are not required to be included in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The
RDEIR cites all the documents used in its preparation and they were included in the
administrative record, but references cited within the RDEIR's referenced documents
were not included, because CEQA does not require them to be. Hence, the appendices to
the Marine Terminal initial study were not included in the administrative record.
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B2-1

B2-2
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 /HWWHU%ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP&RPPXQLWLHV
IRUD%HWWHU(QYLURQPHQW
B2-1

The commenter is addressing the public review process. This comment does not address
any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed
Project. Although a response to this comment is not required, the County is responding in
order to clarify CEQA requirements. See Master Response 2.1, which provides a detailed
discussion of the requirements for the public review period for DEIRs and describes the
public comment process and public participation activities for the proposed Project.

B2-2

The commenter states that data is missing from the RDEIR. The commenter does not
provide any details as to what data is considered to be missing but does assert that this is
data that has been improperly claimed as protected information by the Applicant. The
County has not been denied access to any necessary information or documentation by the
Applicant. The County has made all of the documents referenced or relied upon in the
RDEIR available for public review, as required by CEQA. CEQA does not require that
all reference materials be circulated for comment or be posted online for the duration of
the public comment period, but that the RDEIR's reference documents merely be
accessible to the public, and accordingly they have been available upon request. The
commenter's statement that this is a tar sands crude by rail project is noted. See Master
Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks in relation to the proposed Project.
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B3-1

B3-2



Comment Letter B3

B3-2
B3-3
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 /HWWHU%ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP6KXWH0LKDO\
:HLQEHUJHU//3
B3-1

The commenter is addressing the public review process. This comment does not address
any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed
Project. Although a response to this comment is not required, the County is responding in
order to clarify CEQA requirements. See Master Response 2.1, which provides a detailed
discussion of the requirements for the public review period for DEIRs and describes the
public comment process and public participation activities for the proposed Project.

B3-2

The commenter states that data that is relevant to the RDEIR’s air quality analysis was
not included in the RDEIR. All of the supporting documentation and data referred to by
the commenter, as well as the complete administrative record, were provided to the
commenter in response to a March 19, 2014 Public Records Act request. The County has
made all of the documents referenced or relied upon in the RDEIR available for public
review, as required by CEQA. CEQA does not require that all reference materials be
circulated for comment or be posted online for the duration of the public comment
period, but that the RDEIR's reference documents merely be accessible to the public, and
accordingly they have been available upon request. The RDEIR cites all the documents
used in its preparation and they were included in the administrative record, but references
cited within the RDEIR's referenced documents were not included, because CEQA does
not require them to be.

B3-3

The commenter is addressing the public review process. This comment does not address
any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed
Project. Although a response to this comment is not required, the County is responding in
order to clarify CEQA requirements. See Master Response 2.1, which provides a detailed
discussion of the requirements for the public review period for DEIRs and describes the
public comment process and public participation activities for the proposed Project.
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B4-1

B4-2



Comment Letter B4

B4-2

B4-3

B4-4



Comment Letter B4

B4-5

B4-6

B4-7



3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

 /HWWHU%ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP$GDPV
%URDGZHOO-RVHSK &DUGR]D
B4-1

The commenter is addressing the public review process. This comment does not address
any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed
Project. Although a response to this comment is not required, the County is responding in
order to clarify CEQA requirements. See Master Response 2.1, which provides a detailed
discussion of the requirements for the public review period for DEIRs and describes the
public comment process and public participation activities for the proposed Project.

B4-2

The commenter states that all documents referenced or relied upon in an environmental
review should be made available to the public. The County has made all of the documents
referenced or relied upon in the RDEIR available for public review, as required by
CEQA. CEQA does not require that all reference materials be circulated for comment or
be posted online for the duration of the public comment period, but that the RDEIR's
reference documents merely be accessible to the public, and accordingly they have been
available upon request.

B4-3

As explained in a December 3, 2014 letter sent from Contra Costa County to the
commenter, the documents provided are in a readable format. The ambient monitoring
data for 2009 through 2011 can be opened with Microsoft Notepad, a free software
program that is provided with all versions of Microsoft Windows. In addition, any of the
files included with the ambient monitoring data can be opened with Microsoft Word.

B4-4

As explained in a December 3, 2014 letter sent from Contra Costa County to the
commenter (see also Response B4-3), the underlying data for the heater baseline
emissions has been provided. Although not in Excel spreadsheet format, the data can
easily be copied into a spreadsheet. Similarly, the calculations used to estimate rail
emissions have also been provided as part of the administrative record.

B4-5

The commenter claims that the County failed to provide the underlying data needed to
support Tables 4.1-13 and 4.1-14 in RDEIR Section 4.1, Air Quality. However, the
administrative record includes the data to support the values for the Phillips 66 Marine
Terminal health risks as included in the tables cited.

B4-6

As explained in Contra Costa County’s December 3, 2014 letter to the commenter, and in
our Responses B4-3, B4-4, and B4-5, the RDEIR includes all relevant documents
referenced and relied on for its preparation. See also Master Response 2.1.

B4-7

See Response B4-1 and Master Response 2.1.
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Comment Letter B5
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Comment Letter B5

B5-4

B5-5



3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

 /HWWHU%ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP%HQLFLDQVIRU
D+HDOWK\DQG6DIH&RPPXQLW\
B5-1

The commenter confirms that the comment letter is an endorsement of several other
comments (see Appendix D for those letters). This comment is noted.

B5-2

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and potential
connections between the proposed Project and other refinery facilities. Also see Response
B5-3, below.

B5-3

The commenter claims that the proposed Project is being evaluated as a “stand alone”
project without regard to cumulative impacts. With regard to air quality, cumulative air
impacts are addressed in the RDEIR for both criteria pollutants and health risks. The
cumulative air impact analysis was conducted using guidance provided by the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). In addition, BAAQMD has provided
feedback, guidance, and review of the cumulative air quality analyses and agrees with the
conclusions of those studies (see Comment A3-1). See also Master Response 2.2 and
Master Response 2.6, which discusses cumulative impacts.

B5-4

See Master Responses 2.2, and 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks in relation to the
proposed Project and Response B5-3.

B5-5

Impacts associated with risks to the public are discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials of the 2013 DEIR and in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, of the RDEIR. See Master Response 2.5, which also discusses hazards, and
Master Response 2.6, which discusses cumulative impacts.
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3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

 /HWWHU%ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP6KXWH0LKDO\
:HLQEHUJHU//3
B6-1

The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR is not compliant with CEQA.
This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

B6-2

The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR is inadequate and does not
properly analyze environmental impacts. This comment does not address any concern or
issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This
comment is noted.

B6-3

The commenter describes and summarizes the contents of the comment letter. This
comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the
RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

B6-4

The commenter asserts that the County has not provided data and documentation,
although they are not specific as to what this missing data is comprised of. The County
has made all of the documents referenced or relied upon in the RDEIR available for
public review, as required by CEQA. CEQA does not require that all reference materials
be circulated for comment or be posted online for the duration of the public comment
period, but that the RDEIR's reference documents merely be accessible to the public, and
accordingly they have been available upon request. See also Response B3-2.

B6-5

The commenter asserts that the RDEIR project description is inadequate but does not
provide any details as to what is inaccurate about the existing project description. This
comment is noted.

B6-6

See Master Response 2.4.

B6-7

The design of the proposed Project in terms in the maximum amount of propane and
butane that would be recovered has not changed subsequent to the 2013 DEIR. For
details, refer to Master Response 2.4.

B6-8

The design of the proposed Project in terms in the maximum amount of propane and
butane that would be recovered has not changed subsequent to the 2013 DEIR. For
details, refer to Master Response 2.4.

B6-9

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but makes general observations about historical
regulatory compliance at the Refinery. This comment is noted.

B6-10 As disclosed in RDEIR Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions on page 4.5-13, the
propane and butane that would be recovered by the proposed Project could be used as
fuel or for non-fuel applications. Phillips 66 cannot be certain how the propane and
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3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

butane it would manufacture would ultimately be used due to the dynamic nature of the
propane and butane marketplace; therefore, quantification of the associated net
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would be speculative and inclusion of such information
in this EIR is precluded by CEQA Guidelines Section 15145. However, for informational
purposes, RDEIR pages 4.5-13 and 4.5-14 include discussions of how propane and
butane could be used subsequent to being recovered and sold by Phillips 66 under the
proposed Project and the general relationships such uses would have relative to the
generation of GHG emissions.
The commenter’s statement that a reduction in GHG emissions would only occur if the
propane and butane are not used as fuel is not necessarily true. As stated on RDEIR page
4.5-13, propane is considered an alternative fuel because when combusted it has lower
GHG emissions than other fuels, such as coal, home heating oil, fuel oil, diesel, kerosene,
gasoline, and ethanol. Therefore, any propane generated by the proposed Project that
would be used as a fuel could partially displace GHG emissions associated with these
other fuels.
However, to clarify that the net decrease in GHG emissions would be associated with
quantifiable emissions, the following revision has been incorporated to the last sentence
of the third paragraph on RDEIR page 4.5-14:
The proposed Project would result in a net decrease in quantifiable GHG
emissions.
B6-11 The County has conducted a thorough investigation regarding the potential uses and
associated GHG emissions that would be associated with the propane and butane that
would be recovered by the proposed Project. Refer to RDEIR Section 4.5, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, pages 4.5-13 and 4.5-14 for a summary of the results of that
investigation. As disclosed in the RDEIR, the County’s investigation concluded that there
would be a substantial amount of speculation involved in assessing the net change in
GHG emissions associated with the combustion of butane and propane recovered by the
proposed Project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, the County
has not attempted to quantify the associated net GHG emissions.
B6-12 The commenter makes a general observation about the analysis of cumulative impacts in
the RDEIR and asserts that this is inadequate. This comment is noted. See Master
Response 2.6, which discusses cumulative impacts.
B6-13 See Master Responses 2.2, 2.4 and 2.6.
B6-14 See Master Response 2.6.
B6-15 The commenter states that the RDEIR fails to identify baseline emissions for the entire
refinery. The commenter is correct in that the RDEIR identifies baseline emissions for
those facets of the refinery that would change as a result of the proposed Project. The
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RDEIR also shows the net emissions increases from the proposed Project, which is what
is required to evaluate the significance of the Projects’ air emissions.
B6-16 The commenter claims that the RDEIR inappropriately takes credit for Nitrogen Oxides
(NOx) emission credits that occurred from shutdown of process heater B-401. As stated
on page 4.1-23, the Marine Terminal Offload Limit Revision Project permit issued by
BAAQMD to Phillips completely offsets that project’s 33.2 tons of NOx per year
emissions by committing to permanently shut down the B-401 process heater. However,
the three-year average baseline emissions associated with the B-401 process heater equals
44 tons per year (244 pounds per day). Therefore, after offsetting the marine terminal
project, there are 10.8 tons per year (62.3 pounds per day) of NOx offsets available to
reduce NOx emissions for the Project. Those 10.8 tons of NOx per year (62.3 pounds per
day) were used to offset the Project’s increase in NOx emissions. Applicant Proposed
Measure-1 (APM-1) on page 3-43 is designed to prevent Phillips 66 from using these
NOx credits for any other project.
B6-17 The commenter states that for the past 3 years the average number of railcars loaded is 4
per day, rather than 16 per day but does not provide any information to support this
assertion.
Table 3-3 of the RDEIR shows existing and future railcar and truck usage. As the table
shows, the average number of railcars will increase from an average of 8 to 12 per day to
16 to 20 per day, a net increase of 8 per day. Similarly, the maximum number of railcars
per day will increase from 16 per day to 24 per day, also an increase of 8 per day. The
emission estimates used in the RDEIR assume that locomotive engines would generate
emissions associated with an increase of 12 railcars per day.
B6-18 The commenter asserts that the proposed Project would permit a greater increase in
propane and butane than acknowledged by the RDEIR. The commenter does not provide
any information to support this assertion. This comment is noted.
B6-19 The commenter states that the proposed Project underestimates emissions associated with
hauling propane and butane. However, the railroad emissions are consistent with hauling
12 additional railcars per day.
B6-20 The locomotive emissions associated with hauling the additional 12 railcars per day were
calculated for train trips within the boundaries of the BAAQMD. The County
acknowledges that emissions could be generated outside of the Bay Area Air Basin
related to the transport of propane and butane from the Refinery. In fact, the locomotive
GHG emission estimates disclosed in the RDEIR represent those emissions that would be
generated within the BAAQMD as well as those that could be generated within other
areas of California for a conservative analysis. This is appropriate only for the GHG
emissions analysis as opposed to air quality analysis because the effects of GHG
emissions are not dependent on the location that the emissions are generated as are the
effects of air quality emissions. For example, GHG emissions could be generated
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anywhere on Earth and would have virtually the same effect on global warming. For the
air quality analysis, evaluation of emissions outside of the San Francisco Bay Area are
outside of the scope of this CEQA review because defining such emissions that could be
generated within the various air basin jurisdictions would require the use of overly
speculative assumptions related to the destination and routing of the propane and butane,
which is currently not available.
B6-21 The County has supplied the supporting documentation for the RDEIR’s Health Risk
Assessment (HRA). That information is included in Tables 4.1-11, 4.1-12, 4.1-13, and
4.1-14, in the text accompanying these tables, and in Appendix B. The BAAQMD has
reviewed the air quality analysis and health risk evaluation provided in the RDEIR and
agrees with the conclusions of these studies (see Comment A3-1).
B6-22 The commenter states that the HRA inappropriately relies on annual average toxic air
contaminant emissions and therefore dismisses the risk that would be posed by short-term
emissions. This assertion is incorrect. As shown in Table 4.1-11, the RDEIR evaluates
acute hazards for residents and workers, which are based on hourly emissions from the
boiler. In addition, as shown in Table 4.1-12, the RDEIR also evaluates acute hazards for
residents and workers associated with hourly emissions from increased use of the steam
power plant (SPP).
B6-23 The proposed Project’s emission estimates and resulting health risks associated with
those emissions is based on an increase of 12 railcars per day and the resulting additional
load placed on locomotives that would result from hauling those railcars. Consequently,
the HRA accurately estimates potential health risks of diesel related emissions. The HRA
has been reviewed by BAAQMD and BAAQMD has stated that it agrees with the
conclusions of those studies (See Comment A3-1).
B6-24 See Master Response 2.4.
B6-25 See Master Response 2.4. See RFEIR Master Responses 2.6 (cumulative impacts) and
Master Response 2.6 in the 2013 FEIR for a discussion on rail operations.
B6-26 See Master Response 2.2.
B6-27 The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR does not comply with
CEQA, is inadequate and does not properly analyze environmental impacts. This is
noted.

Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project
Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report



January 2015



Abrams

Adam

5 Sally

6 Dawne

Abra

3 Keren

Abrams

Abbott

2 Alice

4 Annette

Last Name
A'Becket

First Name
1 Suzanne

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

1 of 516

Comment Letter B7

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comment Letter B7

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. The "refinery corridor" along the Carquinez
Strait is already an area with higher than normal rates of cancer, respiratory diseases, and auto-immune disorders. It is widely believed that the environmental pollution generated by the refineries along this strait is a major contributor to these illnesses. Any refinery expansion in this area will most
likely make this situation worse. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery.
Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe
ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only
increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.no drilling anywhere!

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. They bring in these tar sands primarily from Canada, whose population recognizes the PERMANENT and DEVASTATING environmental effects. Here in California, we just care about
money. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people
to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane
plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. WE have a grossly inadequate fire department to deal with SIX additional tanks. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. We already have brownfields in Hercules, people are unwittingly living on them,
and are warned NOT TO CONSUME VEGETABLES GROWN IN THEIR OWN YARDS. Do you really want to EXPAND the influence of companies unconcerned about the messes they created and DIDN'T CLEAN UP in the past? Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces TWICE the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the
health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. WE really don't want to expand a
dinosaur-era facility when the ill effects are so very obvious. Phillips has been VERY uncooperative in the past, and shirks it's social AND environmental responsibilities as a matter of course. Invest in clean energy, not the outdated and rapacious energy of the past. Please consider our health,
and the future. SAY NO TO THE RODEO PROJECT. Thank you for reading my letter. As the parents of a young child, we're probably going to sell our home and leave Hercules, as the shortsightedness of our local government puts us all at an unacceptable risk. I am NOT the only one voicing
this opinion, either. Vibrant growing community or fiscally degraded ghetto? Apparently, it IS your decision. Study this matter a bit further and make the RIGHT decision, say NO to this expansion!
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
This proposal should not be approved before a thorough environmental review is conducted! The initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and
communities across California. First, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. These proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities.l The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Please ensure a more thorough Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal to protect Bay Area communities and communities across California. The EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if
approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. The Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery produces twice the emissions of larger facilities. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. In the mean time reject these refinery expansion proposals.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
Please implement a thorough and comprehensive environmental assessment!! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities
and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved,
would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Liao
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lichtenwalner I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lidicker
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lieberman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Liechty
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Do a full environmental report, including global warming impact, and health! We should be reducing and closing oil refineries, not expanding them! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess
the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the
Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk
of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur
and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that
killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comment Letter B7

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be
reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these
proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional detailed analysis, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess
the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. These safety risks are
unacceptable, and this is even before one considers the climate-change-causing pollution this additional fossil fuel refining would result in. For all the reasons outlined above this project should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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B7-1

This comment is a form letter submitted by the Sierra Club on behalf of 3,077 individuals
(See Appendix D for all comments). The letter consists of one master comment that is
repeated by each individual commenter. Individual differences do exist: however, they
largely include personal statements, statements of opposition to the proposed Project and
various other topics that are not subject to CEQA. According to the CEQA Guidelines
(Section 15358 [b]), impacts to be analyzed in an EIR must be “related to physical
changes” in the environment. CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131 [a]) do not directly
require an analysis of a project’s social or economic effects because such impacts are not,
in and of themselves, considered significant effects on the environment. The guidelines
state:
“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on
a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate
economic or social changes caused in turn by economic or social changes need not be
analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The
focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.”
Comments expressed that are not subject to CEQA include: statements of opposition to
the proposed Project, personal information and history, comments directed to the Contra
Costa County Board of Supervisors regarding the merits of the proposed Project, general
statements of opposition for oil development, fracking, oil and gas transportation by rail,
and industrial pollution in general, general support for renewable energy development
and increased efficiency, general comments about water availability and the drought,
comments about gas prices and demand for fossil fuels, general statements about
pollution in Contra Costa County, comments about personal health problems and asthma
rates, comments about brownfields in Hercules, gas prices, comments about taxes and
financial implications, comments that the proposed Project should be located away from
population centers, comments about health hazards of living in Contra Costa County and
how the area carries more risk than other areas and existing cancer clusters, request for a
cost/benefit analysis to be performed, comments that the proposed Project is not needed,
and requests for oil companies to be held accountable.
These comments do not address any concern or issues specifically related to the accuracy
or adequacy of the RDEIR and are noted. Request for the proposed Project to be denied
will be considered by the County but are not within the scope of the CEQA analysis.
Such comments on the merits of the proposed Project will be addressed by the County
after the environmental review has been conducted. General statements requesting a more
in-depth analysis of all issues are noted; however, such comments provide insufficient
facts or other details to allow the County to provide a substantive response.
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Regarding the master comment submitted by the Sierra Club, the commenter expresses
concerns that the EIR does not adequately assess impacts associated with the proposed
Project related to the environment and health and safety. The commenter states that the
document should have included an assessment of the Santa Maria Refinery expansion in
the EIR for the proposed Project. See Master Response 2.2 for a discussion on the
concept of ‘piecemealing’ and other projects. The commenter states that the EIR should
assess risks associated with processing tar sands at the Refinery. See Master Response
2.4 which discusses crude feedstocks and the proposed Project.
The commenter notes that the proposed Project would take place in a liquefaction zone
near the San Francisco Bay, which would increase the risk of a propane explosion.
Potential impacts associated with liquefaction at the proposed Project site are discussed in
RDEIR Section 4.4, Geology and Soils. See the 2013 FEIR Master Response 2.5, page 211. The commenter states that the proposed Project risks significant water quality impacts
but does not specifically indicate how the RDEIR analysis is deficient. Impacts to water
quality are addressed in RDEIR Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality. The
commenter notes that the proposed Project relies on a once-through cooling system
(OTC) that the State wants to eventually decommission because of significant impacts to
water quality and biological resources. This comment does not address any concern or
issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR. The commenter states that the
proposed Project would exacerbate air pollution problems and that the BAAQMD HRA
was not sufficient to assess health impact of the proposed Project. This comment does not
provide sufficient detail for a detailed response. Impacts associated with criteria pollutant
emissions and health risks were fully evaluated in RDEIR Section 4.1, Air Quality. The
commenter asserts that the HRA does not analyze potential impacts from the use of tar
sands but does not state why or provide data to support the assertion. See Master
Response 2.4 and Response B6-23.
B7-2

This comment responds to Commenter 1327. See Response B7-1. The proposed Project
does not propose any expansion of the Refinery. This comment is noted.

B7-3

This comment responds to Commenter 1849. See Response B7-1. The commenter echoes
the common response and notes concerns about the ability of the Rodeo Hercules Fire
Protection District to provide service to the proposed Project. The provision of fire
protection services was discussed in Section 4.15, Public Services of the 2013 DEIR,
which determined that the proposed Project would have no impact on the provision of fire
protection services within or outside the Refinery. The propose Project would not affect
service ratios or response times or increase the use of existing fire protection or
emergency facilities such that substantial physical deterioration, alteration, or expansion
of these facilities would occur. This comment does not address any concern or issue
specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment is noted. See Responses
A4-1 through A4-7.
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B7-4

This comment responds to Commenter 208, 1276, 1566, and 2241. See Response B7-1.
The commenter also requests that a full environmental report, including global warming
impacts and health be prepared. A complete EIR was prepared for the proposed Project
and was circulated for public comment in June 2013. The EIR was recirculated in
October 2014 and included additional/revised analysis of the following topics: air quality,
biological resources, energy conservation, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards
and hazardous materials, and hydrology and water quality. An analysis of GHG
emissions and impacts of the proposed Project on global warming can be found in
Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the 2013 DEIR.

B7-5

This comment responds to Commenter 2670. See Responses B7-1, B7-2, and Master
Response 2.5.
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5RGHR8QLWHGWR'HIHQGWKH(QYLURQPHQW
B8-1

The commenter summarizes topics already commented on by other groups and provides
an introductory statement about their comments. This comment does not address any
concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed
Project. This comment is noted.

B8-2

The commenter notes that they requested data pertaining to the blast zones associated
with the proposed Project during the public review of the 2013 DEIR. This comment
does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR
or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

B8-3

The commenter notes that they found data regarding fire ball and blast zones and
presented the data to the Contra Costa Board of Supervisors. This comment does not
address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the
proposed Project. This comment is noted.

B8-4

The commenter notes their approval of the blast zone data being included in the RDEIR.
This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

B8-5

Risks associated with a potential explosion or boiling liquid expanding vapor explosion
(BLEVE) as a result of the proposed Project can be found in Section 4.6, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials of the RDEIR under Impact 4.6-1. Figures 4.6-1 and -2 visually
depict the existing hazard zones associated with the Refinery and those associated with
the proposed Project. Figure 4.6-3 shows that the hazard zone associated with the
proposed Project would be smaller than the existing hazard zone. See 2013 FEIR Master
Response 2.3 and Master Response 2.5 which provide additional discussion of hazards.

B8-6

The commenter provides a summary of the hazard zones and lists sensitive receptors
within those zones and describes potential impacts resulting from an accident. See Master
Response 2.5.

B8-7

The commenter states that the RDEIR “cherry picked” data to exclude recent accidents.
Pursuant to CEQA Section 15125, Environmental Setting, “(a) An EIR must include a
description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published”. The Notice of Preparation for the
proposed Project was published on July 24, 2012 and therefore data available at that time
and during the preparation of the 2013 DEIR (published June 2013) and during the
preparation and publication of the RDEIR (published October 2014) was utilized in the
document. Data for 2012 and 2013 were not publically available during preparation of the
2013 DEIR and FEIR and the RDEIR.

B8-8

The commenter states their opinion that the RDEIR is flawed but does not state why or
provide sufficient information for a detailed response. This comment is noted.
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B9-1

The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR does not comply with
CEQA, is inadequate and does not properly analyze environmental impacts. This is
noted. See also Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks and the proposed
Project.

B9-2

See Master Response 2.4.

B9-3

The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR does not comply with
CEQA, is inadequate and does not properly analyze environmental impacts. This is
noted.

B9-4

See Response B9-3.

B9-5

According to the Better Government Ordinance, Section 26-2.1402 of the County Code,
the Board of Supervisors is the final appellate body on all matters subject to County
authority; and as such, the Board provided direction to staff to recirculate portions of the
EIR for the Propane Recovery Project and then to be brought back before the Board on
February 3, 2015. Neither the Better Government Ordinance or CEQA requires that an
EIR that is recirculated at the direction of the Board be remanded back to the Planning
Commission. Therefore, in accordance with CEQA, all interested parties have been given
the appropriate amount of time to review the contents of the Recirculated EIR and
provide comments, and on February 3, all interested parties will be afforded the
opportunity to appear before the Board of Supervisors to speak and/or submit any
additional materials related to their position on the matter.

B9-6

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but makes general recommendations that the
proposed Project should have been evaluated within a programmatic EIR. This comment
is noted. See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and
Master Response 2.4.

B9-7

See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.

B9-8

See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.

B9-9

See Master Responses 2.2, 2.4, and 2.6, which discusses cumulative impacts.

B9-10 See Master Response 2.2.
B9-11 As stated in the RDEIR, the proposed Project would use NOx emission reductions from
decommissioning of the B-401 process heater to offset NOx emission increases associated
with the proposed Project. The proposed Project includes an applicant proposed measure
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(APM-1, RDEIR page 3-43) that describes how the remaining unused NOx credits would
be used for the proposed Project.
B9-12 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-13 See Master Responses 2.2, 2.4 and Master Response 2.6 in the 2013 FEIR for
information on rail operations.
B9-14 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-15 See Master Responses 2.2, 2.4 and Master Response 2.6 in the 2013 FEIR for
information on rail operations.
B9-16 See Master Response 2.5.
B9-17 The commenter expresses a general opinion that the air analysis in the RDEIR is
incorrect. This comment is noted.
B9-18 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-19 The commenter states that the RDEIR fails to assess the air quality impacts of the
Refinery as a whole, and includes neither an analysis of the emissions that will be caused
at the Rodeo component as a result of the rail spur extension, nor the increased emissions
of refining increased quantities of tar sands at the Santa Maria component. As required by
CEQA, the RDEIR analyzes the emission increases resulting from the proposed Project.
Tables 4.1-7 and 4.1-8 show the proposed Project’s boiler daily and annual emissions,
respectively. Tables 4.1-9 and 4.1-10 show the proposed Project’s SPP daily and annual
emissions, respectively. Cumulative impacts are also analyzed, and are discussed in
RDEIR Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations. The Rail Spur Extension Project and
Santa Maria Project are separate projects from the Propane Recovery Project and
consequently emissions from these projects are not evaluated as part of the RDEIR.
The commenter asserts that this is a piecemealed project that also includes the Santa
Maria Throughput Expansion and the Rail Spur Extension Project. See Master Response
2.2.
The RDEIR does not disclose that tar sands will be brought to the Rodeo facility because
this is not proposed as part of the Project. Consequently, the commenter’s statement that
the use of tar sands will affect the frequency and magnitude of flaring at the Rodeo
facility is incorrect. See also Master Response 2.4.
Similarly, the commenter’s statement that daily operation and refining of a different
quality crude slate will result in increased daily emissions of pollutants is also incorrect.
See Master Response 2.4.
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Finally, commenter states that BAAQMD has specifically requested that Phillips 66
provide emission data on all emission sources and the Phillips 66 has failed to do so.
Phillips 66 has provided emissions data to BAAQMD. As noted in the BAAQMD’s
December 2, 2014 comment letter, the RDEIR includes a cumulative health risk analysis
and additional information on the proposed Project’s emission estimates and the air
district staff agrees with the conclusions of those additional studies. See also Comment
A3-1 and Response A3-1.
B9-20 The commenter asserts that the County has not provided throughput data and
documentation relevant to emissions of the Refinery but and asserts that this is data that
has been improperly claimed as protected information by the Applicant. The County has
not been denied access to any necessary information or documentation by the Applicant.
The County has made all of the documents referenced or relied upon in the RDEIR
available for public review, as required by CEQA. CEQA does not require that all
reference materials be circulated for comment or be posted online for the duration of the
public comment period, but that the RDEIR's reference documents merely be accessible
to the public, and accordingly they have been available upon request. See also Master
Response 2.4.
B9-21 The RDEIR did not acknowledge the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) report referenced in the comment (known as the Synthesis Report) because it was
not released by IPCC until November 2, 2014, which was subsequent to when the County
released the RDEIR. To acknowledge the IPCC’s latest report, the following sentence has
been added to the first full paragraph on RDEIR page 4.5-2:
In fact, the United Nations’ International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) recently
released a report that indicates that human influence on the climate system is clear
and growing and that if left unchecked, climate change would increase the
likelihood of severe, pervasive, and irreversible impacts for people and ecosystems
(IPCC, 2014).
The following reference has been added to Section 4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
references in RDEIR Chapter 9, References:
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2014. Climate Change 2014
Synthesis Report, released November 2, 2014, available online at
http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/syr/.
Regarding estimation of GHG emissions that would be associated with the combustion of
butane and propane recovered under the proposed Project, the RDEIR discloses the
reasoning to support the fact that quantification of the associated net GHG emissions
would be speculative, and inclusion of such information in the EIR is precluded by
CEQA Guidelines Section15145. Also, refer to Responses B6-10 and B6-11.
Regarding the commenter’s contention that the Project would result in a change in crude
slate processed at the Refinery, refer to Master Response 2.4.
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Fugitive precursor organic compounds (POC) have been estimated for various
components of the proposed Project including valves, flanges, connectors, pumps, and
compressors (see the Fugitive Emissions Components discussion and Table 4.1-7 on
RDEIR pages 4.1-20 and 4.1-21, respectively). It is reasonable to assume that a fraction
of the estimated POC emissions could be methane. Therefore, RDEIR Section 4.5,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, has been revised to include quantification of fugitive
methane emissions. As disclosed in Table 4.1-7, fugitive POC emissions that would be
associated with the proposed Project would be approximately 4.6 tons per year. For a
conservative GHG analysis, it is assumed that all of the fugitive POC emissions would be
in the form of methane. Using a global warming potential factor of 55 for methane, this
would equate to approximately 104 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) that
would be associated with fugitive methane emissions. The following discussion has been
added after the SPP Emissions paragraph on RDEIR page 4.5-11:
Fugitive Methane Emission Components

New process equipment associated with the proposed Project may emit fugitive
methane emissions (due to leaks and other unintended or irregular releases of gases)
from various components including valves, flanges, connectors, pumps, and
compressors. The number of new fugitive components for the proposed Project is
estimated based on pre-design drawing hand-count, comparison to existing units,
Phillips 66 experience in construction of similar units, and standard emission
estimation techniques. For a conservative estimate, it is assumed that all leaked gas
would be methane.
The third sentence in the Impact Conclusion discussion on RDEIR page 4.5-15 has been
revised as follows to reflect the new fugitive methane emissions estimate:
Impact Conclusion

Adding 74 metric tons of CO2e to the net operational emissions of -43,603 -43,499
metric tons CO2e per year (see Table 4.5-3) equals a total net Project annual GHG
emissions rate of approximately -43,529 -43,425 metric tons CO2e per year, which
would be substantially less than the significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons
CO2e per year and would represent a less than significant impact with regard to
generation of GHG emissions generated directly and indirectly by the proposed
Project.
The following edits have been made to RDEIR Table 4.5-3 on page 4.5-3 to reflect the
new fugitive methane emissions estimate:
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TABLE 4.5-3
TOTAL NET ANNUAL PROJECT OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS
CO2e
(metric tons per year)

Emission Scenario
Stationary Source Emissions
Boiler Emissions
Net Fuel Source Transfer Combustion Emissions
Existing Emissions from Propane/butane Combustion
Project Emissions from Natural Gas Combustion
Total Stationary Source Combustion Emissions
Fugitive Emissions
Fugitive Methane (tanks and piping)
Mobile Source Emissions
Locomotive Emissions
Commuter Vehicle Emissions
Indirect Emissions
Electrical Demand
Total Fugitive, Mobile, and Indirect Emissions
Project Decrease relative to Baseline

65,091
-116,066
-708,858
+592,792
-50,975
104

5,366
4.3
2,002
7,372 7,476
-43,603 -43,499

SOURCES: ERM, 2012, ERM, 2013, and ESA, 2014.

B9-22 The commenter appears to indicate that the RDEIR analysis of GHG emissions ignored
indirect and off-site emissions and divided the proposed Project’s GHG emissions into
direct and indirect emissions in order to conclude that the proposed Project would not
have a significant impact. As disclosed in Table 4.5-3 on RDEIR page 4.5-15, estimated
locomotive and commuter vehicle emissions and indirect emissions associated with
electrical demand are combined with the stationary source emissions to disclose the net
proposed Project emissions relative to the EIR baseline. Therefore, the RDEIR clearly did
not ignore indirect and off-site GHG emissions that would be associated with the
proposed Project, nor did it divide the proposed Project’s GHG emissions into direct and
indirect emissions in order to conclude that the proposed Project would not have a
significant impact.
Regarding the comments that indicate that the proposed Project would include activities
at the Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery, and that the RDEIR GHG analysis should not
have been limited to the operations associated with the Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery, see
Master Response 2.2.
B9-23 Regarding the speculative nature of estimating GHG emissions that would be associated
with the combustion of butane and propane recovered by the proposed Project, the EIR
discloses the reasoning that supports the County’s conclusion that quantification of the
associated net GHG emissions would be too speculative and inclusion of such
information in the EIR is precluded by CEQA Guidelines Section15145. See also
Responses B6-10 and B6-11.
The locomotive GHG emission estimates disclosed in the RDEIR represent those
emissions that would be generated not only within the BAAQMD, but also within other
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areas of California. As stated on RDEIR page 4.5-12, the GHG emissions were calculated
based on mileage associated with the trains traveling from the California and Arizona
border to the Richmond Yard with empty tank cars following a Union Pacific route (659
miles), then 12 miles to the Refinery, followed by return mileage of these distances under
load.
For the air quality analysis of criteria pollutants, evaluation of emissions outside of the
San Francisco Bay Area is outside of the scope of this CEQA review. See Comment B620 and Response B6-20.
B9-24 The commenter states that the EIR has underestimated health risks that would occur due
to a change in the crude slate processed at the Refinery. The proposed Project would
result in no change to the crude slate processed at the Refinery. See Master Response 2.4
which discusses crude feedstocks and the proposed Project.
The commenter appears to be confusing the analysis of cancer risk that would be
associated with the proposed Project with the analysis of the cumulative cancer risk that
would be associated with the proposed Project combined with the cumulative sources. As
disclosed in the RDEIR Impact 4.1-3 discussion, the cancer risk significance threshold
used in the analysis to evaluate the exposure of sensitive receptors that would be caused
by the proposed Project is 10 per million (see RDEIR pages 4.1-24 through 4.1-30). The
cumulative cancer risk, which includes the cancer risk caused by the proposed Project
combined with all of the cumulative sources, would be considered significant if the risk
would be greater than 100 in a million (see RDEIR pages 4.1-31 through 4.1-36).
B9-25 The commenter indicates that the air quality baseline is not sufficient because it does not
take into account a switch in crude feedstock quality. See Master Response 2.4 for
discussion that substantiates the fact that the proposed Project would not result in a
change to the crude oil quality processed at the Refinery.
As disclosed on RDEIR page 3-33, the actual sampling and measurements of propane and
butane in the refinery fuel gas (RFG) at the Refinery that was used as the basis for the
design and permit limit of 14,500 barrels per day (BPD) occurred in 2011, not 2013 as
the commenter appears to suggest. The sampling data for year 2013 is presented in the
RDEIR for informational purposes and does not represent the baseline for the proposed
Project with respect to the maximum propane and butane recovery.
B9-26 The commenter expresses a general opinion that the biological resources analysis in the
RDEIR is incorrect. This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically
related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.
B9-27 The RDEIR incorporated updated National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) monitoring data and a second phase of a thermal plume study presented on
pages 4.7-22 and 4.7-23 as well as 4.2-29 as part of the analysis of water quality and
biological resources for the once-through, non-contact saltwater process water used for
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cooling. The analysis does not rely solely on the compliance with existing NPDES permit
discharge limitations but also on the findings of these two thermal plume study reports.
As stated under the analysis for Impacts 4.7-1 (RDEIR page 4.7-21 through 4.7-25) and
4.2-3 (RDEIR page 4.2-28 through 4.8-29), the purpose of these studies was to
investigate whether thermal discharge and plume temperatures could result in significant
adverse effects to aquatic organisms. As stated in the RDEIR on page 4.2-29, the Phase I
study ultimately found that any effect of the Refinery plume on fish behavior would be
confined to species of the upper water column, and such an effect would be of a minor
nature given the large area and extent of the receiving water’s fish habitat throughout San
Pablo Bay.
The subsequent Phase II study found that there was no significant temperature difference
between the discharge location and the control site, so it would be unlikely that the
Refinery’s thermal discharge negatively affects the potential of the control area as resting
habitat for salmonids. The study also found that the shallow cove south of the Refinery
contributed significantly to thermal loading when shallow water in the cove was heated
by the sun and distributed into the study area by tidal currents; solar heating of the tidal
flats to either side of the Refinery thermal plume point of discharge not only produce
natural thermal plumes, but on many occasions the temperature of the natural plumes
significantly exceeded the Refinery discharge and thermal plume temperatures. The
Refinery would continue to comply with NPDES discharge limitations and monitor
temperatures at the E-003 discharge to ensure that water quality standards and waste
discharge requirements are met. Therefore, based on the findings of the site specific
analysis of water temperatures at the discharge location combined with required
continued compliance with existing water quality effluent discharge limitations, there
was a sufficient justifiable reason to conclude that the proposed change in flows from the
once-through, non-contact saltwater cooling system would have a less than significant
impact.
The purpose of the analysis for this CEQA document was not to evaluate other
alternatives to the OTC system but rather the potential impacts that might occur with the
proposed changes to the existing system. The comment’s reference to the 2010 Water
Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for Power Plant
Cooling is not particularly germane to the proposed Project as that policy is written
specifically for power plants with one objective being to ensure that there is no
interference to generating power supply. Regardless, that policy states that the State
Water Board will reissue or, as appropriate, modify NPDES permits to ensure that the
permits conform to the provisions of the Policy. The State Water Board will reopen, then,
if necessary, the relevant permits and modify the final compliance schedules, if
appropriate, based on modifications to the policy approved by the State Water Board
which is consistent with what is stated in the RDEIR on page 4.7-24 (“the RWQCB
would have the authority to modify [according to CFR 40 122.62(a)(1)], but not revoke
and reissue (unless the Refinery requests or agrees), the existing NPDES permit under
certain circumstances specified in the NPDES regulations. The RWQCB still requires
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consistency with adopted water quality objectives in consideration of NPDES discharge
limits, but could nonetheless make modifications to address water quality concerns”).
In addition, in a study of impacts to coastal fish and fisheries from OTC systems for
power plants, the study concluded that “information suggest that should use of Once
Through Cooling (OTC) be eliminated immediately, no significant benefits to
California’s coastal fisheries may occur”
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/ocean/cwa316/docs/epri_assessment_i
mpacts.pdf ).
The claim that the quantified amount of proposed increase (25 percent) in cooling water
needed is based on an inflated baseline appears to disregard the footnote included on page
4.7-22 of the RDEIR which states that “the baseline conditions of discharge flow from
outfall E-003 represents relatively current (2012) data that best reflects baseline
operations even though once-through, non-contact flow at the Refinery is affected by
many factors, including process rates, turnaround cycle, and maintenance activities.
Previous years have seen less flow but even more recent data from 2013 indicate that the
31,500 gallons per minute value is statistically similar to the 2012 flows and thus
representative of baseline conditions.”
In summary, as required by CEQA, the analysis in the RDEIR focused on the potential
impacts resulting from the changes that would occur as a result of the proposed Project.
The Refinery is committed to adherence to existing regulatory requirements including
NPDES discharge limits, which incorporates Section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act
requirements regulating the use of Cooling Water Intake Structures by industrial facilities,
and any potential future changes that could be instituted by the RWQCB. The existing
site specific thermal plume studies conducted for the proposed Project do not indicate a
potential for significant impacts to water quality or biological resources from the
discharge of this OTC water. And finally, the baseline that was used for the analysis is
consistent with recent data from multiple years and representative of existing conditions.
See also Master Response 2.4 regarding claims that the OTC expansion is oversized and
that the project would change the oil feedstock.
B9-28 As described in RDEIR Section 4.2, Biological Resources (Impact 4.2-1, page 4.2-26 et
seq.), bird nesting and foraging birds is expected in portions of the Refinery and in the
Refinery Complex Vicinity (including in San Pablo Bay adjacent to the Refinery, coastal
salt marsh at the edge of San Pablo Bay in the vicinity of the Refinery, and the
undeveloped buffer areas surrounding the Refinery). However, the proposed Project site
does not support nesting habitat and is separated from potential bird nesting sites by a
sufficient distance to avoid impacts to nesting birds. The site is separated from urban or
wetland habitats by at least 300 feet, and usually more than 800 feet, of extensive
Refinery operational structures and features. The proposed Project site is surrounded by
existing Refinery operations and is greater than 500 feet from the nearest tree. Thus, the
proposed site does not provide nesting habitat for common or special-status birds. Table
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4.2-1 of the RDEIR (page 4.2-9 et seq.) considered the potential presence of nesting
habitat for each of the bird species mentioned by commenter (i.e., short-eared owl,
California horned lark, loggerhead shrike, San Pablo song sparrow, saltmarsh common
yellowthroat, California clapper rail, and California black rail). As discussed in Impact
4.2-1, potential habitat for these species does not occur on the proposed Project site or in
near proximity to the site such that impacts would occur. Similarly, habitat for the salt
marsh harvest mouse (emergent pickleweed marshlands) does not occur on or near the
proposed Project site. Thus, no impacts would occur to this species. In the absence of
potential habitat to support the above-named species, neither focused surveys nor
preconstruction surveys are needed to establish their absence. These species are presumed
absent based on the absence of suitable habitat.
The commenter states that the impacts of the OTC system were not considered relative to
longfin smelt. As discussed in Response B9-27 and stated in the RDEIR on page 4.2-29,
the Phase I and II thermal plume studies found that there was no significant temperature
difference between the discharge location and the control site. These studies found no
significant temperature differences between the discharge location and the control site;
thus, it is unlikely that the Refinery’s thermal discharge will negatively affect fish habitat.
As the RDEIR states (page 4.2-29), by using sufficient cooling water to ensure that
effluent temperatures remain in compliance with the NPDES Permit and within thermal
limits that are protective of the aquatic environment, no significant impacts would occur to
special-status fishes such as longfin smelt.
B9-29 See Master Response 2.6.
B9-30 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.6.
B9-31 The commenter appears to suggest that the cumulative impact analyses for regional air
quality and GHG emissions should be based on the total emission estimates associated
with the proposed Project combined with the emissions for the cumulative projects and
then compared to the BAAQMD mass emission thresholds. However, when the
BAAQMD developed significance thresholds to assess impacts to regional air quality and
climate change, it considered the emission levels for which a project’s individual
emissions would be cumulatively considerable when combined with emissions of past,
present, and future development projects. By their very nature, regional air pollution is
largely a cumulative impact, climate change is solely a cumulative impact, and no single
project is sufficient in size to, by itself, to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality
standards or effect climate change. Instead, a project’s individual emissions are assessed
relative to existing cumulatively significant adverse air quality and GHG emissionsrelated impacts.
With that said, air quality cumulative impacts related to health risk are evaluated in the
RDEIR by estimating the pollutant concentrations and associated health risks of the
proposed Project and other cumulative project stationary and mobile sources contribute to
existing concentrations and risks, or that will contribute to existing concentrations and

Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project
Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report



January 2015

3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

risk in the future. The proposed Project and cumulative projects pollutant concentrations
and associated health risks are then combined and compared to the BAAQMD’s
significance thresholds for the cumulative health risk-related impact determination.
Regarding estimation of GHG emissions that would be associated with the combustion of
butane and propane recovered under the proposed Project, refer to Responses B6-10 and
B6-11, and regarding the commenter’s contention that the proposed Project would result
in a change in crude slate processed at the Refinery, refer to Master Response 2.4.
B9-32 See Master Response 2.5.
B9-33 The commenter provides a summary of health and pollution problems existing in the
Rodeo community and vicinity and states that the RDEIR fails to consider the cumulative
impacts of these problems. It should be noted that one of the goals of the BAAQMD
Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program is to “identify areas within the Bay Area
where air pollution is most contributing to health impacts and where populations are most
vulnerable to air pollution impacts,” (BAAQMD, 2014). The CARE Program did not
identify the areas surrounding the Phillips 66 Refinery in Rodeo and Crockett as impacted
communities.
The commenter states that the air quality emission estimates are incomplete as they fail to
consider a switch to crude slate. See Master Response 2.4 regarding crude slate. See
Master Response 2.6 regarding cumulative impacts. It is unclear from the commenter’s
statement specifically what and why they consider the cumulative health risk discussion
starting on page 4.1-25 of the RDEIR to be deficient. The health risk evaluation follows
the procedure recommended by the BAAQMD and has been reviewed and approved by
the BAAQMD. BAAQMD has set its mass emission thresholds for criteria pollutants at
levels that they conclude if exceeded, would result in a project having a significant
incremental effect when viewed in conjunction with the effects of past, current, and
future projects. Since the proposed Project would not exceed BAAQMD’s cumulative
mass emission thresholds for any criteria pollutants, it is considered to have a less than
significant cumulative effect.
B9-34 The commenter states that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with applicable
plans, policies, and regulations. Specific inconsistencies are discussed in subsequent
comments, B9-35 through B9-39.
B9-35 As noted in Response B9-27, the Refinery is committed to adherence to all existing state
regulatory requirements including state water quality control requirements associated
with the discharge of all effluent water from the Refinery’s wastewater treatment plant.
The 2010 Water Quality Control Policy applies to power plant facilities and not
refineries.
B9-36 See Master Response 2.4.
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B9-37 Although the proposed Project would not increase the usage of renewable energy in the
County, it would not conflict with the goal established in the General Plan to increase use
of wind, solar, biomass, or other renewable energy sources.
B9-38 The proposed Project’s estimated construction and operation GHG emissions are shown
in RDEIR Tables 4.5-2 and 4.5-3, respectively. Of the 39 Recommended Actions
contained in the Climate Change Scoping Plan, only five are relevant to the Refinery. As
discussed under RDEIR Impact 4.5-2, the proposed Project would not conflict with these
goals.
B9-39 As identified on RDEIR page 4.5-9, the proposed Projects’ GHG emissions would be
considered to result in a significant impact on the environment if the net emissions would
be more than 10,000 metric tons CO2e per year. This significance threshold was
developed by the BAAQMD based on estimated GHG emissions from combustion
sources for all permit applications submitted to the BAAQMD in 2005, 2006, and 2007.
The BAAQMD calculated the threshold based on an average of the combined CO2
emissions from all stationary source permit applications submitted to the BAAQMD
during the 3-year analysis period. This threshold corresponds to a level that would
capture approximately 95% of stationary source GHG emissions and it represents the
amount of GHG emissions that can be mitigated and/or otherwise reduced through the
CEQA process (BAAQMD, 2009).
Full implementation of the Executive Order S-3-05 would reduce statewide GHG
emissions to 80% below 1990 levels, which corresponds to 90% below current levels by
2050 (SCAQMD, 2008). Since the 10,000 metric tons CO2e per year significance
threshold represents a 95% emissions capture rate, it can be used as a gauge as to whether
or not the proposed Project would be consistent with the reduction goals set forth in
Executive Order S-3-05. If the proposed Project’s GHG emissions would not exceed the
significance threshold, it could be concluded that its emissions would represent
approximately 5% of the existing average stationary source project emissions in the San
Francisco Bay Area, and therefore, would not represent a potential inconsistency with the
emission reduction goals identified in Executive Order S-3-05. As disclosed in the Impact
Conclusion discussion on RDEIR pages 4.5-14 and 4.5-16, the annual GHG emissions
that would be associated with the proposed Project would not exceed 10,000 metric tons;
therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict or be inconsistent with the GHG
reduction goals set forth in Executive Order S-3-05.
B9-40 The commenter states that the RDEIR did not present a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives, and therefore, the RDEIR is legally inadequate. As stated in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), “The range of alternatives in an EIR is governed by a
‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to
permit a reasoned choice.” The commenter does not state why the alternatives presented
in the EIR would be legally inadequate. This comment is noted.
B9-41 See Response B9-40.
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B9-42 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-43 As disclosed on RDEIR page 6-7, the Reduced-Project Alternative would be similar to
that of the proposed Project, and although the Reduced-Project Alternative would have
similar impacts compared to the proposed Project, it would be reduced in scale to the
point that air emissions or energy use would be reduced relative to the proposed Project
while still meeting the needs of the Refinery. Impacts from the Propane Truck Loading
Rack Alternative would result in additional emissions from the truck loading rack as well
as from operations of the trucks to transport propane and shipping propane by truck
would increase local truck traffic compared to the proposed Project and could increase
the risk of upset from truck accidents.
With regard to the No Project Alternative, RDEIR Section 6.5.1, No Project Alternative,
discloses that impacts from the No Project Alternative would be less than those under the
proposed Project with the exception of construction related impacts, emissions of sulfur
and GHG (which would be higher than with the proposed Project), and potentially,
increased numbers of flaring events over that with the proposed Project (see RDEIR page
6-7). It should be noted that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), even if
the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, the RDEIR is required to identify
an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Therefore, it is
appropriate that the RDEIR identifies the Reduced-Project Alternative as the
environmentally superior alternative.
The commenter indicates that none of the alternatives considered in the RDEIR would
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the proposed Project; however, as
discussed in RDEIR Chapters 4 and 5, with implementation of proposed mitigation
measures, all significant environmental impacts that would be associated with the
proposed Project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, given that
the RDEIR identifies no significant impacts with mitigation incorporated, the range of
alternatives considered in the RDEIR is sufficient.
B9-44 The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR is inadequate. It does not
address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the
proposed Project. This comment is noted.
B9-45 This comment relates to qualifications and role of the commenter and does not address
any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed
Project. This comment is noted.
B9-46 See Response B9-45.
B9-47 This comment asserts that the project description of the proposed Project has changed
since the 2013 DEIR. This comment is noted.
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B9-48 This comment lists the specific project description changes that are discussed in
subsequent comments. This comment is noted.
B9-49 The 15,474 BPD noted by the commenter and listed in RDEIR Figure 3-7 is the total
propane and butane that was estimated to be recoverable at the Refinery in August 2011.
This volume was used as the basis for the design of the Project and subsequent
BAAQMD proposed permit limit of 14,500 BPD. The design of the proposed recovery
equipment as described in RDEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, and the proposed
BAAQMD permit limit would ensure that the maximum amount of butane and propane
that could be recovered under the proposed Project would be limited to 14,500 BPD.
Also, see the Amount of Propane and Butane to be Extracted discussion in Master
Response 2.4.
B9-50 2013 DEIR Figure 3-6 incorrectly showed that one of the RFG streams currently used to
produce “RFG-A,” U240 D-301 S-RFG, would not be included among the RFG streams
that would be treated for liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) removal under the proposed
Project. Under the proposed Project, the U240 D-301 S-RFG stream would be included
among the RFG streams that would be treated for LPG removal. This error in the 2013
DEIR was limited to the flow information illustrated in Figure 3-6, and the text
description of the proposed Project and the associated environmental analyses are
unaffected by this error. There have been no substantive changes to the project
description subsequent to the 2013 DEIR; however, RDEIR Figure 3-6 was revised and
presented in the RDEIR to include the current flow data.
B9-51 For discussion of the feedstock from the Santa Maria Facility and its relationship to the
proposed Project, see the Relationship of Crude Feedstocks to the Proposed Project
discussion in Master Response 2.4.
B9-52 As discussed in Response B9-50, there have been no substantive changes to the project
description subsequent to the 2013 DEIR; however, RDEIR Figure 3-6 has been revised
to include the current flow data.
B9-53 The demands of the once-through, non-contact saltwater cooling system have not
changed between the 2013 DEIR and the RDEIR. The proposed increase in cooling water
continues to be for the proposed project elements as described in Chapter 3, Project
Description of the RDEIR. Therefore, there is no explanation necessary for the slight
change in wording of the project description between the 2013 DEIR and RDEIR.
B9-54 As stated in the RDEIR on page 3-37, the estimated proposed changes to the oncethrough, non-contact saltwater process water needed for cooling is limited to the
requirements of the proposed Project to maintain process streams at 130 degrees
Fahrenheit. The temperature of the discharge effluent will remain within NPDES
requirements which are protective of water quality requirements and objectives and there
is no change to the process sources. See also Master Response 2.4.
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B9-55 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-56 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-57 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-58 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-59 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-60 See Master Response 2.2.
B9-61 See Master Response 2.4 and Response B9-25.
B9-62 See Master Response 2.4. The commenters assert that the tanks are controlled and thus
exempt from any limits on vapor pressure. Although some storage tanks at the Santa
Maria Refinery operate with vapor control, the RDEIR does not refer to those tanks, but
specifically to storage tanks located along the 200-mile pipeline between the two
refineries. These storage tanks do have vapor pressure limits (Phillips 66, 2015).
B9-63

See Master Response 2.4.

B9-64 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-65 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-66 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-67 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-68 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-69 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-70 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-71 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-72 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-73 See Response B9-62.
B9-74 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR. This comment is noted.
B9-75 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
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B9-76 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-77 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-78 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-79 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4. The commenter claims that the RDEIR has “rerouted” naphtha streams from U246 and U250 to naphtha blending. However, Figure 3-6
in both the 2013 DEIR and RDEIR both indicate these naphtha streams are routed to
naphtha blending. Therefore, there is no change required in the proposed project
description.
B9-80 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-81 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-82 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B9-83 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.6.
B9-84 See Master Response 2.6.
B9-85 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-86 The commenter states that garbage-in garbage-out errors plague the RDEIR HRA, and
states that one example is that the RDEIR drastically underestimates potential emissions
associated with the proposed Project due to a project-related change in crude feedstock.
However, the commenter is incorrect regarding the change in crude feedstock. No
changes in crude feedstock are proposed as part of the proposed Project. See Master
Response 2.4. Consequently, the emission estimates included in the RDEIR are not
underestimated and the commenter’s statement that the health impact results are wrong is
incorrect.
B9-87 See Response to B9-86.
B9-88 As described in Response B9-86 and B9-87, the RDEIR does not underestimate
emissions or health risks. The commenter states that BAAQMD has publicly disavowed
the 100 per million threshold as potentially under-protective, and cites staff presentations
made to the BAAQMD Board in October-November 2014. However, a review of those
presentations does not find any such disavowal. In addition, a December 2, 2014 letter to
Lashun Cross at Contra Costa County from Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution
Control Officer with BAAQMD, agrees with the conclusions of the RDEIR’s air
emission estimates and HRA. Consequently, the proposed Project accurately evaluates
the project specific and cumulative health risks of the proposed Project.
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B9-89 The commenter disagrees with the assertion in the RDEIR that the quantification of
indirect emissions of GHGs from propane and butane recovered by the proposed Project
would be too speculative for evaluation. This comment is noted.
B9-90 The proposed Project does not differ between what is described in the 2013 DEIR and the
RDEIR as further explained in Master Response 2.4. There is no overestimation of the
amount of cooling water that is projected to be necessary for the proposed elements as
described in Chapter 3, Project Description. The actual amount is expected to vary as the
once-through, non-contact flow at the Refinery is affected by many factors, including
process rates, turnaround cycle, and maintenance activities. However, the oil feedstock
would not change as noted in Master Response 2.4.
The RDEIR makes no claim that the once-through, non-contact saltwater cooling system
expansion would “boost heat discharge in proportion to Bay cooling water flow”. In fact,
page 4.7-23 states that past data “show no consistent correlation of temperature and flow
volume” and that the new heat exchangers would ensure that discharge temperatures
remain below NPDES limits.
The RDEIR also does not rely on a single year’s data as baseline for current average
flow. See discussion in Response B9-27.
The use of the once-through, non-contact saltwater process water cooling system is a
permitted system that is part of existing conditions and given regulatory oversight from
the RGWQCB. The purpose of the RDEIR and the 2013 DEIR, in accordance with
CEQA requirements, is to analyze the potential impacts related to the proposed changes.
As discussed in Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives on page 6-6, the analysis found that a
closed-loop cooling system would result in increased use of fresh water, increased
electrical power demands over the proposed Project, and particulate emissions greater
than the existing once-through, non-contact saltwater cooling system. This combined
with current drought conditions and findings of less than significant impacts to water
quality and fish habitat by the RDEIR analysis and site specific thermal plume studies
provided the basis for not including other cooling systems.
B9-91 This comment simply acknowledges that Phillips 66 conducted an Inherently Safer
System (ISS) analysis. This comment is noted.
B9-92 The commenter raises a point already addressed in the 2013 FEIR Response B4-28. New
information mentioned in Comment B9-91 does not change the 2013 FEIR Response to
B4-28.
B9-93 See Responses B9-91 and B9-92.
B9-94 See Master Response 2.4 and Response B9-50.
B9-95 As described in the 2013 DEIR, the proposed Project will result in a significant reduction
in Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) emissions associated with the proposed Project. This reduction
occurs in the process of making propane and butane into saleable products. The

Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project
Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report



January 2015

3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

commenter is correct that these reductions are not currently proposed as emission
reduction credits. However, even if this reduction associated with RFG hydrotreating
were to be omitted from the air analysis, the proposed Project would not result in
significant SO2 emissions because the increase in proposed Project SO2 would be
relatively minor and because BAAQMD has not established significance thresholds for
SO2.
B9-96 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-97 The commenter expresses a general opinion that the project description in the RDEIR is
inadequate. This comment is noted.
B9-98 See Master Response 2.2.
B9-99 The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR is inadequate and that the
proposed Project could cause significant environmental impacts. This comment is noted.
B9-100 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-101 The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR is inadequate and that the
proposed Project could cause significant cumulative environmental impacts. This
comment is noted. See also Master Response 2.6.
B9-102 See Master Response 2.4.
B9-103 The commenter expresses a general opinion that the RDEIR is inadequate and does not
describe the proposed Project or impacts accurately, and should be revised. This
comment is noted.
B9-104 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR. This comment is noted.

Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project
Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report



January 2015

Comment Letter B10

B10-1



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



Comment Letter B10



3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

 /HWWHU%ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP
&RPPXQLWLHVIRUD%HWWHU(QYLURQPHQW
B10-1 The commenter provided supporting documentation that was referenced in in a previous
comment letter. This comment is noted.

Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project
Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report



January 2015

Comment Letter B11

B11-1



Comment Letter B11

B11-1

B11-2



Comment Letter B11

B11-2

B11-3

B11-4



Comment Letter B11

B11-4

B11-5



Comment Letter B11

B11-5

B11-6



Comment Letter B11

B11-7



Comment Letter B11

B11-7



Comment Letter B11

B11-7

B11-8



Comment Letter B11

B11-8

B11-9



Comment Letter B11

B11-10

B11-11



Comment Letter B11

B11-11

B11-12

B11-13



Comment Letter B11

B11-13

B11-14



Comment Letter B11

B11-14



Comment Letter B11

B11-14



Comment Letter B11

B11-14



Comment Letter B11

B11-14

B11-15



Comment Letter B11

B11-15



Comment Letter B11

B11-15

B11-16



Comment Letter B11

B11-16

B11-17



Comment Letter B11

B11-17



Comment Letter B11

B11-17

B11-18



Comment Letter B11

B11-18



Comment Letter B11

B11-18

B11-19



Comment Letter B11

B11-19

B11-20



Comment Letter B11

B11-20

B11-21



Comment Letter B11

B11-21



Comment Letter B11

B11-21

B11-22



Comment Letter B11

B11-22

B11-23



Comment Letter B11

B11-23



Comment Letter B11

B11-23



Comment Letter B11

B11-23



Comment Letter B11

B11-24



Comment Letter B11



Comment Letter B11



Comment Letter B11



Comment Letter B11



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11

B11-25



Comment Letter B11



Comment Letter B11
B11-26



3. Responses to Comments
3.2 Response to Organization Comments

 /HWWHU%ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP$GDPV
%URDGZHOO-RVHSK &DUGR]D
B11-1 This comment is noted.
B11-2 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.
B11-3 The commenter asserts that the County has not made all of the documents referenced or
relied upon in the RDEIR available for public review, as required by the CEQA. CEQA
does require that the RDEIR's reference documents be accessible to the public, and
accordingly they are available upon request, but neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines
require that all reference materials be circulated for comment or be posted online for the
duration of the public comment period.
The commenter further asserts that public has been given inadequate time to review the
RDEIR's reference documents. The documents were promptly provided in response to the
commenters October 28, 2014 Public Records Act request, as well in response to the
commenters June 12, 2014 Public Records Act request.
See Master Response 2.1, which provides a detailed discussion of the requirements for
the public review period for DEIRs and describes the public comment process and public
participation activities for the proposed Project.
B11-4 See Master Response 2.1.
B11-5 See Master Response 2.2.
B11-6 See Master Response 2.4, which discusses propane and butane volumes associated with
the proposed Project.
B11-7 See Master Responses 2.2 and 2.4.
B11-8 This comment is an introductory statement about perceived deficiencies in the
background data used in the air quality and health risks and hazards sections. The
comment is explained in further detail below.
B11-9 The commenter states that the proposed Project’s potentially significant impacts would
be more severe if all Project components were analyzed together. However, what the
commenter calls project components – the Santa Maria Rail Spur Extension Project, the
Santa Maria Throughput Increase Project, and the Marine Terminal Phase II and III
Throughput Increase Project – are all separate projects and consequently do not and
should not be analyzed as if they were one project. However, the Marine Terminal Phase
II and III project was analyzed as part of the cumulative HRA because it represents
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foreseeable future projects that are located within 1,000 feet of the proposed Project. See
Master Response 2.6, which discusses cumulative impacts.
B11-10 The commenter states that the RDEIR includes no significance threshold for SO2 and
omits carbon monoxide from the analysis. The commenter is correct on both counts.
BAAQMD has opted to not develop thresholds for SO2, primarily because the San
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is in attainment for the state and federal SO2 standards. In
addition, and as shown in RDEIR Section 4.1, Air Quality, the proposed Project would
result in substantial reductions of SO2. Consequently, even if BAAQMD had opted to
develop an SO2 threshold, the project Proposed would be less than significant because it
has a beneficial effect by reducing SO2 emissions.
As for carbon monoxide (CO), BAAQMD cites the California ambient air quality
standards as the significance thresholds for CO in their 2011 CEQA Thresholds
document. BAAQMD’s thresholds are the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS), which equal 20 part per million (ppm) for the 1-hour average and 9.0 ppm for
the 8-hour average. BAAQMD’s threshold guidance includes screening criteria that apply
to land use development projects, but not to stationary source projects. Those screening
criteria apply to projects that increase on-road traffic volumes at affected intersections.
BAAQMD has not developed screening criteria for stationary sources, such as the
proposed Project, because past violations of the CO standards were primarily due to onroad vehicle trips. Also, no violations of the 1-hour or 8-hour CAAQS have been
recorded in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin in over a decade, and recorded
concentrations have decreased substantially over the past decade.
For clarity, however, the proposed Project’s CO emissions are shown in the following
revised Tables 4.1-9, 4.1-10, 4.1-11, and 4.1-12. These revised tables are being
incorporated into the RFEIR.
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TABLE 4.1-7 REVISED
TOTAL PROJECT DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH BOILER (pounds per day)
Source

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM25

ROG

CO

LPG Recovery Unit Boiler

20.4

41.7

25.0

25.0

18.1

24.8

0

0

0

0

25.1

0

Locomotive Sources

79.0

0.1

2.0

1.9

3.8

14.0

Truck and Commuter Auto Trips

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.1

Refinery Fuel Gas Hydrotreating

--

-986

--

--

--

--

NOx Reductions from Decommissioning of the
B-401 Process Heater (Applicant Proposed
Measure APM-1)

-62.3

--

--

--

--

--

Proposed Project Net Emissions

37.1

-944.1

27.1

27.0

47.0

39.0

Significance Threshold

54

-

82

54

54

-

Exceeds Threshold?

No

--

No

No

No

--

Fugitive Organic (Tanks & Piping)

SOURCE: ERM, 2012a; NOx reductions from decommissioning of the B-401 process heater are based on BAAQMD,
2012b. For CO, BAAQMD has an ambient threshold equivalent to the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
but does not have a mass emissions threshold. All calculations reviewed and confirmed by ESA.

TABLE 4.1-8 REVISED
TOTAL PROJECT ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH BOILER (tons per year)
Source

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM25

ROG

CO

LPG Recovery Unit Boiler

3.7

7.6

4.6

4.6

3.3

4.5

0

0

0

0

4.6

--

Locomotive Sources

10.2

<0.1

0.3

0.3

0.5

1.8

Truck and Commuter Auto Trips

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.27

Refinery Fuel Gas Hydrotreating

--

-180

--

--

--

--

-10.8

--

--

--

--

--

Proposed Project Net Emissions

3.1

-172.4

4.8

4.8

8.4

6.4

Significance Threshold

10

-

15

10

10

--

Exceeds Threshold?

No

--

No

No

No

--

Fugitive Organic (Tanks & Piping)

NOx Reductions from Decommissioning of the
B-401 Process Heater (Applicant Proposed
Measure APM-1)

SOURCES: ERM, 2012a; NOx Reductions from decommissioning of the B-401 process heater are based on BAAQMD,
2012b. For CO, BAAQMD has an ambient threshold equivalent to the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
but does not have a mass emissions threshold. All calculations reviewed and confirmed by ESA.
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TABLE 4.1-9 REVISED
TOTAL PROJECT DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH INCREASED USE OF SPP
(pounds per day)
Source

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM25

ROG

CO

Increased Use of Steam Power Plant

18.4

0.63

8.0

8.0

8.6

93.7

0

0

0

0

25.1

0

Locomotive Sources

79.0

0.1

2.0

1.9

3.8

14.0

Truck and Commuter Auto Trips

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.1

Refinery Fuel Gas Hydrotreating

--

-986

--

--

--

--

-62.3**

-

-

-

-

--

35.1

-985.3

10.0

9.9

37.5

107.8

54

-

82

54

54

-

Fugitive Organic (Tanks & Piping)*

NOx Reductions from Decommissioning of the B401 Process Heater (Applicant Proposed Measure
APM-1)
Proposed Project Net Emissions
Significance Threshold

Exceeds Threshold?
No
-No
No
No
* Fugitive organic emissions include boiler-related emissions; therefore, the estimate is considered to be conservative for
the increased use of the SPP option.
** In addition to this NOx reduction, decommissioning of the B-401 Process Heater also results in offsets of SO2, PM10,
PM2.5, ROG, & CO; however, APM-1 only commits Phillips 66 to using the remaining unused NOx emissions reductions;
therefore, this analysis does not account for the reductions that would be associated with the other pollutants.
SOURCES: ERM, 2012a; increased use of the SPP obtained from Phillips 66, 2014a; and NOx reductions from
decommissioning of the B-401 process heater are based on BAAQMD, 2012b. All calculations reviewed and
confirmed by ESA.

TABLE 4.1-10 REVISED
TOTAL PROJECT ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH INCREASED USE OF SPP
(tons per year)
Source

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM25

ROG

CO

Increased Use of Steam Power Plant

3.4

0.12

1.5

1.5

1.6

17.1

0

0

0

0

4.6

--

Locomotive Sources

10.2

<0.1

0.3

0.3

0.5

1.8

Truck and Commuter Auto Trips

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.27

Refinery Fuel Gas Hydrotreating

--

-180

--

--

--

--

-10.8**

--

--

--

--

--

Proposed Project Net Emissions

2.8

-179.9

1.8

1.8

6.7

19.2

Significance Threshold

10

-

15

10

10

-

Exceeds Threshold?

No

--

No

No

No

--

Fugitive Organic (Tanks & Piping)*

NOx Reductions from Decommissioning of the B401 Process Heater (Applicant Proposed Measure
APM-1)

* Fugitive organic emissions include boiler-related emissions; therefore, the estimate is considered to be conservative for
the increased use of the SPP option.
** In addition to this NOx reduction, decommissioning of the B-401 Process Heater also results in offsets of SO2, PM10,
PM2.5, ROG, & CO; however, APM-1 only commits Phillips 66 to using the remaining unused NOx emissions reductions;
therefore, this analysis does not account for the reductions that would be associated with the other pollutants.
SOURCES: ERM, 2012a; emissions from increased use of the SPP obtained from Phillips 66, 2014a; and NOx reductions
from decommissioning of the B-401 process heater are based on BAAQMD, 2012b. All calculations reviewed
and confirmed by ESA.
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B11-11 The commenter asserts that the methodology used to estimate baseline emissions is
incorrect. The RDEIR shows the net emissions increase that would result from the
proposed Project above baseline. Those emission estimates are used to assess the criteria
pollutant and toxic air contaminant air emissions. This procedure has been reviewed and
approved by the BAAQMD as the correct approach, as it shows the resulting change in
emissions that would result from the proposed Project.
B11-12 The commenter states that locomotive emissions depend on the weight of the load that is
carried, which is determined by the number of cars that are pulled and their contents. The
commenter’s statement is correct and this is the approach that was used to estimate
locomotive emissions. The increase in the number of rail cars depends on the increase in
the amount of propane and butane that is to be exported after the proposed Project is
built. The RDEIR estimates the proposed Project’s locomotive NOx emissions will
increase by 10.18 tons per year based on an increase of 12 rail cars per day, as shown in
Appendix B of the RDEIR. In contrast, the commenter’s calculations assume an increase
of 16 rail cars per day. However, the increase in the average number of rail cars per day is
12. Consequently, the commenter’s estimate of the number of railcars and resulting
emissions is incorrect.
B11-13 The commenter claims that the baseline emissions from locomotives in the RDEIR Table
4.1-5 are substantially overestimated because they rely on incorrect assumptions used to
export propane and butane during the baseline years. As described in Appendix B of the
RDEIR, the proposed Project would increase rail traffic by up to 12 railcars per day on an
annual average, with a maximum increase of up to 20 on any given day. Consequently, an
estimated 12 additional tank cars per day on an annual average will be required to ship
the propane and butane recovered by the proposed Project. The proposed Project’s
impacts from the increased load on locomotives was based on these 12 additional tank
cars per day on an annual average.
B11-14 The commenter again states that the proposed Project would increase the number of rail
cars per day by 16 on an annual average. However, the actual number of additional tank
cars will be 12 per day on an annual average, as stated in Table 3-3 of the RDEIR project
description. See also Responses B11-12 and B11-13. The increase in switch locomotive
operation associated with these additional 12 tank cars would require one additional hour
of operation per day. This represents a doubling of switch locomotive use, not an increase
by a factor of five as estimated by the commenter. The increase in switch locomotive
operation represents only a minor component of total proposed Project rail emissions (3.2
%). For these reasons, commenter is incorrect in stating that locomotive NOx, particulate
matter less than 10 microns in size (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
(PM2.5), and Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) emissions will be substantially more than
estimated in the RDEIR.
The commenter also states that it is common practice to base criteria pollutant locomotive
emissions on total track length within California. This argument is questionable at best.
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While it may apply to projects that clearly require statewide train travel, the proposed
Project clearly does not fit this situation. The emission estimates for the proposed Project
are limited to travel within the BAAQMD for a specific reason: the markets for the
Project’s butane and propane are unknown and it would be speculative and likely
erroneous to assume extensive train travel throughout the state. Consequently, the
emission estimates conservatively assume travel within the BAAQMD and base the
emissions and impact evaluation on this assumption.
The commenter makes several incorrect arguments. First, the commenter estimates
criteria pollutant emissions for train travel throughout the state, but then compares those
emissions to emission thresholds specific to BAAQMD. As mentioned above, estimating
emissions for train travel through the state is incorrect because the markets for the
Project’s butane and propane are unknown. See also Response B6-20. Second, it is
clearly incorrect to apply specific air district thresholds to emissions that would occur
outside of an air district. The commenter makes the same incorrect statements regarding
ROG emissions.
The commenter further states that there is no evidence that the proposed Project would
use the BNSF track and instead claims that 100 percent of the trains for the proposed
Project would use the BNSF track. The commenter does not provide any evidence to
support this assumption, either in the comment or in the supporting documents to the
comment. The RDEIR uses reasonable worst-case assumptions to estimate train travel
within the BAAQMD.
B11-15 Emission reductions that occurred in the past are valid mitigation because Phillips 66 still
has the option of using those reduced NOx emissions to offset increases from other future
NOx increases APM-1 (included in Section 3.8, Maintenance Activities of the Project
Description) would apply 10.8 tons NOx per year (62.3 pounds per day) of offsets. The
mitigation as worded would retire the remaining Phillips 66 NOx emission offsets so that
they could no longer be used after they have been used as mitigation for the proposed
Project.
The commenter incorrectly argues that the shutdown of the heater does not mitigate the
Project’s NOx emissions. The commenter is incorrect because even if the off-site location
releases NOx in supplying hydrogen, it does not change the fact that Phillips 66 still has
the option of using its remaining NOx credits resulting from the heater shutdown to offset
NOx emissions from other projects. Also, the off-site source of hydrogen referred to was
previously permitted as part of the Clean Fuels Project and its NOx emissions are
stringently limited by that permit.
The commenter incorrectly concludes that there is no basis or support for the RDEIR’s
use of 10.8 tons/year of NOx reductions from the heater shutdown. The commenter
further states that the claimed reductions do not actually exist and were created by
shifting baseline dates and constitute double counting. The commenter also states that the
NOx emission reduction credits from the shutdown of the heater B-401 were fully used by
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the Marine Terminal Offload Limit Revision. Page 4.1-23 of the RDEIR explains that the
shutdown of the heater resulted in reduction on baseline NOx emissions of 44 tons per
year (244 pounds per day), of which 33.2 tons per year (181.7 pounds per day) were used
to offset NOx emissions for the Marine Terminal Project. There was no shifting of
baseline dates or double counting used, as claimed by the commenter. Consequently, the
remaining unused NOx emissions of 10.8 tons NOx (62.3 pounds per day) were applied
correctly to the proposed Project. Appendix B of the RDEIR show the Unit B-401
Process Heater annual average baseline emissions calculations.
As shown in the RDEIR Section 4.1, Air Quality and Appendix B, the calculations were
conducted correctly and the resulting net change in NOx emissions is less than significant.
B11-16 The commenter claims additional emissions from recovery of 135 tons/year of sulfur and
from operation of the Air Liquide Hydrogen Plant. This comment has been previously
raised and addressed in the RDEIR.
The commenter is incorrect about the proposed Project and the existing operating Air
Liquid hydrogen plant. As stated in the fourth paragraph of page 3-1 of the 2013 DEIR:
“The Refinery generates steam, fuel gas, and electricity, and Phillips 66 also
purchases resources, such as natural gas and water. Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) supplies natural gas and electricity to the Refinery. Air
Liquide’s hydrogen plant sells hydrogen, steam and power to the Phillips 66
Refinery. Air Liquide purchases water, heater fuel gas and hydrogen plant feed
gas from the Refinery. The proposed Project will recover butane and propane
from the feed gas stream. Natural gas will be substituted for the recovered butane
and propane. The proposed Project would not have any impacts on the Air
Liquide plant operation [underline added for emphasis]…”
The elements of the proposed Project are described in the 2013 DEIR and RDEIR
Chapter 3, Project Description. There is no relationship between the proposed Project
and the hydrogen plant.
The proposed Project would generate an additional 135 tons per year of sulfur for
processing at the refinery’s sulfur recovery plants. This is based on 270 tons per year of
SO2 reduction from fuel gas combustion. This represents about 0.2% of the total sulfur
currently processed by the sulfur plant annually (82,000 tons per year). This is a minor
increase in processing throughput that would result in a negligible increase in emissions
from the refinery’s sulfur recovery plants.
B11-17 Regarding the GHG emissions that would be associated with the combustion of butane
and propane produced under the proposed Project, the RDEIR discloses the justification
to support the fact that quantification of the associated net GHG emissions would be
overly speculative and inclusion of such information in the EIR is precluded by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145. Also, refer to Responses B6-10 and B6-11.
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The commenter indicates that the BAAQMD agrees with the commenter’s position
regarding the need for quantification of GHG emissions associated with combustion of
propane and butane that would be recovered by the proposed Project, and includes a
statement from a BAAQMD comment letter to the County to support the claim.
However, the referenced BAAQMD comment letter is relative to the 2013 DEIR for the
proposed Project. In fact, the reason the County elected to proceed with the RDEIR was
based in part on the BAAQMD’s comments on the 2012 DEIR. As noted in the following
paragraph of BAAQMD’s comment letter on the RDEIR (see Agency Comment Letter
A3), the BAAQMD found that the RDEIR has addressed its concerns relative to the GHG
emission estimates:
“The RDEIR also addresses the Air District’s recommendation that the County
fully explain the estimated decrease of GHG emissions anticipated to result from
the Project. The RDEIR justifies the Project’s GHG emissions decrease based on
the anticipated change in fuel gas use and the conclusion that accounting for the
end use of propane and butane is too speculative to estimate downstream
emissions.”
The commenter also appears to suggest that since coal, home heating oil, fuel oil, diesel,
kerosene, gasoline, and ethanol are not widely used for heating within California, these
fuels would not be replaced by propane recovered by the proposed Project. However,
there is currently no way to determine whether or not the end use for the exported
propane would occur in California. Furthermore, there are other non-heating applications
for most of the stated fuels, including transportation-related fuels.
The Refinery currently does not recover propane so it does not have information about
current users or their uses for propane. However, a recent wholesale purchaser of butane
recovered at the Refinery has advised Phillips 66 that the most common uses its
customers make of butane are chemical blending, chemical feedstock, gasoline blending
(additive), or gasoline feedstock. As disclosed in the Butane discussion on RDEIR page
4.5-14, these blending activities and uses do not generate GHG emissions.
The commenter provided a GHG emissions estimate associated with combusting 1,000
barrels of propane per day in boilers in California and suggests that the associated
emissions estimate should be included in the total net GHG emissions tally for the
proposed Project. However, the estimate is based on purely speculative assumptions that
do not appear to be supported by facts or based on sound evidence. Including such an
emissions estimate in the RDEIR is clearly precluded by CEQA Guidelines Section
15145 given its speculative nature.
B11-18 The commenter makes nine comments regarding health risks. Each comment is
responded to separately below:
1)

Health risk fails to identify the Point of Maximum Impact.
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The HRA identifies the points of Maximum Exposed Individual Receptor and
Maximum Exposed Individual Worker because these locations represent the
locations of maximum risk.
2)

Health risk incorrectly relies on annual average toxic air contaminant (TAC)
emissions to determine health risks, not on shorter periods (one to 24 hours).
Cancer and chronic health risks associated with diesel particulate matter (DPM)
exposure are based on annual average TAC emissions because these cancer risk
and chronic hazard indices are based on annual average concentrations. Although
the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has established
cancer risk and chronic hazard indices for DPM, they have not established acute
hazard indices for DPM.
The proposed Project’s acute health risks focus on boiler operation (for the boiler
option) and increased operation of the steam power plant (for the SPP option). For
both the boiler and SPP options, operation is assumed to be continuous throughout
the year. Thus, hourly emissions are simply annual emissions divided by 8,760
hours per year. Fugitive emissions are treated in a similar manner. Consequently,
the RDEIR does not underestimate acute health risks because they are based on
hourly, short-term emissions.

3)

Files provided by the County only include modeling along the southern route, not
along the northern route.
In conducting the HRA, the analysis conservatively assumes that 100 percent of the
proposed Project’s locomotive travel would take the southerly route and 100
percent would take the northern route. The files provided by the County include the
AERMOD modeling results, which include modeling along both routes. The HRA
does not underestimate locomotive emissions and actually models worst-case risks.

4)

HRA fails to account for idling from operation of the on-site switching locomotive.
The locomotive HRA conservatively assumes that 100 percent of the proposed
Project’s locomotive travel would take the northern route and 100 percent would
take the southern route. In both directions, the emissions include both large and
small line haul and switch emissions. Therefore, the HRA is conservative.

5)

Similar to four, states that RDEIR fails to acknowledge increase idling of haul
locomotives.
There is no validity to the argument that the proposed Project would increase idling
of haul locomotives.

6)

RDEIR underestimates annual propane/butane exports and number of rail cars on
an annual basis. Therefore, underestimates locomotive emissions and DPM.
As discussed in Responses B11-12, B11-13, and B11-14, the RDEIR does not
underestimate locomotive emissions and, therefore it also does not underestimate
incremental cancer risks.
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7)

RDEIR’s HRA fails to account for cancer risks associated with increased emissions
of benzene due to switch to Bakken crudes.
As mentioned in several responses, the proposed Project does not involve the use
of Bakken crudes, consequently the estimated emissions of benzene and the
resulting health risk estimates based on those emissions are accurate.

8)

Cumulative HRA relies on facility wide HRA conducted for purposes of
demonstrating compliance of Assembly Bill 2588, which does not address mobile
source emissions or exempt sources. Thus health risks associated with existing
locomotive and other mobile source emissions at the Refinery are not accounted
for.
The cumulative HRA included the existing Phillips 66 Refinery. The commenter is
correct in that the refinery piece of the HRA does not include mobile sources.
However, as shown in Table 4.1-14, the cumulative HRA included the proposed
Project, the existing Phillips 66 Refinery, along with locomotives operating on the
rail line and transportation sources on Highway 80. BAAQMD has reviewed the
individual and cumulative HRA and concluded that it was prepared correctly (see
Comment A3-1).

9)

The commenter complains that the RDEIR’s PM2.5 concentration estimates are
incorrect.
The commenters provide revised PM2.5 concentrations for these sources, but
provide no guidance on how those estimates were prepared. The commenters
conclude that the total PM2.5 concentrations equal 0.749 ug PM2.5/m3, which meets
the 0.8 micrograms per cubic meter of air (ug/m3) BAAQMD significance
threshold. However, even if one were to accept the commenters’ estimates, which
is hard to do since no documentation has been provided, their estimated
concentration rounds to 0.7 ug/m3, which is less than BAAQMD’s significance
threshold.
The commenter also states that the PM2.5 concentrations do not account for mobile
or exempt sources. However, as shown in Table 4.1-13, the cumulative PM2.5
concentrations included emissions from a number of exempt transportation sources,
including the existing rail line, Interstate 80, and the Phillips 66 marine terminal.
Even when considering all of these sources, the total cumulative PM2.5
concentrations are less than the BAAQMD’s PM2.5 significance threshold. This
result has been reviewed and approved by the BAAQMD.

B11-19 The commenter states that the RDEIR ignores CEQA’s requirements and concludes that
those projects’ impacts that are not individually significant cannot be cumulatively
significant. The commenter is partially correct. The RDEIR concludes that proposed
Project’ criteria pollutant emissions are less than significant on a project basis because
they are less than the BAAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds. Similarly, the RDEIR
also concludes that the proposed Project’ criteria pollutant emissions are less than
significant on a cumulative basis because BAAQMD CEQA guidance states that if a
projects’ emissions are less than the CEQA significance thresholds, they would have a
less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts.
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While this is true for the proposed Project’s criteria pollutant emissions, it is not the same
situation with the HRA. For health risks, BAAQMD has developed separate project
specific and cumulative health risk criteria. The RDEIR uses those BAAQMD criteria in
the HRA.
B11-20 See Master Response 2.6, which discusses cumulative impacts.
B11-21 With regard to the portion of the comment about cumulative emissions, see Response
B11-19.
With regard to the portion of the comment about ignoring emissions outside of the
BAAQMD, see Response B9-31.
B11-22 The proposed sulfur recovery unit (referred to in the RDEIR as the hydrotreater) would
result in no direct GHG emissions; however, it would require ancillary equipment, such
as pumps and compressors that would be powered by approximately 1.0 Megawatts
(MW) of electricity obtained from Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E)’s electrical grid. This
electricity demand represents the majority of the total net increase of 1.28 MW of
electricity demand that would be associated with the Project. As disclosed in the Indirect
Emissions from Increased Electrical Demand discussion on RDEIR page 4.5-12, the
indirect GHG emissions from the additional 1.28 MW of electricity consumption under
the proposed Project, which includes the electricity consumption that would be associated
with operations of the hydrotreater, would be approximately 2,002 metric tons CO2e.
As disclosed in the RDEIR Chapter 3, Project Description on page 3.4-36, due to the
amount of hydrogen present in the existing gas streams that would be sent to the
proposed hydrotreater, no additional hydrogen would be necessary for the hydrotreating
process. The required hydrogen is already present in the Refinery gas streams being
hydrotreated. Therefore, there would be no increased production demand on the existing
Refinery hydrogen plant or on the nearby Air Liquide Hydrogen Plant, and there would
be no associated increase in GHG emissions.
As disclosed in RDEIR Chapter 3, Project Description Section 3.4.1.1, Crude Oil
Feedstocks, the proposed Project would have no effect on the types and/or quantities of
crude oil feedstocks that can be processed at the Refinery. Under existing conditions at
the Refinery, the processing of the current crude oil feedstocks produces RFG that
includes commercial quantities of butane and propane. Actual sampling and
measurements of propane and butane in the RFG at the Refinery taken in 2011 was used
as the basis for the 14,500 BPD Project design and the BAAQMD permit limit. Sampling
data from calendar year 2013 indicates an average of 13,970 BPD of propane and butane
is present in the RFG (see RDEIR Section 3.4.2.1, Refinery Fuel Gas Propane/Butane
Recovery Unity and Associated Propane Treatment). If less than 14,500 BPD propane and
butane are available in the existing crude slate, then the lesser amount would be captured
and removed from the RFG. Again, the proposed Project would have no effect on the
types of crude oil feedstocks that can be processed at the Refinery.
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The County agrees that it is an undisputed fact that the combustion of propane and butane
generate GHG emissions and that the use of Project-recovered propane and butane may
generate GHG emissions. However, after conducting a thorough investigation on the
issue, the County maintains that quantification of such emissions, including any
emissions that would be displaced, would require the use of assumptions that would be
too speculative. Therefore, such emissions were not quantified. For responses associated
with the RDEIR’s handling of the GHG emissions that would be associated with the
propane and butane recovered by the proposed Project, refer to Response B11-21.
The commenter appears to indicate that the GHG emissions cumulative impact analysis
should have considered the GHG emissions associated with the cumulative projects
combined with the proposed Project GHG emissions for comparison to the BAAQMD’s
significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons CO2e. As stated in the RDEIR Section
5.4.3.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, cumulative impact discussions (page 5-9), both
BAAQMD and the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association consider GHG
impacts to be exclusively cumulative impacts; as such, the County’s assessment of
significance is based on a determination of whether the GHG emissions from the
proposed Project represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to the global
atmosphere. Because the net emissions estimated for the proposed Project contribution to
GHG impacts would not exceed the BAAQMD’s significance threshold, the County has
determined that the proposed Project would not be cumulatively considerable, and there
would be no cumulative impact associated with the proposed Project.
B11-23 Cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials can be found in RDEIR
Section 5.4.3.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
B11-24 This comment is noted.
B11-25 This comment summarizes issues raised in previous comments. See Master Responses
2.2, 2.4 and 2.6 and Responses B11-1 through B11-23.
B11-26 See Response B1-2.
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 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP
&KULV/LVK
C1-1

The commenter expresses concern over general risks from the proposed Project to
climate and communities and states that these are not addressed in the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR). Impacts from the proposed Project are discussed
in full in the RDEIR, along with any mitigation that is required under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to ensure impacts are less than significant. Specific
discussion of impacts related to climate is provided in RDEIR Sections 4.1, Air Quality,
and 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Specific discussion of risks to communities is
provided in RDEIR Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. This comment is
noted.

C1-2

See Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks in relation to the proposed
Project.

C1-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. See Response C1-2.

C1-4

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and potential
connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery facilities.

C1-5

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. Emergency responders are discussed in Section
4.15, Public Services, in the 2013 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). See
Response B8-7 regarding the adequacy of the data on rail accidents used by the RDEIR.
See also Master Responses 2.2, 2.4 and also 2.5, which discusses hazards.

C1-6

See 2013 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) Master Response 2.6 for a discussion
of potential issues and accident conditions related to transport of hazardous materials by
rail. See also Master Response 2.4.
See Response B9-27 for a discussion of the once through, non-contact saltwater process
water cooling system. See RDEIR Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a
discussion on impacts to water quality and Section 4.2, Biological Resources, for a
discussion on impacts to biological resources.

C1-7

See Master Response 2.4.

C1-8

See 2013 FEIR Master Response 2.5, regarding liquefaction.

C1-9

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express general concerns over safety and
air pollution. Impacts associated with criteria pollutant emissions and health risks were
fully evaluated in RDEIR Section 4.1, Air Quality. The commenter asserts that the Health
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Risk Assessment (HRA) does not analyze potential impacts from the use of tar sands. See
Master Response 2.4 and Response B6-23, which discusses the HRA.
C1-10 See RDEIR Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, for a discussion on potential
impacts of the proposed Project on climate change. See Master Response 2.4.
C1-11 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express opposition to the proposed Project
and general concerns over safety and air pollution. This comment is noted. Also see
Responses B7-1, C1-1, and C1-9.
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 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP-DPHV1HX
C2-1

As stated in the RDEIR Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, (pages 4.7-21 and
22), the Refinery includes four different outfalls (i.e., E-001, E-002, E-003, and E-004)
where water is discharged to the Bay which are routinely monitored for pollutants in
accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.
The routine monitoring program would continue with the proposed Project.

C2-2

The commenter states that text in RDEIR Section 3.3.2.17, Tank Cars, is incorrect as rail
incidents rose from several per year prior to 2010 to the present. Pursuant to CEQA
Section 15125, Environmental Setting, “(a) An EIR must include a description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time
the notice of preparation is published”. The Notice of Preparation for the proposed
Project was published on July 24, 2012 and therefore publically available data at that
time and during the preparation of the 2013 DEIR and the RDEIR (published November
2014) was utilized in the document. Data for 2012 and 2013 were not yet available during
preparation of the 2013 DEIR and RDEIR. The commenter refers to findings from the
Interagency Rail Safety Working Group. Work of this group is focused on the transport
of crude oil by rail, not transport of propane and butane, as proposed as part of the
proposed Project. Comments regarding federal regulations do not address any concern or
issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This
comment is noted.

C2-3

See Master Response 2.2.

C2-4

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express general concerns over hazards
associated with a boiling liquid expanding vapor explosion (BLEVE) and general health
and safety concerns. The commenter refers to text in a section of the RDEIR, Section
3.4.2.3, Propane Storage. This text is located in the Chapter 3, Project Description, of
the RDEIR and mitigation measures are not described here. Discussion of the evaluation
of hazards and mitigation associated with a potential BLEVE is provided in RDEIR
Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, specifically on pages 4.6-17 through 4.631.
See Master Response 2.5 associated with safety and hazards, Response C5-1, and 2013
DEIR Master Response 2.3 which describe the evaluation of safety associated with
propane storage.

C2-5

The commenter expresses concern over potential liquefaction and past subsurface
contamination at the proposed Project site. The commenter requests that the analysis of
potential liquefaction is undertaken using recent United States Geological Survey
(USGS) information. Section 4.7.2.2, Project Setting, of the 2013 DEIR describes the
existing setting of the Project site with respect to liquefaction potential, referencing
Association of Bay Area Governments 2012 data. The commenter does not state which
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USGS information they are referring to, however, as stated in the RDEIR, the evaluation
of potentially liquefiable soils would be part of the required site specific geotechnical
investigation as well as recommendations to reduce the hazard, if present. This approach
is very commonly done and site specific data is much more reliable than regional
mapping data. See also 2013 FEIR Master Response 2.5, which discusses liquefaction
and seismicity.
C2-6

It is not clear what federal regulation guidelines the commenter is referring to. Executive
Order S-3-05, which was established by California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, set
forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of greenhouse gas emissions
(GHGs) would be progressively reduced. For discussion relative to the proposed Project’s
consistency with the Executive Order S-3-05 GHG emissions reduction goals, refer to
Response B9-39.
In addition, the proposed Project’s potential to conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of GHG is assessed in the RDEIR
by examining any potential conflicts with the GHG reduction measures related to
implementation of California Assembly Bill 32, including the potential for the proposed
Project to conflict with the 39 Recommended Actions identified by the California Air
Resources Board in its Climate Change Scoping Plan, and any potential conflicts related to
implementation of measures identified in the 2010 Climate Action Plan (see RDEIR
Impact 4.5-2 discussion on pages 4.5-15 and 4.5-16).
Examples of the potential uses of the propane and butane that would be recovered by the
proposed Project are disclosed on RDEIR page 4.5-13. Although Phillips 66 has not yet
identified wholesalers that may purchase the propane and butane, it is assumed that the
company would be able to identify such wholesalers if the proposed Project is approved.
For discussion and disclosure of the increased locomotive emissions that would be
associated with the proposed Project, refer to the Mobile Source Emissions discussion
and Table 4.5-3 on RDEIR pages 4.5-12 and 4.5-15, respectively.

C2-7

See Impact 4.6-1 in the RDEIR Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Master
Response 2.5 regarding accidents and hazards. See RDEIR Figures 4.6-1 through 4.6-3 for
a visual depiction of hazard zones associated with the existing Refinery and the proposed
Project that extend off the Project site.

C2-8

See Master Response 2.5 regarding accidents and hazards. See Figures 4.6-1 through 4.63 for a visual depiction of hazard zones associated with the existing Refinery and the
proposed Project that extend off the Project Site. See Response B8-7 regarding the
adequacy of data used in the hazard analysis. See 2013 FEIR Master Response 2.6
regarding rail safety.

C2-9

This comment expresses concerns relating to terrorism and explosions. The commenter is
directed to RDEIR Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, which addresses
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terrorism under Impact 4.6-3, and Master Response 2.5, which discusses accidents and
hazards, including tank explosions and BLEVE.
C2-10 This comment states that future potential sea level rise would pose a risk of inundation to
the proposed Project and the Refinery. This comment is noted. The commenter asserts
that the proposed Project would contribute to this sea level rise. As detailed in the
analysis of GHG emissions provided in RDEIR Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
the proposed Project would result in a net decrease in GHG emissions and would not
therefore contribute to sea level rise.
The analysis within RDEIR Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, assumes a 30-year
lifetime for the proposed Project.
C2-11 See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and potential
connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery facilities, and
Master Response 2.6, which discusses cumulative impacts.
C2-12 The commenter states the cumulative GHG impacts of the proposed Project, together
with other completed and proposed projects in the vicinity would have a significant
impact on nesting and foraging birds but does not state why or provide data to support the
claim. The commenter is directed to RDEIR Section 5.4.3.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
which states the proposed Project contribution to GHG impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable, and there would be no cumulative impact associated with the
proposed Project. Cumulative impacts to biological resources are discussed in RDEIR
Section 5.4.3.2, Biological Resources, which concludes the proposed Project would not
have cumulative impacts to biological resources, including foraging and nesting birds.
C2-13 The commenter correctly states that an economic study was not done in the RDEIR, and
expresses concerns regarding liability and the economy of the City of Rodeo. This
comment is noted. According to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15358 [b]), impacts to be
analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be “related to physical changes”
in the environment. CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131 [a]) do not directly require an
analysis of a project’s social or economic effects because such impacts are not, in and of
themselves, considered significant effects on the environment. The guidelines state:
“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on
a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate
economic or social changes caused in turn by economic or social changes need not be
analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The
focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.”
A discussion on spills can be found in RDEIR Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials. Also see Master Response 2.5. For a discussion on liability see Master
Response 2.3.
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C2-14 The commenter notes that the existing regulatory setting is changing and asserts that this
would affect impacts disclosed in the RDEIR. The commenter notes support for State
agencies to work together to ensure rail safety. Clearly, rail safety is a goal supported by
the County as well. As is discussed in Master Response 2.4, the proposed Project does
not involve any crude by rail component including the specific type of tank cars used to
transport crude and the changing regulatory setting mentioned by the commenter is
specifically related to those types of projects. Furthermore, as discussed in Master
Response 2.3, Federal Preemption of regulation for railroad operations limit the County’s
ability to mitigate potential effects. The commenters concerns are noted.
C2-15 See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and potential
connections between the proposed Project and other refinery facilities. Also see Master
Response 2.4, which discusses the relationship of crude feedstocks to the proposed
Project.
C2-16 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express concerns regarding liability and
safety. This comment is noted. See Master Response 2.3.
C2-17 See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and potential
connections between the proposed Project and other refinery facilities. See Master
Response 2.6 for a discussion on cumulative impacts. The Valero Crude by Rail Project
is identified in Table 5-1 as a cumulative project and has been analyzed as such in the
RDEIR.

Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project
Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report



January 2015

Comment Letter C3

C3-1

C3-2
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Comment Letter C3

C3-4

C3-5
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Comment Letter C3



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP0DGHO\Q
0RUWRQ
C3-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. The commenter raises a concern over traffic
congestion that could be encountered during an evacuation of local residents in the event
of an emergency at the Refinery. Traffic, including the adequacy of emergency access,
was analyzed in the 2013 DEIR in Section 4.17, Transportation and Traffic.
RDEIR Section 4.6.2.2, Regulatory Setting, describes the regulations and procedures that
are in place to ensure safety at the Refinery. These regulations include details of
evacuation procedures, emergency response capabilities and emergency response
planning.
During operation the proposed Project would have virtually no effect on existing traffic.
RDEIR Section 3.4.5, Operations Phase – Traffic and Transportation, discusses
operational traffic, which would increase the number of commuter vehicle two-way trips
by two as the result of the addition of two new employees. Therefore conditions in the
event of an emergency would be essentially the same as existing and the response to an
emergency incident virtually unchanged with the operation of the proposed Project.
As noted by the commenter, the proposed Project would generate additional temporary
traffic in the form of construction vehicles. As noted above, impacts to traffic can be
found in the 2013 DEIR in Section 4.17, Transportation and Traffic.
As discussed in RDEIR Section 4.6.4, Discussion of No Hazards and Hazardous
Materials Impacts, the proposed Project would be constructed within the existing
Refinery. The Refinery maintains an Emergency Response Plan and prepares and updates
a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) with the Certified Unified Program
Agency which is the Contra Costa County Health Services. The HMBP includes
evacuation routes. The proposed Project would tend to interfere with roads, access, and
egress within the Refinery, especially during construction. To ensure that construction
and operation of the proposed Project would not impair the implementation of any public
emergency evacuation plan the proposed Project would be integrated into the Refinery
operations and its Emergency Response Plan and evacuation routes. This integration
would eliminate interference with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

C3-2

See Response C3-1.

C3-3

See Response C3-1. The proposed Project would have virtually no effect on operational
traffic, and the temporary increase in local traffic during construction would be addressed
via integration of proposed Project construction activities into the Refinery’s Emergency
Response Plan. As noted above, impacts to traffic can be found in Section 4.17,
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Transportation and Traffic, of the 2013 DEIR and a discussion on the provision of fire
protection and emergency services can be found in Section 4.15, Public Services of the
2013 DEIR.
C3-4

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment notes a concern about potential
safety effects from integrating the proposed Project, including high-pressure equipment,
into the existing Refinery. Although the commenter is not specific about what high
pressure equipment they are referring to, the commenter is directed to the following
sections of the RDEIR, which are applicable to Project safety. RDEIR Section 4.6.2.2,
Regulatory Setting, describes the regulations which are intended to reduce risks
associated with potential chemical hazards which the proposed Project would be required
to comply with. These include the Contra Costa County Industrial Safety Ordinance,
Ordinance No. 98-48 and Amendments, the “Industrial Safety Ordinance.” This was
adopted as Regulation 450-8 of the County Code of Regulations to “supplement the
requirements of California Health and Safety Code… concerning hazardous materials
management by enacting measures to prevent and reduce the probability of accidental
releases of regulated substances that have the potential to cause significant harm to the
public health and to increase participation by industry and the public to improve accident
prevention.” This regulation requires reviews, inspections, and audits that supplement
existing federal and State safety programs and the imposition of additional safety
measures to protect public health from accidental releases.
As an industrial facility that handles hazardous chemicals, the Refinery must be
constructed and operated in accordance with certain codes and standards, which are
enforced via administrative mechanisms such as internal audits, design reviews, and
building inspections. Project design details specific to safety are presented in RDEIR
Section 4.6.2.3, Project Baseline and Proposed Changes.

C3-5

The commenter expresses concern over general negative impacts of the Refinery. This
comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the
RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

C3-6

The commenter expresses a general concern over the RDEIR but does not refer to any
specific concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the
proposed Project. This comment is noted.
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C4-1

C4-2

C4-3



Comment Letter C4



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP&DWKHULQH
'H0DUWLQL
C4-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express an opinion over the safety of
propane and its likely potential end use. This comment is noted.

C4-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express an opinion over the use of
propane. This comment is noted.

C4-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express opposition to the proposed Project
and general concerns over crude oil safety. This comment is noted. See also Master
Response 2.4, which discussed crude feedstocks in relation to the proposed Project.
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Comment Letter C5

C5-1

C5-2

C5-3



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP7RP
C5-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. The commenter raises concern over the safety of
the propane storage tanks and the potential for explosion and suggests that the tanks are
located underground. This comment is noted.
2013 FEIR Master Response 2.3 describes the evaluation of safety associated with
propane storage. This issue is further discussed in RDEIR Section 4.6, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials. Specifically, Section 4.6.2.2, Regulatory Setting, discusses the
regulations which are applicable to the proposed Project and which are focused on
reducing risks associated with chemical hazards. RDEIR Section 4.6.2.3, Project
Baseline and Proposed Changes, summarizes existing conditions relative to how hazards
are used, handled, stored and transported at the Refinery, and how the proposed Project
would change those conditions. This section also describes existing safety management
systems at the Refinery. Section 4.6.5, Consequence Analysis Methodology, presents the
results of a worst-case consequence analysis undertaken to evaluate the proposed
Refinery changes with respect to production, storage, and transfer of butane and propane.
The objective of the analysis was to compute the potential increase or decrease in hazards
to the public due to the proposed changes to the facility. This analysis concluded that the
potential off-site hazards associated with the proposed Project are smaller than the
potential existing off-site hazards associated with the current Refinery operations; that is
to say that the proposed Project would not result in any increase in hazards over existing
conditions. Based on this, Section 4.6.6, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
of the RDEIR, concludes that impacts that could create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident than significant
and mitigation would not be required.
CEQA requires that an EIR includes proposed mitigation measures designed to minimize
the project’s environmental impacts. An EIR is not required to discuss mitigation for
insignificant environmental impacts. As explained above, the proposed Project would not
result in any significant impacts associated with the safety of the propane storage tanks
and so development of mitigation is not required under CEQA. For this reason, the
commenters suggestions for possible project design changes that they consider would
offer mitigation to improve safety have not been evaluated further. See also Master
Response 2.5, which discusses hazards.

C5-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. The commenter proposes a potential design
modification to mitigation safety concerns about the propane storage tanks. As described
in Response C5-1 above, the proposed Project would not result in any increase in hazards
over existing conditions. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required.
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C5-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. The commenter proposes a potential design
modification to mitigation safety concerns about the propane storage tanks. As described
in Response C5-1 above, the proposed Project would not result in any increase in hazards
over existing conditions. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required. This comment is noted.
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C6-1

C6-2



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP7RP
C6-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does note concerns about shipping crude by rail
by Rodeo residences and the proximity of the proposed Project to residences. This
comment is noted. See Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks in relation
to the proposed Project.

C6-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does raise questions regarding ways to keep oil
at the correct temperature and potentially using Bay water for cooling. This comment is
noted. See Master Response 2.4.
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C7-1



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP)UHG&OHULFL
C7-1

The commenter describes a desire for a Good Neighbor Agreement (GNA). The
comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the
RDEIR or the proposed Project. A summary of the history and existing status of the GNA
is provided in 2013 FEIR Master Response 2.4.
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C8-1

C8-2
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C8-3

C8-4

C8-5

C8-6

C8-7

C8-8



Comment Letter C8

C8-8

C8-9

C8-10

C8-11

C8-12

C8-13

C8-14

C8-15



Comment Letter C8



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP7HDJDQ&OLYH
C8-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express opposition to the proposed Project
and general concerns over pollution from the Refinery. This comment is noted.

C8-2

The emissions estimated for the proposed Project are summarized in RDEIR Tables 4.16, 4.1-7, 4.1-8, 4.1-9 and 4.1-10. The emissions were estimated with the most recent
emission factors available using procedures recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD). The commenter states that new rules and regulations
have been adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) and
California Environmental Protection Agency for the measurement and calculation of
impacts for stationary sources. As mentioned, the projects’ emissions and emission
impacts were based on the latest emission factors available at the time this analysis was
prepared. Health risks were based on BAAQMD’s recommended procedure, which is
based on recent guidance issued by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment.

C8-3

The commenter states that the existing conditions of the project area are enough to
classify the proposed Project as significant. The RDEIR includes a setting section that
describes the existing air quality environment within the proposed Project area. Existing
air quality concentrations are summarized in RDEIR Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, and are
discussed in RDEIR Section 4.1.2.3, Existing Air Quality. Although the RDEIR discusses
existing air quality conditions, it is the incremental air quality impacts of the proposed
Project that the RDEIR focuses on because that is what is required under CEQA. The
health risk based cumulative impact analysis includes the proposed Project’s contribution
plus the contribution of other existing and proposed sources in the Project vicinity. That
analysis found that the contribution of the proposed Project to existing and future air
quality conditions would be less than significant. See Master Response 2.6 which
discusses cumulative impacts.

C8-4

The commenter raises a concern as to changes in feedstock associated with the proposed
Project. See Master Response 2.4, which discusses the relationship of crude feedstocks to
the proposed Project.

C8-5

The age of equipment at the Refinery does not necessarily affect performance. As
described in RDEIR Section 4.6.2.2, Regulatory Setting, operation of the Refinery is
subject to extensive regulatory controls intended to ensure safety and minimize risk. The
Refinery has an on-going maintenance program to ensure that all equipment operates as
safely and reliably as possible. Thus, equipment can be maintained and operated safely
and reliably regardless of age through proper maintenance and operation. As part of the
maintenance and reliability program, equipment that is no longer suitable for continued
operation due to age or other factors will be replaced or removed from service.
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C8-6

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express general concerns over safety and
accidents. This comment is noted. Also see Response C5-1, Master Response 2.3, which
discusses liability and Master Response 2.5, which discusses hazards.

C8-7

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and potential
connections between the proposed Project and other refinery facilities. Also see Master
Response 2.4, which discusses the relationship of crude feedstocks to the proposed
Project.

C8-8

See Master Response 2.2.

C8-9

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze of a “reasonable range of alternatives that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives” pursuant to CEQA Section 15126.6. The
commenter suggests alternative storage methods for the propane. The RDEIR determined
that impacts associated with the potential for the release of a hazardous material or the
routine transport of a hazardous material would be less than significant, therefore, no
alternative is required to be analyzed that could potentially reduce these impacts. This
comment is noted.

C8-10 The proposed Project is a propane recovery project; it does not include the production of
petroleum coke. This comment is noted.
C8-11 Commenter states that RDEIR Section 4.1.2.3, Existing Air Quality, reports that Chronic
Trigger Levels are exceeded for the following toxic pollutants: ammonia, arsenic,
benzene, benzoaprene, cadmium, chromium, diesel particulate matter, formaldehyde,
lead, manganese, nickel, B(a)P-equivalent and asks where the impacts of these toxins
discussed?
The commenter’s assertion is incorrect. The RDEIR does not state that chronic trigger
levels are exceeded for any of these toxic pollutants.
C8-12 Distances included in the RDEIR are based on measurements conducted using
GoogleEarth. The proposed sources for the proposed Project are located on the Phillips
66 property and the distances provided represent the distances from the emission sources,
not from the edge of the property.
C8-13 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express an opinion that the proposed
Project would require a substantial demand for municipal services. This comment is
noted. Demand for municipal services was analyzed in 2013 DEIR Section 4.15, Public
Services, and 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems. No significant impacts were identified.
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C8-14 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express an opinion that the proposed
Project would substantially increase fossil fuel consumption. Fossil fuel use related to
construction of the proposed Project is analyzed in RDEIR Section 4.3, Energy
Conservation, under Impact 4.3-1. No significant impacts were identified.
C8-15 GHG combustion emissions are not regulated under the US EPA Risk Management Plan
(RMP) Rule; however, Phillips 66 currently maintains an RMP for the Refinery
associated with other chemicals. For more information on US EPA’s RMP Rule, refer to
the Accidental Release Prevention discussion on RDEIR page 4.6-5, and for information
related to the existing Phillips 66 RMP for the Refinery, refer to the Risk Management
Plan discussion on RDEIR page 4.6-13.
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C9-1

C9-2

C9-3

C9-4

C9-5

C9-6



Comment Letter C9
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 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP(OL]DEHWK
*HQDL
C9-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express opposition to the proposed Project
and general concerns over pollution from the Refinery. This comment is noted.

C9-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express a concern over a gas odor in the
vicinity of the Refinery in November/December 2014. This comment is noted.

C9-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express a concern over what they consider
to be evidence of a fire at the Refinery sometime in the recent past. This comment is
noted.

C9-4

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does describe schools in the vicinity of the
Refinery. The commenter is directed to 2013 DEIR Section 4.15.2.3, Public Schools,
which lists schools in close proximity to the Refinery. This comment is noted.

C9-5

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does describe liquefaction hazards in relation to
schools and residents in the vicinity of the Refinery. The commenter is directed to
RDEIR Section 4.4, Geology and Soils, which identifies and evaluates potential impacts
related to geology and soils that could result from the proposed Project. Also see
Response C2-5, and 2013 FEIR Master Response 2.5, which discusses liquefaction and
seismic hazards.

C9-6

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express general concerns over air quality
and public safety as evaluated in the 2013 DEIR. This comment is noted.
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C10-1



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVIURP&DUOD*DUELV
C10-1 The proposed Project would result in a substantial reduction in sulfur dioxide (SO2)
emissions. The SO2 emission reductions associated with the boiler alternative are shown
in RDEIR Tables 4.1-7 and 4.1-8. The SO2 emission reductions associated with the steam
power plant alternative are shown in Tables 4.1-9 and 4.1-10. The boiler alternative
would reduce SO2 emissions by 172 tons per year, while the SPP alternative would
reduce SO2 emissions by 180 tons per year. These SO2 reductions would result from
hydrotreating, which would be used to remove sulfur compounds from the light
hydrocarbon gases. Hydrotreating would clean and improve the quality of the propane
and butane products and would reduce sulfur in the remaining light hydrocarbon gases
that become part of the Refinery’s fuel gas system.
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Comment Letter C11

C11-1



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP3HWHU
7XUQHU
C11-1 See Response C10-1.
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Comment Letter C12

C12-1

C12-2

C12-3

C12-4

C12-5



Comment Letter C12
C12-6

C12-7

C12-8

C12-9

C12-10

C12-11



Comment Letter C12

C12-11

C12-12

C12-13

C12-14

C12-15



Comment Letter C12

C12-16



3. Responses to Comments
3.3 Response to Individual Comments

 /HWWHU&ದ5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP&KDUOHV
'DYLGVRQ
C12-1 See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and potential
connections between the proposed Project and other refinery facilities. Also see Master
Response 2.4, which discusses the relationship of crude feedstocks to the proposed
Project.
C12-2 See Response C12-1.
C12-3 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express general concerns over crude oil
quality. See Master Response 2.4, which discusses the relationship of crude feedstocks to
the proposed Project. This comment is noted.
C12-4 See Master Response 2.4, which discusses the relationship of crude feedstocks to the
proposed Project and also propane and butane production.
C12-5 See Response C12-1.
C12-6 See Response C12-4.
C12-7 See Response C12-4.
C12-8 See Response C12-1.
C12-9 As explained in the RDEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Project would
recover butane and propane from the feed gas stream. Natural gas would be substituted
for the recovered butane and propane in refinery fuel gas (RFG). The economics and
availability of natural gas currently favor the proposed Project to recover, treat, and sell
butane and propane, and to burn natural gas purchased from Pacific Gas & Electric
Company to replace the lost fuel value of the butane and propane removed from the RFG.
The purchase of natural gas is not intended to be used to liquefy heavy bitumen oils. See
also Master Response 2.4. Commenter is correct that a dramatic increase in the price of
natural gas could increase the costs and economics of the proposed Project.
C12-10 See Response C12-4.
C12-11 See Response C12-4.
C12-12 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project but does express general concerns over air quality
and pollution from the Refinery. This comment is noted.
C12-13 See Response C12-1.
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C12-14 The commenter expresses concern over the risk of an explosion associated with an
earthquake. See 2013 FEIR Master Response 2.5, which addresses seismicity and Master
Response 2.5, which addresses hazards.
C12-15 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the adequacy
of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. The commenter notes the inherent dangers
associated with propane. This comment is noted. Hazards associated with the proposed
Project are analyzed in RDEIR Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. See
Master Response 2.5 for further discussion on accidents and hazards.
C12-16 See Response C12-1.
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November 17, 2014, Zoning Administrator Meeting
Public Hearing:
Item #6: Phillips 66 Company (Applicant and Owner) County File #LP12-2073
(Recording marker: 26:48:0)
Aruna Bhat: Good afternoon, and welcome to the November 17th, 3:30 session of the Zoning
Administrator’s meeting. The first item on the agenda is public comments. Is there anyone here that
would wishes to speak on an item that is not on the agenda that is within the purview of the zoning
administrator? Ok, I see no one so I’m going to move on to next item of the agenda. Item # 6 - could you
please call that out?
(Recording marker: 27:18:6)
Daniel Barrios: Agenda item #6, Phillips 66 Company, applicant and owner. County file #LP 12-2073. This
is a hearing to accept public comments on the content of the recirculated draft Environmental Impact
Report RDEIR that was prepared for the Phillips 66 propane recovery project which proposes refinery
processing equipment improvements to recover for sale propane and butane from refinery fuel gas, rfg
and other process streams and to decrease sulfur dioxide SO2 emissions from the refinery as a result of
moving sulfur compounds from rfg streams that the Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery in Contra Costa County.
The proposed project would add and modify processing and ancillary equipment within the refinery.
New equipment includes a hydrotreater, fractionation columns to recover propane and butane and
propane storage vessels and treatment facilities as well as two new rails spurs (?). To provide the steam
required by the proposed project, either a new 140 million BTU per hour steam boiler would be added
or more steam would be provided by the existing steam power plant if the new boiler is not built. There
would also be minor modifications to existing processing units and utilities systems for the purpose of
tie-ins and to address any changes in operating pressure or temperature at the tie in points. The
proposed projects would require hydro treating a portion of the rfg, a process that would reduce the
amount of the sulfur and the fuel gas and because fuel gases burn to produce heat for the refinery
processes that would ultimately reduce the refinery’s SO2 emissions to the atmosphere. The project
would be built in two phases. The first phase is “Phase 1” would provide enhanced recovery and
increased rail shipments of butane. Phase 1 would include all project components except propane
storage and the additional rail loading rack and spurs. During the second phase, “Phase 2,” the facilities
to store and ship propane would be added along with piping and other ancillary equipment necessary to
get the propane from propane butane recovery unit to the storage vessels and loading racks. Startup
would occur after the completion of construction which is estimated to take 12 – 15 months. The Zoning
Administrator will be accepting public comment on the content of the recirculated draft environmental
impact report. The refinery is located at 1380 San Pablo Avenue, an unincorporated community of
Rodeo.
(Recording marker: 0:30:00.8)
Aruna Bhat: Thank you. So the recirculated draft EIR prepared for the Phillips 66 project was released by
the county on October 21st. The public review period ends on Friday, December 5th. So submit any
written comments by 5:00 PM on December 5th. So this hearing is an opportunity for you to provide
public comments on the adequacy of the recirculated draft Environment Impact Report. This hearing is
not on the merits of the project of whether the project should be approved or not so I would ask that
you limit your comments to the adequacy of the environmental document that has been prepared for
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the project. Thank you, and I am going to call the speakers and please speak into the microphone and
state your name and address. Start with Roger Lin.
(Recording marker: 0:31:06:6)
Roger Lin: Good afternoon Zoning Administrator. My name is Roger Lin, and I am an attorney with
Communities with a Better Environment in Oakland. We still have concerns with the documents, and
you are right, we are not here to talk about whether it’s good or a bad project, but our goal is to make
sure that any decision making body has all of the information in front itself so it can make that decision.
Unfortunately right now, you do not. At recirculation, two things were required by the Board of
Supervisors. First an analysis, a re-analysis of air emissions which we still have issues with. For the
second reason which is that the recirculated document has to address a change in feedstock and
whether crude feedstock would come from West Pak. The recirculated document doesn’t add anything
to the quality of feedstock and although the project needs components to remove sulfur compounds,
those same components will also enable the refining the lower quality crude which in this case is tar
sands that comes in directly to the Santa Maria refinery which is the other half of this project, and in
partially refining goes up through Rodeo. So again, our goal is…you’re right is not a good/bad project,
our goal is to make sure you have all the correct information in front of you. Right now those two issues,
the piecemealing and where the crude comes from. Those are still missing, and therefore, you do not
have enough information to make an informed decision. We’re here to help. Thank you.

Lin-1

Lin-2

Aruna Bhat: Jim Neil
(Recording marker: 0:38:06.6)
Jim Neil: Good afternoon. Thank you. How can the county regard the Phillips 66 Rodeo Propane
recovery project as one project and based it on one EIR? This is a two part project connected by a 200
mile pipeline to the Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery. Rodeo receives preprocessed crude oil from Santa
Maria. Rodeo cannot function without Phillips 66 Santa Maria, so why are they considered two separate
projects? Both refineries are labeled San Francisco Bay Area refineries on the corporate website. The
county cannot let this piecemealing of projects to exist and review both the Santa Maria and Rodeo
project as one. The Santa Maria refinery project are recirculated draft EIR does not mention the Rodeo
propane recovery project even though they are considered the same facility by corporate. Why would
they leave that information out of the R.D. EIR table 3.1 cumulative methodology and projects list? Are
they hiding something? Whether the Phillips 66 Rodeo recirculated draft EIR does mention in section
3.3.2.19, the Santa Maria Refinery as its source of some of refined liquid products via a 200 mile
pipeline, it was not mentioned in the draft EIR. When Phillips 66 facilities currently have recirculated
draft EIRs out for public review simultaneously, why is one facility mentioned and not the other one?
Each facility is dependent on the other. The Rodeo project may be a propane butane recovery project,
but it is also crude by rail project just like Valero and should be treated as such. Thank you.
(Recording marker: 0:40:06.7)

Niel-1

Niel-2

(Recording marker: 0:49:29:0)
Aruna Bhat: Thank you. The next speaker that I have is Bill Pinkham.
Bill Pinkham: Good afternoon. I’m Bill Pinkham and I’m from the city of Richmond which is of course
subject to its own refinery. Also, would like to talk a little about the feedstock problem. If there’s any
crude that comes from the Westpak project; if it’s approved, the idea there is to bring in ten million
gallons per day and store them in those PG&E tanks downtown, 100 car trains around the clock. This
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crude is going to run along the line that affects all our communities. Last year, we had a derailment in
Vallejo I guess it was. It was coke fortunately. You’ve heard about derailments in North Dakota and LacMégantic (Quebec), and there was another one in North Dakota recently. There was a derailment in
West Virginia. The problem is the tracks. They are talk about how the safe the cars are, but the tracks
deteriorate. There’s nothing in this EIR or any of the others that refineries have submitted about their
expansion plans that addresses the fact that the train infrastructure deteriorates. It’s not being changed.
They are not changing the pipes. They pipe it out from the Westpak project. Just to take a little more of
an overview, I have yet to see an EIR for any of these refineries, including this one, talk about the
trouble the earth is in – the earth’s atmosphere. The fossil fuel companies have approximately 2,800
gigatons of known reserves. Most scientists believe if they burn 20% of it, it’s game over. The earth will
heat up too much, and we’ll be in a self-feeding loop - essentially fry us. They give every indication they
are going to do that. This project, along with the other expansion projects, is just another way to
generate and burn more fuel. None of the EIRs ever talks about using alternative fuels. Clearly
renewables are much more environmentally safe than burning any kind of petroleum projects. Seems to
me that the county should be pointing in that direction, and rather than encourage more fossil fuel use,
should be encouraging renewable projects. So I hope you’ll nix this one. Thank you. (:52:28.1)

Pinkham-1

Pinkham-2

Pinkham-3

Pinkham-4

Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. Next speaker, Tom Griffith.
Tom Griffith: Hello, I’m Tom Griffith of the Martinez Environmental Group and the Bay Area Refinery
Corridor Coalition. It seems so clear that these two separate EIRs - one for the Nakoma and one for the
Rodeo area parts of the same refinery - are really an attempt to corrupt the meaning of the CEQA, and I
would also suggest that there is a third facility which is the petroleum coke facility that is right over the
hill that is the Phillips 66 Petroleum Coke Facility. So I think it’s clear that they are trying to make money
at the expense of all of the people in the area. And my other concern is with the tar sands. As the tar
sands are refined, one of its byproducts is the lead released into the air which, of course as you know
is… I’m sure that everyone knows, causes birth defects and loss of hearing and all kinds of things like
that. So for those two reasons I think that this is a terrible project, and I think the reason the way that
they made it into two different EIRs basically shows that the EIR itself can’t be trusted. So thank you.

Griffith-1

Griffith-2

Aruna Bhat: Thank you. Our next speaker Nancy Rieser. Ok, thank you. Ok, thank you.
(Appeared that speaker handed documents to Aruna Bhat)
(Recording marker: 0:54:17.3)
Nancy Rieser: My name is Nancy Rieser. I am a resident of Crockett, 444 Alhambra Street. I am also the
co-founder of Crude Crockett Rodeo United to Defend the Environment. I would like to say today that
this revised EIR is badly flawed. And it’s based and draws false conclusions from scant cherry picked
data. In this hearing, I’m only going to address two of the major flaws – just two. In this updated EIR,
the propane blast stones (sp) and train explosion risks. Now crude is very, very happy to see that a blast
zone map was finally for the first time appearing in the DEIR, the revised DEIR. You’ll see that in front of
you, figures 4.6-2, and it concurs with the blast zone map that the community presented last year to the
Board of Sups and that is the map that that lovely gentlemen over there is holding. These zones are
based on formulas are based on a well-known engineering consultant, Michael Roberts, who actually
does consult for Phillips 66, and in a copy of a simple abstract is in front of you. But there is where the
similarity ends. The revised DEIR states that the risk of the hazardous materials were primarily confined
“within the limits of the refinery.” That can be found on page 6, 4-1. And it ignores the rest of the reality
held in that paper you see in front of you. Now a large propane bleve has been likened to a small
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Rieser-2

thermal nuclear bomb. This significant area that would be actually be impacted by a bleve of the 2,500
gallon propane tank would be the entire portion of Northwest Rodeo where the public lives, travels,
shops, wine tastes, goes to church, and sends their young children to school. To be more specific. And
this where Eduardo is going to come in (laughs). The fireball zones, circle 1, encompasses a segment of
San Pablo Avenue, one of two non-highway backed roads to the Carquinez Bridge in Crockett. I take it
often to go to Safeway and to check for flares. I drive through the “belly of the beast” often. Should a
civilian driver be driving on that particular stretch of road when the blast occurs, and Eduardo is pointing
to a red tack that would be my little card, that car would be melted instantly in a blast and the driver
would to ash. That is a public road. That is zone one. The first percussive air blast zones, circle 2,
encompasses about a mile of that same road, San Pablo Avenue. Any civilian driving a car in that area
and all Phillips 66 employees in that radius would most likely be dead. According this paper, concrete
stretchers will collapse and death will be universal 100%. As the air from that blast, the people will die
not necessary because of a concrete building will collapse on them that may occur, but people will die
because the air from that blast will be so strong when it’s pushed out from the center of the explosion
that goes down the windpipe and explodes the lung like a balloon. That is zone two. Again I need to
remind you that a public road goes through zone two. Zone 3, the second air blast zone, Circle 3, death
will be “wide spread” - approximately 80% due to the same causes. This area covers the entire (:59:59:2)
section of northwest Rodeo and included a Head Start school, a water treatment plant, several
churches, restaurants, bars, basically 1/3 downtown of the small business district. A school
administration building, several thousand homes and even one mile, one mile of the Interstate Hwy. 80.
This document basically asserts neither the county nor Phillips 66 believes that a possible explosion that
would impact 3,000 people approximately in northwest Rodeo, 80% of them who would be killed
instantly, as significant. The EIR further downplays any danger of rolling bomb trains – puncturing,
derailing, and turning into bleves by again cherry picking. This time they cherry picked two decades of
uneventful train data ending in 2010. Ok, the rolling bomb trains that exploded in Lac de Montique,
Quebec, and killed 47 people, Castleton, ND, and western Alabama occurred just in the past two years.
Outside of Phillips 66 carefully indexed window, and in fact in 2012, federal agencies a 44% increase in
oil trains from previous years. 44%...in 2013 that number continued to rise by another 13%. And just
recently, Governor Brown grimly advised us that oil train traffic will increase 10 fold by 2020. That’s 6
years from now. Train safety upgrades will not go into effect for 7 years, and the proposed expanded rail
spur is located on liquefaction 7 miles as the crow flies away from the Hayward Fault. Well, aren’t we
lucky and insignificant ducks. The CIR continues to have holes big enough to drive a truck through. It
must go back for further revisions and analysis.
(Recording marker: 1:02:47.9)

Rieser-2

Rieser-3

Rieser-4

Rieser-5

Aruna Bhat: Thank you. The next speaker is Shoshana Wechsler.
Shoshana Wechsler: Ms. Rieser is a very hard act to follow, I must say. I’m a resident of Kensington
which is an unincorporated community here in Contra Costa County. I’ll keep my remarks very brief and
just kind of revisit what previous people have said. I feel very strongly that this recirculated draft EIR is
deficient in precisely the same ways the first was. And I will just note one main area of deficiency. The
Wechsler-1
planning department will need to revisit a big omission here which is cumulative impacts of Phillips 66
Santa Maria and Rodeo proposals as a single project – not in isolation since the proposed terminal in
Santa Maria is directly linked by pipeline to the Phillips 66 Refinery in Rodeo, Phillips 66 is currently
proposing to modify both facilities to allow it to refine Canadian tar sands, the most toxic crude oil on
earth. The EIRs of this project have been piecemealed in order to evade the required consideration of
Wechsler-2
cumulative impacts which are considerable. Phillips 66 must disclose crude quality information so that
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county decision makers fully understand the climate impacts of the proposed rail project. At every stage
of the mining transportation and refining process, Canadian tar sands are more carbon intensive than
any other source of oil making this project simply incompatible with California’s plans to be a national
and planetary climate leader. Thanks.

Wechsler-2

Aruna Bhat: Thank you. Next speaker is Jonathan Garrett
(Recording marker: 1:05:19.1)
Jonathan Garrett: Yes, I am from Rodeo, 23 Garretson Avenue, actually within sight of the refinery itself
and have rail tracks that run a short stone’s throw from my house. And it has been addressed a little bit
here today safety concerns as with the increase in the number of rail lines and storage of an increasingly
volatile materials. What I think the EIR fails to address is the adequacy of the existing facilities in the
case of an emergency as some people have outlined here - even lesser than that I think would not be
adequately addressed by existing facilities and emergency response teams. There actually has been a
trend - it seems like recently within government to actually reduce the amount of fire department that
we have in these districts and so I just want to voice my concern about that the EIR should more openly
address what considered is adequate in case there is an emergency and where would the financing for
such facilities would come from. I think, certainly the oil people should take a big piece of that, but I just
wanted to go on record as bringing that up as a possible consideration as we continue along in the
process. Thank you.
(Recording marker: 1:06:42:8)

Garrett-1

Garrett-2

Aruna Bhat: Thank you. The next speaker is Madelyn Morton.
Madelyn Morton: Thank you. My name is Madelyn Morton. I live at 23 Garretson in Rodeo. I live J. C.
Garret. I can see the refinery out the back window; the train tracks out the front. The train, if you’ve
ever stood on the bridge that crosses that crosses over to the Rodeo Beach, you can see the shoreline of
our beautiful San Pablo Bay – it’s like a snake. There are a lot of curves; a lot of places where things can
go wrong with the train. In fact there was a catastrophic derailment in the early part of the 20th century.
There are already a lot of trains that go by. Just this morning, a train with I don’t know how many oil
tankers it had, but it took 10 minutes to go by and it wasn’t going that slowly. There is already a lot of
activity. I agree with a lot of things my peers before me have said that there is an element of fear that
has us concerned and to grant this zoning request is to give value to the refinery at the expense of our
value. It devalues our lives and it’s almost an insult to the memory of John Muir, this beautiful county
that the people of San Francisco ridicule – you know that it is considered a joke. But we know who live
here know, it is beautiful. And yet it’s blighted, and they are requesting to add more of a blight. This
refinery is a very imposing already. It’s noisy like this steaming thing out there, and sometimes even
disruptive on a nice Sunday afternoon. Why should I want to take a vacation from my house? It’s a nice
place to live, but sometimes I want to get away from the house because it’s an imposing beast. I just ask
you to consider to give to them is to take from us. Thank you.

Morton-1

Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. Janet Callaghan.
(Recording marker: 1:09:16:8)
Janet Callaghan: Thank you for hearing me again. I’m Janet Callaghan at 914 Sandy Cove Drive in Rodeo.
Callaghan-1
This is really emotional for us and it is emotional for everybody in the county. We are not only fighting
for everyone in Rodeo, we are fighting for all of California and all these rails, all these pipelines,
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everything that’s coming in and going out is not just for the United States and California. California, it is
cheaper for them to process here than it is now in Texas. So I feel like you know a duck over pooping on
us all – all the time. We have the position the county and everybody think about what is money when
we’re talking lives. We are scared for our lives. And it’s not just Rodeo. It’s easy for me to say that I want
to pick up and leave, but I love California. California is a rare jewel, and it should be protected by the
people who should protect us – our county; not the citizens that come here and tell you that they are
out of compliance. I’ve worked on the fence line. Thank god air quality’s coming down with new rules.
Callaghan-1
Kamala Harris there’s all sorts of stuff coming down. Step back and take time, because you do not have
the money to pay for the deaths and the tragedies that are gonna to occur and that have occurred
through the refining process. Thank you so much. I did want to mention that tonight on channel 2 at
10:00 tonight on the news, they are going to have train crude derailment, some actual visual stuff, and I
would like you to find out if it’s true in California that it only costs like 40 cents a barrel compared to $4
in Texas to process. California as a whole is at a danger because everybody can be able to die from a
bleve, which the firemen know about that. And thank god our Rodeo Fire Department is open now, but
it’s only for a year. And money is not always the thing. Lives and the good correctness of the county
watching out for safety is the most important. Thank you.
Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. Next speaker is Elsa Monroe.
(Recording marker: 1:11:59.7)
Elsa Monroe: Good evening. Thank you so much for this honor. My name is Elsa Monroe. I am a
registered nurse, and I’ve been a nurse for more than 35 years. I was born in Mexico, and I grew up in
Texas, and then migrated to New Orleans. I’m a transplant from Katrina, and we all know about Katrina.
I’m here, because I witnessed the explosion that happened in Richmond. I was in Berkeley in the dark
part, and I heard the explosion, and I called 911. It couldn’t handle my call, because I was out of the
district. Then I started taking pictures of the clouds that first started out to be a white little cloud and
then that got bigger and then it turned black, and then it almost turned out to be like the clouds that
they got from New York City in 9/11. It was just incredible. And then it turned into this black almost like
very demonic wildcat that was covering the entire sky and kept on flowing, but at that time, I was living
downtown Lake Merritt in Oakland so I was able to drive away. Now, I am at 1538 Santa Clara Street in
Richmond. I see the beautiful Bay Bridge and San Francisco and then to my right, I see the rest of
Richmond. I have never felt so venerable as I did feel the pains of Katrina. And I feel a sense of
entrapment. I feel that all of us here – maybe we don’t have a million dollar seat – but you know what
we have? We have our souls; we have passion for living; we have a conscience which my mother taught
me that is the only thing that we will take back from when we die – is our conscience. Nothing else. I
drove all the way from my work. I’ve been up since 6:30 in the morning working, but I feel so compelled
to convince you and to convince the rest of the developers who may be here, to stop it. Enough is
enough. I am very proud to live in Richmond, because Richmond may be a little tiny city, it might have a
horrible reputation that we all know it has if you go to Marin Bay, you’ll hear that, you know, that
Richmond is for lowest of the lows. But little Richmond is the one that it has brought down Chevron to
pay their duties. (audience clapping). Little Richmond is the one that is having Chevron come down here
and play the benevolent role. And I’m just going to say here really quick, I don’t know how many feet it
was radius when I saw the cloud, but I can tell you this, it turned into darkness. I can tell you something
else, my friends who work at Doctor’s Hospital, they’re the ones who have to deal with the 1,700+
people who ended up going over there with respiratory distress. I can also tell you something else, and I
can tell everybody else here, if you all haven’t seen the documentary, Crude, please go see it. It’s a two
year documentary from 2009. It was filmed in Ecuador. It was about Chevron, the catastrophe that they
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left behind. It follows the progress from 2006 and to 2007 of a $27 billion legal case brought against
Chevron Corporation following the drilling of the Lago Agrio oil field. It is a case described by the
activists as the Chernobyl of the Amazon. The plaintiffs of the class action lawsuits were only 30,000
Ecuadorians living in the Amazonian rainforest who claimed that their ancestors of their homeland had
been polluted by the oil industry. This is what we’re dealing with in New Orleans. This is what we’re
dealing with in the Gulf Coast. If you go to all those Arcadians, they can’t do their fishing anymore,
because they live with the disasters. BP hasn’t given them the money they promised that they were
going to give. Now we have our only US senator who is now pleading her case to go ahead and get the
Canadians going through, because she wants to be an advocate for the oil people when she loses her
position. I am here just to plead to you that we need to take care of our own. We need to take care of
our children. We have now the statistics in public health is that our own young ladies are growing up to
become sterile. And if you have a culture, you have a country where there is sterility among the youth,
then what happens to life? Because that’s what life is all about – isn’t it? I don’t know if you’ve seen a
baby born without a brain, but I have. I don’t know if you’ve seen a baby who has been born premature,
and he’s fighting for his breath, but I have. When I saw this film, it was just devastating to know that
these were the Native Americans, natives of Ecuador. We have already obliterated our Native Americans
here. What more are we going to do for us, and I am here only to advocate not for myself, because I’m
already in my 60s, but for the children, and the children, and the children that are coming through. And
it is our responsibility to stop all of this now. Thank you.

Monroe-1

Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. And I’m going to mispronounce the name, I know that, so I
apologize - Ratha Lai. I thought of pronouncing it like that – I said maybe not.
Ratha Lai: You’ve heard a lot today, a lot of which is really hinting on you know this fossil fuel rush.
We’ve been in the oil industry for centuries now, and this industry has really gotten this world by its
grip. Clearly it affects the entire globe, and it affects here especially. Given that we have revisited this,
and people here from the community continue to come here and talk about things that continue to be
ignored – for example, the crude oil coming here from Santa Maria. That really signifies that there is
something is really wrong here. That these corporations are really at their last breath. Like it’s their last
rush to get as much fossil fuel to make as much profit from fossil fuels as possible. And that’s putting our
health at risk. It’s really putting our health at risk, and this is where we have to take a stand, and we
can’t allow this to happen. This project is completely awful on so many levels. You can look at it from
every angle and it gets worse, and it gets worse. Whether you look at it from getting crude oil from
Santa Maria coming in without telling anybody as a way to try to sneak it in. And this crude oil, we
already know, is really bad. The government already knows it’s bad. So much of it we can’t stop it, but
we can stop it from developing here in California. And we can continue to reach out to other
communities to help stop this at a much more state and national level. You know, this is not separated,
Chevron, Phillips 66, all these refineries are all trying to get in on this. So there are so much things that
are happening. And that’s why it’s crucial for our elected leaders and people like you to really listen to
us, and really take our words and our comments to heart. We really appreciate that. Thank you.

Lai-1

Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. Ethan Buckner.
Ethan Buckner: Hi there. My name is Ethan Buckner. I work with Forest Ethics. Over the past few weeks,
I’ve been spending time down on the Central Coast meeting with residents in San Luis Obispo County
Buckner-1
who are actively fighting Phillips 66 concurrent proposal to build an oil by rail terminal there. And as I
think other comments have mentioned, the inadequacy in the Environmental Impact Report with
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regards to the piecemealing of the Rodeo project and the Santa Maria project. A lot of folks down there
had no idea about how these projects are connected. And I think it is really imperative that people
people understand the full intentions and impact of this project. As mentioned before, what we know is
that this project – building the Phillips 66 refinery upgrades here in Rodeo – are all about enabling and
retooling the refinery to process heavy crude such as tar sands. And we also know is that the intended
intake from the oil by rail proposal is tar sands. And communities from Canada all the way along the rail
roots to Santa Maria all the way up to Rodeo will be impacted by the changing crude quality which is not
explicitly named in either EIR. And so, I think it’s imperative that this project be examined as one project
looking at the cumulative impact and how that will affect communities along the rail roots, how that
would affect folks living in San Luis Obispo county near that refinery, and what that impact would be
here in Rodeo. Otherwise, I don’t think you can really honestly evaluate the impacts of the project. And
just know that there are many many other, hundreds, no actually thousands of people who are going to
be taking action on trying to stop that project…that I don’t think would be super excited about this
project either, knowing the implications for their community. So thanks a lot.

Buckner-1

Buckner-2

Buckner-3

Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. Do you mind filling out your address? That way, you can be
on a mailing list.
Andrés Soto.
All I have is two more speaker cards. Is there anyone else that wishes to speak, please fill out one of
these green speaker cards. Thank you.
(Recording marker: 1:23:29.4)
Andrés Soto: Good afternoon. My name is Andrés Soto, and I am the Richmond organizer for
Communities for a Better Environment. I work with the community in Richmond and lived there most of
my life. I stand by the comments that were offered by Roger Lin from Communities for a Better
Environment. But a little over a year ago, I moved to Benicia. And once I got there, found out about
Valero’s crude by rail project. So for the last year and a half, it’s been learning about the whole
development of tar sands, bakken, Marcellus, all the fracking, and transportation by rail, by truck, and
by barges. And so one of the things that we’ve learned along the way is that when the community finds
out the risks that these projects pose to their communities, legal requirements that come into play and
the opportunity for the public to comment on this always delay these projects. And that’s what industry
doesn’t want. And it was, I guess about 9 months ago, we were in here in front of the planning
commission when they were first entertaining this. And that was one of the most ridiculous public
review meetings I’ve ever seen. Not only Phillips 66 former manager on the planning commission and
had to recuse himself, but everybody else on there are a bunch of shills from the building trades unions.
And we know that they are in the pocket of industry, and anything that they can build, they will build it.
They don’t care about the environmental consequences; they don’t care the economic consequences.
Except for Jeffrey Wright from Wisconsin who represents the realtors. That seemed somewhat
contradictory to me because realtors should understand that when you have these kind of projects
blowing up in your face, it diminishes property values. That’s why Richmond is in a budget deficit right
now because the county assessor lowered the property values of only Richmond out of all of Contra
Costa County because August 6, 2012, toxic explosion and fire at Chevron. So amongst the many things
that we’ve learned is that, as was alluded to before, the Lac-Mégantic explosion with the Dot-111’s, the
Casselton, ND, explosion with the Dot-111s, the Aliceville explosion, the Alabama explosion, with the
Dot-111s, but now we had a few months ago the Lynchburg, VA, derailment and explosion, and that
involved the 1232 railcars that are supposed to be the new, safest railcars, and it failed. There was a
catastrophic explosion, the James River in Virginia caught on fire, and that was the water source for
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Soto-1

Soto-2

cities and towns for cities and towns such as Richmond, VA. So we know that the technology has not
been able to keep up with the risks that are now presented by this new material whether it’s the bakken
crude or the tar sands. Why, because tar sands are so thick so it needs to be diluted with all sorts of
volatile chemicals just to turn it into a liquid material just so it can be transported. And of course, we
know the bakken crude oil is super light and has a flash point of 73 degrees Fahrenheit. That’s why all
those explosions have occurred. So one of the questions that you have to ask yourself, as a resident of
the Bay Area, as the bureaucrat within the county, is what are you going to do about it? Now, when we
look at bureaucrats, it’s was bureaucrats that carried out the Holocaust in Germany. And they said, I was
just doing my job. What are you going to do when your grandchildren are saying, “Grandma, what did
you do to save our climate?” Did you just rubberstamp something that the industry wanted? Or did you
critically analyze it, and say, “Wait a minute, this is just too dangerous.” And so that’s what we’re up
here asking you for is to not just to be a silent bureaucrat. To uphold your responsibility for public
safety, for public health, and for sound development in Contra Costa County. Beyond that, we know that
we cannot trust industry. Just a couple months ago over at LaSalle, Colorado, there was another
derailment. Fortunately, it didn’t blow up. But we know the rail industry waited an hour and a half
before they called emergency responders. They called their own people first to come over to control the
crime scene, and then they called emergency responders. It took them 3 hours to get there. Now
fortunately, we’re in an urban area, and there are potentially a lot of emergency responders. But one of
the things that we know is when they show up, you know, this material does not go out with water. It’s
not like putting out a house fire. This stuff just burns, and all that water does is have it run into the
waterways whether it’s the creeks, ultimately into the Bay. And what is that going to do? It’s going to
create even more water pollution. But even if they had an airport type phone which can suppress the
fire, these things lead to change reaction explosions, and all it does if you put foam on it, is blast away
that foam. The form is not going to stop an explosion. It’s a fire suppressant. And so the emergency
responders are not prepared. They’re all out there going and getting training out there, but they don’t
have the type of material that’s going to actually put this stuff out. So you know the technically is about
the inadequacies of the EIR that you have to deal with, but that’s within a context. The thing is that we
cannot trust industry. Industry hires these consultants to write these reports, tell a lie for them. It’s like
when they hire a house painter. The painter is going to paint whatever color you want on the house
whether the neighbors like it or not. They’re not going to tell you “no,” don’t put purple with green.
They are going to paint it the way you want it. And that’s what the consultants who write these reports
do. Because if they don’t do it that way, they are never going to get hired again. So we call upon you to
do your job to protect the community’s health and safety and deny this EIR, and send it back so it can be
corrected. Thank you.

Soto-2

Soto-3

Soto-4

Soto-5

Soto-6

Soto-7

Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. The next speaker is Eduardo Martinez.
Eduardo Martinez: My name is Eduardo Martinez. I am from Richmond, CA. I was on the planning
commission when we passed the draft EIR from the Chevron modernization project. With the stipulation
that they went with alternative 11 which was touted by Kamala Harris. And also with ten other
conditions. Those ten conditions were thrown away by the city council unfortunately. But looking at
something like this takes a lot of work. You read a lot of things, and you have to throw a lot that is
garbage and pay attention to what’s not fair, because that’s how these things are written. There written Martinez-1
to obfuscate the important information so that it can be passed. With the Chevron modernization
project, one thing that I noticed was that Praxair was not mentioned anywhere although they were the
ones who financing the hydrogen modernization project, and they were the ones who were going to
take control of it. Now looking at this, I don’t see Praxair anywhere but I understand that they are part
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Martinez-1
of the propane recovery projects. So my question, why isn’t Praxair part of the conversation on this? I
think it would be very telling on their position on what this means to the residents. As Ms. Rieser said
this is a very dangerous thing and we have to look at the entire petroleum corridor in which we live all
Martinez-2
the way from Martinez to Richmond, because all of these refineries actually are working together. The
Chevron hydrogen project was wanting to, Praxair was wanting to sell hydrogen to other refineries to
help them with their processing, because hydrogen is needed in order to break down the crude, but
that’s nowhere in the project writing. So, the other thing is it’s not just the Bay Area, it’s the entire
world. When we approve this, we’re saying it’s ok to destroy the forest in Canada to obtain to obtain the
tar sands. Are we really behind that? Does it really matter to us to what happens in Canada, what
happens to those forests, what happens to the environment there? I think it should, and I think that’s
Martinez-3
something we need to consider when we look at this EIR. Not just this, but the entire system and how
it’s put together. So I wish you would consider that when you disapprove of this.

(Recording marker: 1:33:47.8)
Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. Raemona Williams.
Raemona Williams: Good evening. I apologize for being tardy. My name is Raemona Williams, and I am
a Hercules resident, and the current chairperson for the Hercules Fire Protection District. The Phillips
66….I just have a short statement I’d like to speak to you and put on the record. The Phillips 66 refinery
was annexed into the fire district in 1997 and provides fire and emergency service to the refinery. The
fire district has service concerns about the Phillips 66 propane recovery project. The fire district funding
comes from the property tax and two local revenue measures. The fire district receives limited funding
Williams-1
from the refinery due to a formula based distribution that only allows for a portion of any increases in
assessed valuation. The refinery has been continuously been granted reassessment resulting in lower
property tax and subsequent dramatically reduced funding to the fire district. The fire district is already
struggling in our day to day operations. We rely entirely on mutual aid for fires and serious incidents and
participant in a shared service agreement with other partners in West Contra Costa County. We recently
closed Fire Station 75 in Rodeo, and were only able to re-staff the station with a federally funded Safer
Grant. Within two years, the continual loss of revenue from the refinery will inevitably contribute to the
permanent closure of the fire station and the fire district. Without an annual offset of loss tax revenue
and a change in the redistribution formula originally established when the Phillips 66 refinery was
annexed, the fire district cannot provide adequate fire protection to the refinery and the surrounding
Williams-2
community. While we are fully aware that the reduction of greenhouse gases and increased productivity
is a worthy goal, this project, the Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project should not go forward without a
viable solution to these ongoing public safety concerns and a permanent remedy to this ongoing
revenue problem. Thank you.
Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. (Clapping)
Charles Davidson. That’s my last speaker card so does anyone else that wishes to speak, please fill one
of these green speaker cards. Thank you.
Charles Davidson: Hi, my name is Charles Davidson from Hercules. In addition to a potential
Davidson-1
catastrophic flammability event, I oppose the piecemealed Phillips 66 project’s recirculated
Environmental Impact Report, because it does not address the crude feedstock source that is first semirefined at Phillips Santa Maria refinery, and then delivered to the Rodeo refinery by pipeline. When
Davidson-2
making gasoline, a market decrease in crude oil quality is no small matter for communities for refinery
workers and for the planet. On behalf of the Crockett Community Foundation, Communities for a Better
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Environment, senior scientist presented compelling evidence in his commentary to Phillips propane
recovery project EIR that Phillips’ delayed coking of heavy crudes or petroleum bottoms produces more
propane and butane than can be recovered from simple distillation. This proposed increase in combined
propane and butane production to over 11% of the refinery’s crude capacity is several fold higher
compared to simple distillation. On behalf of the Rodeo Citizen’s Association, the refinery engineers and
scientists for working for Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, Attorneys at Law, noted that the Rodeo U200
delayed coker unit is central to the propane recovery project. The Rodeo coker will directly receive, via a
200 mile pipeline, semi-refined heavy crude from Phillips’ Santa Maria refinery for upgrading into
product. He asserts that the project’s dependence on propane and butane sales revenue would lock the
refinery into coking of low quality crude feeds and foreclose future cleaner options. In fact, Phillips has
already signed a long-term multi one hundred million dollar propane contract with the Chinese owned
hydro-carbon exporter, Sinopec. Conoco Phillips is the largest importer of Canadian tar sands bitumen
crude oil into the U. S., while Phillips’ Chairman & CEO, Greg Garland, notes that within the next few
years, 100% of the crude will advantage crude that quotes, “sells at a discount relative to the crude oils
tied to global benchmark,” and includes heavy crude from Canada. Furthermore, the Phillips 66
refinery’s Nelson Compliance factor of 13.6 is one of the highest in the world that indicates that this
refinery is designed to refine the very heaviest crudes in order to maximize the production of the
highest valued products such as gasoline. In addition to the planned 10% increase in Santa Maria in
crude throughput that was not mentioned in the Rodeo draft EIR, this 11.4% refinery product expansion
at Phillips’ total refinery output is dependent of a new source of refinery energy. Specifically, Phillips’
nearly complete switching to an external natural gas supply instead of using propane and butane for
refinery process gases would increase natural gas usage there by 225% mostly for generating heat, and
also for the 20% more refinery produced hydrogen now needed to help liquefy and remove the
inordinate amounts of sulfur from tar sands. Tar sands bitumen is mined, not drilled as with traditional
oil production. Two of the largest man-made lakes in the world are tar sands’ tailing ponds in Alberta,
Canada, that are completely laden with toxic, heavy metals. Tar sands are usually high in sulfur content
and heavy by world crude oil standards. It requires up to 3 times the energy to refine into gasoline than
traditional average U. S. refinery feed, and locally it produces up to 3 times the greenhouse gases and
other pollutants that would need to be mitigated. As noted by the EPA in 2012, Phillips 66 is the most
polluting refinery in California. Moreover, perhaps on the account of the advent tar sands generally
coming into California since 2010, recently the EPA noted a 40% increase in water born pollution largely
due to heavy metal. Lastly, propane has an expansive vapor pressure, 600 times more than that of
gasoline, and a flammability flashpoint that is 210 degrees Fahrenheit less than gasoline lending itself as
an idle source for a thermobaric explosion when mixed with air. In case of a breach of containment such
as an earthquake on the nearby Hayward fault that could potentially damage the pipes that connect the
pipes that connect the propane storage tanks to the rail yard that is on a liquefaction zone. Thank you
very much.
(Recording marker: 1:41:42.0)
Aruna Bhat: Thank you for your comments. Anyone else who wished to speak?
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Davidson-2

Davidson-3

Davidson-4

Davidson-5

Davidson-6

Davidson-7

Janet Pygeorge – read the following:

Callaghan-1

Callaghan-2

Callaghan-3
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Callaghan-3

Callaghan-4

Callaghan-5

Callaghan-6
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Callaghan-6

Callaghan-7
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Carmen Gray - read the following:

Gray-1

Gray-2

Gray-3
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Janet Pygeorge – read the following:

Ed Tannenbaum – the following was presented on his behalf:

Tannenbaum-1

Tannenbaum-2
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Tannenbaum-2
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Rodeo Citizens Association (JLP) - Presented the following:
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3. Responses to Comments
3.4 Response to Public Hearing Comments

5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP5RJHU/LQ
Lin-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) or the
proposed Project. This comment is noted.

Lin-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted. See also
Master Reponses 2.2 and 2.4, which discuss the concept of piecemealing and also
crude feedstocks in relation to the proposed Project.

 5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP-LP1HLO
Niel-1

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and
potential connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery
facilities.

Niel-2

See Master Response 2.2.

 5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP%LOO3LQNKDP
Pinkham-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted. See also
Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks in relation to the
proposed Project.

Pinkham-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment is noted.

Pinkham-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment is noted.

Pinkham-4

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR. This comment is noted.

 5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP7RP*ULIILWK
Griffith-1

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and
potential connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery
facilities.

Griffith-2

See Master Response 2.2. Also see Master Response 2.4, which discuss crude
feedstocks and the proposed Project.
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 5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP1DQF\5LHVHU
Rieser-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

Rieser-2

The commenter expresses concern about a sentence in the Introduction of RDEIR
Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, that states “Hazards associated
with the proposed Project primarily are associated with processing to separate
propane and additional butane, storage of propane in the new propane storage
area, transfer of propane and additional butane at the tank car loading racks, use
and handling of other hazardous materials during processing, and the generation
of hazardous materials and wastes from construction activities within the limits
of the Refinery.” This is an introduction summarizing the content of Section 4.6,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The RDEIR contains extensive discussions of
hazards extending off-site throughout Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials. Figures 4.6-1 and 4.6-2 depict the worst-case hazard zones associated
with the existing Refinery operations and those associated with changes resulting
from the proposed Project and clearly depict the extent of the hazard risk
associated with various existing and proposed equipment to off-site points.
Section 4.6.5, Consequence Analysis Methodology, states “In order to evaluate
potential safety issues associated with the proposed Project, a worst-case
consequence analysis was undertaken to evaluate the proposed Refinery changes
with respect to production, storage, and transfer of butane and propane. The
objective of the study was to compute the potential increase or decrease in
hazards to the public due to the proposed changes to the facility.”
Section 4.6.5.7, Summary of Maximum Hazard Zones, clearly indicates that the
vulnerability zones associated with existing Refinery operations and the proposed
Project would extend off-site and into the neighboring communities. Figures 4.61 and 4.6-2 provide maps of the vulnerability zones for the existing Refinery
operations and the proposed Project. Section 4.6.5.8, Conclusions, and Section
4.6.6, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, discuss potential impacts
off-site. Figure 4.6-3 provides additional visual depictions of off-site hazards
associated with the proposed Project. Also see Master Response 2.5 for
additional discussion on hazards associated with the proposed Project.

Rieser-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted. See also
Master Response 2.5.

Rieser-4

The commenter states that the document downplays the significance of an
explosion that would impact 3,000 people approximately in northwest Rodeo.
RDEIR Section 4.6.3, Significance Criteria, presents the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) significance criteria, RDEIR Section 4.6.5
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presents the methodology for analyzing consequences, and RDEIR Section 4.6.6
presents the impacts and mitigation measures. The commenters concern
regarding the significance of an explosion is noted. See also Master Response
2.5.
Rieser-5

The commenter states that the RDEIR selectively chose data on train accidents
and safety to present in the document by using data that was pre-2012. Pursuant
to CEQA Section15125 Environmental Setting, an EIR must “include a
description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project,
as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published”. The Notice of
Preparation for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was published on July
24, 2012, and therefore baseline data used for the EIR was those data available as
of this date. This comment is noted. See also Response B8-7.

 5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP6KRVKDQD:HFKVOHU
Wechsler-1

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and
potential connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery
facilities.

Wechsler-2

See Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks and the proposed
Project.

 5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP-RQDWKDQ*DUUHWW
Garrett-1

The emergency response process and facilities at the Refinery are discussed in
the RDEIR in Chapter 3, Project Description, (Section 3.3.2.18, Overview of The
Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery Emergency Response Process), and in Section 4.6,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 4.6-10 under Existing
Safety Management Systems. See also Master Response 2.6, which discusses
cumulative impacts.

Garrett-2

See Response Garrett-1.

 5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP0DGHO\Q0RUWRQ
Morton-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

 5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP-DQHW&DOODJKDQ
Callaghan-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.
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5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP(OVD0RQURH

Monroe-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP5DWKD/DL

Lai-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted. See also
Master Response 2.2, which discuss the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and potential
connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery
facilities, and Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks and the
proposed Project.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP(WKDQ%XFNQHU

Buckner-1

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and
potential connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery
facilities.

Buckner-2

See Master Response 2.2. See also Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude
feedstocks and the proposed Project.

Buckner-3

See Master Response 2.2.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP$QGUHV6RWR

Soto-1

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

Soto-2

See Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks and the proposed
Project.

Soto-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

Soto-4

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

Soto-5

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

Soto-6

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.
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Soto-7

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP(GXDUGR0DUWLQH]

Martinez-1

The commenter questions why Praxair is not mentioned in the RDEIR. Phillips
66 is responsible for the proposed Project and all proposed Project components
would be located at the Refinery. The Praxair Contra Costa Pipeline Project was
considered in the cumulative project scenario in Section 5.4, Cumulative Impacts.

Martinez-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted. Also see
Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and
potential connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery
facilities.

Martinez-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted. See also
Master Response 2.4, which discusses crude feedstocks and the proposed Project.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP5DHPRQD:LOOLDPV

Williams-1

The commenter expresses a general concern about fire protection services with
respect to the proposed Project. The emergency response process and facilities at
the Refinery are discussed in RDEIR Section 3.3.2.18, Overview of The Phillips
66 Rodeo Refinery Emergency Response Process, and in Section 4.6, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 4.6-10 under Existing Safety
Management Systems. As noted in Section 3.7, Permits and Approvals Required,
the proposed Project would also require review by the Contra Costa County Fire
Protection District.

Williams-2

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted. See also
Response Williams-1.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP&KDUOHV'DYLGVRQ

Davidson-1

See Master Response 2.2, which discusses the concept of ‘piecemealing’ and
potential connections between the proposed Project and other Phillips 66 refinery
facilities. See Master Response 2.4 for discussion of crude feedstocks and the
relationship to production of butane and propane.

Davidson-2

See Response Davidson-1.

Davidson-3

See Response Davidson-1.

Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project
Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report



January 2015

3. Responses to Comments
3.4 Response to Public Hearing Comments

Davidson-4

See Response Davidson-1.

Davidson-5

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

Davidson-6

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.

Davidson-7

The commenter expresses concern over the risk of damage to the Refinery and
associated impacts on the proposed Project as the result of an earthquake.
Hazards associated with the proposed Project are analyzed in RDEIR Section 4.6,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. See Master Response 2.5 for further
discussion on accidents and hazards.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQW/HWWHUIURP5RGHR&LWL]HQV
$VVRFLDWLRQ

Callaghan-1

This comment expresses general concerns with the RDEIR but does not provide
details. This comment is noted.

Callaghan-2

As disclosed on RDEIR page 4.5-13, the propane and butane that would be
recovered by the proposed Project could be used for fuel or for non-fuel
applications. Neither Phillips 66 nor the County can be certain how or where the
propane and butane manufactured and sold into the marketplace would ultimately
be used due to the dynamic nature of the propane and butane marketplace. The
use of these fuels as chemical feedstocks would not necessarily result in
combustion-related air emissions of criteria pollutants. Also, it is unclear where
the propane and butane would be used. These products could potentially be used
inside or outside of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD),
and those uses could be for combustion or for chemical feedstocks. In addition, it
would also be necessary to know whether combustion would displace the
combustion of other fuels such as coal, oil, or natural gas where that
displacement could result in lower emissions of criteria pollutants and/or
greenhouse gases. For these reasons, it is not possible to estimate the net
emissions change associated with the ultimate use of the recovered propane and
butane, or to make a CEQA significance conclusion regarding those emissions.

Callaghan-3

RDEIR Tables 4.1-7 through 4.1-10 show the emission increases from increased
locomotive load that would be associated with hauling additional rail cars. The
commenter is correct that the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) found that the
cancer risk from locomotives would contribute to the majority of the health risk
from the proposed Project. This results because diesel particulate matter emitted
by trains has a higher cancer potency factor as compared to toxic air
contaminants – arsenic and benzo(a)pyrene - emitted by the boiler or steam
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power plant. In addition, sensitive receptors are located closer to the train track as
compared to the locations of proposed boiler or existing steam power plant.
Callaghan-4

As noted on RDEIR page 4.6-28, the risk results for proposed rail transport of
butane and propane illustrated in Figure 4.6-4 do not include any contribution of
risk associated with any other tank cars on the existing rail line route. However,
if contributions were included, the overall relative cumulative increase in risk
associated with the proposed Project would be even less. See also Master
Response 2.6, which discusses cumulative impacts.

Callaghan-5

The cumulative air quality and health risk impacts used procedures and data
recommended by the BAAQMD. BAAQMD’s procedures typically limit the
HRA to emission sources located within 1,000 feet of the maximum exposed
individual receptor (MEIR). However, based on County consultations with the
BAAQMD and the complex nature of sources at the Refinery, the sources
included in the cumulative assessment for the proposed Project include all
existing and proposed Refinery emission sources plus other stationary and mobile
sources within 2,500 feet of the MEIR. The Valero Project, the Tesoro Project,
and the WesPac Pittsburg Project are not located within 2,500 feet of the Phillips
66 Project and therefore direct emissions from those projects were not included
in the cumulative health risk impact analysis.
With regard to regional air quality, the BAAQMD has set its project specific air
quality mass emissions significance thresholds at levels that, if exceeded, would
be considered significant at a project level and that would also be considered to
have a significant contribution to cumulative criteria pollutant impacts. However,
as discussed in the RDEIR, the proposed Project would not have a significant air
quality impact at the project level of analysis and therefore it would not make a
significant contribution to cumulative criteria pollutant impacts. See also Master
Response 2.6, which addressed comments associated with cumulative impacts
and analysis.

Callaghan-6

This comment expresses general concerns about air quality compliance and
pollution generated by the Refinery. This comment does not address any concern
or issue specifically related to the adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed
Project. This comment is noted.

Callaghan-7

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP&DUPHQ*UD\

Gray-1

As listed in Table 4.6-4 on RDEIR page 4.6-20, the largest impact distance
resulting from an explosion at an existing butane tank would be greater than the
impact distance at a proposed propane tank. The largest hazard zone from an
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existing butane tank (302) would be 1.2 miles, which is shown on Figure 4.6-1.
In comparison, the largest hazard zone from a proposed propane tank would be
0.6 mile, as shown on Figure 4.6-2. Also see Master Response 2.5 for discussion
of the impact areas resulting from explosion of multiple storage tanks.
Gray-2

See Master Response 2.5.

Gray-3

This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVIURP(G7DQQHQEDXP
UHDGE\-DQHW3\JHRUJH

Tannenbaum-1 As noted on RDEIR page 4.6-32, the consequence analysis modeling indicates
that a hazardous event resulting from sabotage would be similar to the consequences
of an event at the existing facilities. Therefore, regardless of the type of action
that could result in a hazardous event, the impact would be the same.
Tannenbaum-2 This comment does not address any concern or issue specifically related to the
adequacy of the RDEIR or the proposed Project. This comment is noted.
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CHAPTER 4

5'(,57H[W5HYLVLRQV
4.1 Introduction
The following changes have been made to the previously published text of the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR). These changes include: minor corrections made by the
section authors to improve writing clarity, grammar, and consistency; clarifications, additions, or
deletions resulting from specific responses to comments; or staff-initiated text changes to update
information in the RDEIR.
These text revisions are organized by the chapter and page number that appear in the RDEIR.
These text revisions use the following conventions:
x

Text deleted from the RDEIR is shown in strike out text.

x

Text added to the RDEIR is shown in underline text.
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4. RDEIR Text Revisions

4.2 Text Revisions
&KDSWHU(QYLURQPHQWDO6HWWLQJ,PSDFWVDQG
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
4.1 Air Quality
In response to Comment B11-10, Tables 4.1-9, 4.1-10, 4.1-11, and 4.1-12 have been revised to
include the proposed Project’s CO emissions.
TABLE 4.1-7 REVISED
TOTAL PROJECT DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH BOILER (POUNDS PER DAY)
Source

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM25

ROG

CO

LPG Recovery Unit Boiler

20.4

41.7

25.0

25.0

18.1

24.8

0

0

0

0

25.1

0

Locomotive Sources

79.0

0.1

2.0

1.9

3.8

14.0

Truck and Commuter Auto Trips

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.1

Refinery Fuel Gas Hydrotreating

--

-986

--

--

--

--

NOx Reductions from Decommissioning of the
B-401 Process Heater (Applicant Proposed
Measure APM-1)

-62.3

--

--

--

--

--

Proposed Project Net Emissions

37.1

-944.1

27.1

27.0

47.0

39.0

Significance Threshold

54

-

82

54

54

-

Exceeds Threshold?

No

--

No

No

No

--

Fugitive Organic (Tanks & Piping)

SOURCE: ERM, 2012a; NOx reductions from decommissioning of the B-401 process heater are based on BAAQMD, 2012b. For CO,
BAAQMD has an ambient threshold equivalent to the California Ambient Air Quality Standards but does not have a mass emissions
threshold. All calculations reviewed and confirmed by ESA.

TABLE 4.1-8 REVISED
TOTAL PROJECT ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH BOILER (tons per year)
Source

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM25

ROG

CO

LPG Recovery Unit Boiler

3.7

7.6

4.6

4.6

3.3

4.5

0

0

0

0

4.6

--

Locomotive Sources

10.2

<0.1

0.3

0.3

0.5

1.8

Truck and Commuter Auto Trips

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.27

Refinery Fuel Gas Hydrotreating

--

-180

--

--

--

--

-10.8

--

--

--

--

--

Proposed Project Net Emissions

3.1

-172.4

4.8

4.8

8.4

6.4

Significance Threshold

10

-

15

10

10

--

Exceeds Threshold?

No

--

No

No

No

--

Fugitive Organic (Tanks & Piping)

NOx Reductions from Decommissioning of the
B-401 Process Heater (Applicant Proposed
Measure APM-1)

SOURCES: ERM, 2012a; NOx Reductions from decommissioning of the B-401 process heater are based on BAAQMD, 2012b. For CO,
BAAQMD has an ambient threshold equivalent to the California Ambient Air Quality Standards but does not have a mass emissions
threshold. All calculations reviewed and confirmed by ESA.
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TABLE 4.1-9 REVISED
TOTAL PROJECT DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH INCREASED USE OF SPP
(pounds per day)
Source

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM25

ROG

CO

Increased Use of Steam Power Plant

18.4

0.63

8.0

8.0

8.6

93.7

0

0

0

0

25.1

0

Locomotive Sources

79.0

0.1

2.0

1.9

3.8

14.0

Truck and Commuter Auto Trips

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.1

Refinery Fuel Gas Hydrotreating

--

-986

--

--

--

--

-62.3**

-

-

-

-

--

35.1

-985.3

10.0

9.9

37.5

107.8
-

Fugitive Organic (Tanks & Piping)*

NOx Reductions from Decommissioning of the B401 Process Heater (Applicant Proposed Measure
APM-1)
Proposed Project Net Emissions
Significance Threshold

54

-

82

54

54

Exceeds Threshold?

No

--

No

No

No

* Fugitive organic emissions include boiler-related emissions; therefore, the estimate is considered to be conservative for the increased
use of the SPP option.
** In addition to this NOx reduction, decommissioning of the B-401 Process Heater also results in offsets of SO2, PM10, PM2.5, ROG, &
CO; however, APM-1 only commits Phillips 66 to using the remaining unused NOx emissions reductions; therefore, this analysis does
not account for the reductions that would be associated with the other pollutants.
SOURCES: ERM, 2012a; increased use of the SPP obtained from Phillips 66, 2014a; and NOx reductions from decommissioning of the
B-401 process heater are based on BAAQMD, 2012b. All calculations reviewed and confirmed by ESA.

TABLE 4.1-10 REVISED
TOTAL PROJECT ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH INCREASED USE OF SPP
(tons per year)
Source

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM25

ROG

CO

Increased Use of Steam Power Plant

3.4

0.12

1.5

1.5

1.6

17.1

0

0

0

0

4.6

--

Locomotive Sources

10.2

<0.1

0.3

0.3

0.5

1.8

Truck and Commuter Auto Trips

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.27

Refinery Fuel Gas Hydrotreating

--

-180

--

--

--

--

-10.8**

--

--

--

--

--

Proposed Project Net Emissions

2.8

-179.9

1.8

1.8

6.7

19.2

Significance Threshold

10

-

15

10

10

-

Exceeds Threshold?

No

--

No

No

No

--

Fugitive Organic (Tanks & Piping)*

NOx Reductions from Decommissioning of the B401 Process Heater (Applicant Proposed Measure
APM-1)

* Fugitive organic emissions include boiler-related emissions; therefore, the estimate is considered to be conservative for the increased
use of the SPP option.
** In addition to this NOx reduction, decommissioning of the B-401 Process Heater also results in offsets of SO2, PM10, PM2.5, ROG, &
CO; however, APM-1 only commits Phillips 66 to using the remaining unused NOx emissions reductions; therefore, this analysis does
not account for the reductions that would be associated with the other pollutants.
SOURCES: ERM, 2012a; emissions from increased use of the SPP obtained from Phillips 66, 2014a; and NOx reductions from
decommissioning of the B-401 process heater are based on BAAQMD, 2012b. All calculations reviewed and confirmed by ESA.
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4.2 Biological Resources
In response to Comment A2-1, RDEIR page 4.2-22, is revised as follows:

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is
authorized by the McAteer Petris Act to analyze, plan, and regulate San Francisco
Bay and its shoreline. It implements the San Francisco Bay Plan, and regulates
filling and dredging in the Bay, its sloughs and marshes, and certain creeks and
tributaries. San Francisco BCDC jurisdiction includes San Pablo Bay and a
shoreline band that extends inland 100 feet from the high tide line. San Francisco
BCDC permits would be required for any work within either the Bay or the
shoreline band. The proposed Project would be located entirely within the Refinery
and separated from urban or wetland habitats (including the mean high tide line) by
at least 300 feet, and usually by more than 800 feet, of extensive Refinery
operational structures and features. Therefore, the proposed Project is located
outside BCDC jurisdiction.

4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
In response to Comment B9-21, the following sentence has been added to the first full paragraph
on RDEIR page 4.5-2:
In fact, the United Nations’ International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) recently
released a report that indicates that human influence on the climate system is clear
and growing and that if left unchecked, climate change would increase the
likelihood of severe, pervasive, and irreversible impacts for people and ecosystems
(IPCC, 2014).
In response to Comment B9-21, the following has been added after the SPP Emissions paragraph
on RDEIR page 4.5-11:
Fugitive Methane Emission Components

New process equipment associated with the proposed Project may emit fugitive
methane emissions (due to leaks and other unintended or irregular releases of
gases) from various components including valves, flanges, connectors, pumps, and
compressors. The number of new fugitive components for the proposed Project is
estimated based on pre-design drawing hand-count, comparison to existing units,
Phillips 66 experience in construction of similar units, and standard emission
estimation techniques. For a conservative estimate, it is assumed that all leaked gas
would be methane.
In response to Comment B9-21, the following edits have been made to RDEIR Table 4.5-3 on
page 4.5-15 to reflect the new fugitive methane emissions estimate:
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TABLE 4.5-3
TOTAL NET ANNUAL PROJECT OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS
CO2e
(metric tons per year)

Emission Scenario
Stationary Source Emissions
Boiler Emissions

65,091

Net Fuel Source Transfer Combustion Emissions

-116,066

Existing Emissions from Propane/butane Combustion

-708,858

Project Emissions from Natural Gas Combustion

+592,792
-50,975

Total Stationary Source Combustion Emissions
Fugitive Emissions

104
Fugitive Methane (tanks and piping)
Mobile Source Emissions
Locomotive Emissions
Commuter Vehicle Emissions

5,366
4.3

Indirect Emissions
Electrical Demand

2,002

Total Fugitive, Mobile, and Indirect Emissions

7,372 7,476

Project Decrease relative to Baseline

-43,603 -43,499

SOURCES: ERM, 2012, ERM, 2013, and ESA, 2014.

In response to Comment B6-10, the following revision has been incorporated to the last sentence
of the third paragraph on RDEIR page 4.5-14:
The proposed Project would result in a net decrease in quantifiable GHG
emissions.
In response to Comment B9-21, the third sentence in the Impact Conclusion discussion on RDEIR
page 4.5-15 has been revised as follows to reflect the new fugitive methane emissions estimate:
Impact Conclusion

Adding 74 metric tons of CO2e to the net operational emissions of -43,603 -43,499
metric tons CO2e per year (see Table 4.5-3) equals a total net Project annual GHG
emissions rate of approximately -43,529 -43,425 metric tons CO2e per year, which
would be substantially less than the significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons
CO2e per year and would represent a less than significant impact with regard to
generation of GHG emissions generated directly and indirectly by the proposed
Project.
The following staff initiated revisions have been made to RDEIR Section 4.5.2.3, Project
Baseline, in the first full paragraph page 4.5-8:
The GHG emissions analysis accounts for increased production of the steam power
plant. Therefore, baseline GHG emissions were established based on the average
heat energy usage at the steam power plant during the 3-year baseline period from
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July 25, 2009 through July 24, 2012, the date of the publication of the Notice of
Preparation. The Refinery currently emits GHG emissions from combustion of
refinery fuel gas (RFG), which includes propane and butane. Baseline GHG
emissions associated with propane and butane combustion at the Refinery are
759,244 708,858 metric tons CO2e (ERM, 2012 ESA, 2014). In addition, the Unit
B-401 process heater that Phillips 66 recently decommissioned, generated GHG
emissions during the 3-year baseline period. In order to present a conservative
analysis, those baseline GHG emissions have not been factored into the overall net
GHG emissions that would be associated with the Project.

Chapter 9, References
In response to Comment B9-21, the following citation has been added:
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2014. Climate Change 2014
Synthesis Report, released November 2, 2014, available online at
http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/syr/.

Appendix D, References
The following staff initiated change has been made. Appendix B of the Recirculated Draft EIR is
modified by inclusion at the end of the appendix, by the following two documents provided in full
below. Note: these documents were included in the Administrative Record for the RDEIR and are
included here for completeness.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

Greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions are generally quantified in terms of
carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) and include gases such as carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons
(HFC), perfluorocarbons (PFC), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). The impact
on global warming on a per mass basis differs among these gases. For
example, while methane and nitrous oxide have a larger potential for
heating the earth’s atmosphere, because CO2 is emitted in larger quantities
globally, CO2 is the largest contributor to global warming.
The proposed project will increase GHG emissions through increase
combustion of fuels during construction and operation. During
construction, operation of equipment, trucks, and vehicles will generate
GHG emissions. After construction, the combustion of fuels in a new
boiler and increased use of locomotives, and commuter vehicles will result
in GHG emissions. In addition, electricity will be used during
construction and operations resulting in indirect emissions of GHG from
power plants supplying the electricity.
This GHG Supplement document discusses the change in GHG emissions
associated with the Propane Recovery Project proposed by Phillips 66
Company ("Phillips 66") at its Rodeo Refinery in Rodeo, California. This
document first presents baseline GHG emissions and then discusses
potential changes in GHG emission from construction and operation of
the proposed project, addressing the GHG portion of ESA data request
#16 dated 26 July 2012.

1
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2.0

CURRENT SITEWIDE GHG EMISSIONS

The refinery currently emits GHG from various combustion equipment
and processes. The refinery reports GHG emissions from non-mobile
sources under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Mandatory
GHG Reporting Rule (CARB, 2012a). The emissions reported to CARB are
summarized in Table 1 below.
Table 1

Reported GHG Emissions 2008 through 2010
Inventory Year

Reported CO2e
(metric tons)

2008

1,888,895

2009

1,873,464

2010

1,638,946

Source: CARB, 2012b

2
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3.0

GHG EMISSION CHANGES

GHG emissions from operations and construction of the proposed project
are discussed below.

3.1

OPERATIONS
As part of the proposed project, new equipment will be installed and
existing equipment will be modified. In addition, the proposed project
will increase railcar use and worker vehicle trips during operations.
Electricity use will also increase. As will be discussed below, all these
activities will result in GHG emissions.

3.1.1

New Boiler
A new steam boiler that will burn refinery fuel gas and natural gas will be
installed to generate additional steam needed to recover propane and
butane from the refinery fuel gas. The boiler is expected to be designed
with a maximum heat input rating of 140 million British thermal units per
hour (MMBtu/hr). No other fuel burning equipment will be installed or
otherwise modified that would directly increase GHG from fuel
combustion (Section 3.1.3 will address GHG emissions from increased
electricity use). The estimated annual GHG emissions associated with
running the new boiler at a full capacity is 67,133 metric tons of CO2e1
assuming a worse-case scenario of burning refinery fuel gas at maximum
capacity throughout the year. This emission estimate is based on burning
1,226,000 MMBtu of refinery fuel gas in one year. In reality, the boiler is
not expected to run at full capacity all year. In fact, the expectation is that
conservation measures will eventually be implemented that would reduce
the amount of steam the boiler needs to produce for the proposed project.
The CO2e estimate from the boiler provides part of the information
requested in ESA Data Request #16.

3.1.2

Natural Gas Added to Refinery Fuel Gas
The refinery will add natural gas to the refinery fuel gas to make up for
the lost heat content resulting from the removal of propane and butane
and thereby meet the heat load demands of other process unit operations.

1

Emissions are based on emission factors from AP-42 Chapter 1.4, Table 1.4-2 (USEPA,
1998)

3
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As part of the proposed project, the refinery expects to purchase an
additional 1275 MMBtu per hour of natural gas to supplement the refinery
fuel gas. Assuming, on average, 1275 MMBtu per hour is added 24 hours
a day, 365 days a year, the total natural gas added would be 11,169,000
MMBtu per year. Since this addition of natural gas makes up for the
propane and butane being removed, the overall heat load demands at the
refinery met by refinery fuel gas is not expected to increase. In fact, by
having the flexibility to adjust the amount of supplemental natural gas
added to the refinery fuel gas during periods of lower than normal
refinery fuel gas consumption, Phillips 66 will be able to better balance
refinery fuel gas production versus consumption at the refinery. As a
result, the proposed project will result in less flaring.
In addition, on a unit energy basis (per MMBtu), propane and butane
generate more CO2 than natural gas. In particular, on average in the
United States, natural gas has a CO2 emission rate of about 53.02 kg CO2
per MMBtu. In contrast, on average, propane and butane have a CO2
emission rate of about 61.46 kg CO2 per MMBtu and 65.15 kg CO2 per
MMBtu2, respectively. So if the same amount of energy in the form of
natural gas is added to the refinery fuel gas as is removed in the form of
propane and butane, less GHG will eventually be emitted when the
refinery fuel gas is burned. This will result in a net reduction of
approximately 166,483MT per year of CO2e.
3.1.3

Mobile Sources
The existing butane loading rack facility will be modified so that the
facility can accommodate loading of propane. As a result of this
modification, the loading capacity for butane and propane will be
increased from 16 rail cars per day to 24 rail cars per day. On an average
basis, up to 12 new rail cars will be used per day over the current baseline
use. This will result in an increase in GHG emissions associated with the
combustion of diesel in the locomotives pulling the rail cars.
In addition, two new workers are expected to be hired (out of the existing
600 workers at the refinery) which will slightly increase the number of
commuter trips to and from the refinery.
The key parameters used to develop GHG emissions are summarized
below.

2

Emission factors from CARB GHG Mandatory Reporting Rule (CARB, 2012a)
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x

The train travels from the California and Arizona border to the
Richmond Yard with empty rail cars following a Union Pacific route
(659 miles).

x

The train travels from the Richmond Yard to the refinery (12 miles)
with empty rail cars.

x

The train then travels back to the Richmond Yard (12 miles) and then
the Arizona border (659 miles) with full rail cars.

x

The train spends one hour in rail car switching activities at the
refinery.

x

Two new commuters with a round trip commute of 19 miles per day.

The estimated increase in GHG emissions associated with these mobile
sources is summarized in Table 2 below. This table provides part of the
information requested in ESA Data Request #16.
Additional details regarding the basis for the emission estimates can be
found in Attachment 1 to the Rodeo Propane Recovery Project Air Quality
Supplement, August 2012.
Table 2

Mobile Source GHG Emissions
CO2e
(metric tons per year)
5,366

Locomotives

Commuter
Vehicles

4.3
5,370

Total

For vehicles, CO2 emission factors from CARB EMFAC2011 (CARB, 2011) based
on calendar year 2015, and CH4 and N2O emission factors from Table 13.4 of The
Climate Registry GHG reporting guidance(TCR, 2012). For vehicle CO2 factors,
accounting for light duty auto driven in Contra Costa. Emission factor for
Locomotives from EPA-420-F-09-025 (USEPA, 2009)

3.1.4

Indirect
As part of the proposed project, Phillips 66 will install new equipment and
modify existing processes that will increase electricity use. On the other
hand, some existing processes will be changed such that less electricity is
consumed. As described in the Energy Supplement, the net impact is an
estimated increase in average power demand of about 1.28 MW.
Assuming this demand is constant all year round, 11,213 MWh of
5
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additional electricity would be consumed during the operation of the
proposed project.
GHG emissions associated with electricity consumption occur at power
plants. Based on a PG&E specific GHG emission factor of 391 lb CO2 per
MWh projected for 2015 (PG&E, 2011), and CH4 and N2O emission factors
of 0.02839 lb/MWh and 0.00623 lb/MWh, respectively, from a Climate
Registry GHG reporting guidance 3, GHG emissions from electricity
consumption are estimated to be 2,002 metric tons CO2e4.
3.1.5

Total Operational GHG
Based on the above analysis, the total annual GHG emission increases and
reductions from the project are summarized in Table 3. The net impact of
the proposed project is to reduce overall GHG emissions. This table
provides part of the information requested in ESA Data Request #16.

3

Data is based on 2007 Emissions & Generation Resource Integrated Database (eGRID)
data for the California region (TCR, 2012)

4

Value does not include transmission losses which is consistent with the TCR reporting
protocol (TCR, 2008) for reporters who do no own or operate the transmission lines.
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Table 3

Total Annual GHG Emissions During Operations
CO2e
(metric tons per year)
67,133

New Boiler

-166,620

Combustion of Natural Gas in
Lieu of Recovered Propane and
Butane
Indirect Mobile Sources

5,370

Indirect Electricity

2,002
-91,968

Total

3.2

CONSTRUCTION
The construction of the proposed project will require the use of
construction equipment and trucks to deliver material and haul away
debris. In addition, construction workers will travel by car to and from
the site in their vehicles. During these activities, electricity will be used to
power some equipment, resulting in indirect GHG emissions at power
plants generating the electricity.
The following key parameters were used to estimate GHG emissions
associated with these construction activities:
x

22 construction work days per month.

x

20 material delivery truck trips (diesel fueled) per day traveling
14.6 miles per round trip5.

x

11 debris trucks trips (diesel fueled) per day traveling 40 miles per
round trip5.

x

366 worker commuter trips (gasoline fueled) per day traveling 19 miles
per round trip5 with the trip rate based on a vehicle occupancy of 1.1.

x

Average electricity consumption of 44 megawatt-hours (MWh) per
month.

5

Trip lengths based on defaults contained in the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) v2011.11 , Appendix A (under Section 4.5) and Appendix D (Table 4.2
for Contra Costa County) (SCAQMD, 2011).
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Based on these parameters, the estimated GHG emissions during
construction are summarized in Table 4 below. Table 4 provides the
information requested in ESA Data Request #23.
For the truck and vehicle emissions, the monthly emissions are assumed
to be constant each month except for the debris truck hauling, which is
assumed to occur over the first three months of construction. The
presented monthly and annual emissions for construction equipment
represent peak emissions.
Additional details regarding the type of equipment assumed operating
during construction and on the construction emissions calculations can be
found in Attachment 1 to the Rodeo Propane Recovery Project Air Quality
Supplement.
Table 4

Estimated GHG Emissions During Construction
Monthly CO2e
(metric tons)

Annual CO2e
(metric tons)

Over 18 Months
CO2e
(metric tons)

58 (peak)

683 (peak)

963

Material Delivery
Trucks

11.2

134

201

Debris Hauling
Trucks

17.0

51.1

51.1

Commuter
Vehicles

48.5

582

873

Electricity

8

94

141

143

1544

2229

Sources
Construction
Equipment

Total

Notes:
For trucks and vehicles, CO2 emission factors from CARB EMFAC2011 (CARB, 2011) based on
calendar year 2014, and CH4 and N2O emission factors from Table 13.4 of The Climate Registry
GHG reporting guidance(TCR, 2012). For construction equipment CO2e emission factors from
OFFROAD2007. For the truck and vehicle CO2 factors, accounting for trucks treated as “heavyheavy duty trucks” (gross vehicle weight greater than 33,000 pounds) and for light duty auto driven in
Contra Costa.
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Metrictons/year
CO2
CH4
N 20
360384.54 17.591175 3.518235
345638.67 15.915825 3.183165
706023.2
33.507
6.7014

394,200

45.00

MMBtu/hr
140

0.001

0.0001

EmissionFactors(kg/MMBtu)2
CH4
N 20
CO2
53.02
0.001
0.0001

53.02

EmissionFactors(kg/MMBtu)2
CO2
CH4
N 20
53.02
0.001
0.0001
53.02
0.001
0.0001

CO2
65023.728

20900.484

0.03942

Metrictons/year
CH4
N 20
1.2264
0.12264

0.3942

Metrictons/year
CO2
CH4
N 20
354630.12 6.6886104 0.66886104
375530.61 7.0828104 0.70828104

CO2e
592,792.4
Ͳ116,065.5

CO2e
361,872.8
346,985.1
708,857.9

Source:TheClimateRegistry,2014,Table12.1,U.S.DefaultFactorsforCalculatingCO2EmissionsfromFossilFuel
andBiomassCombustionandTable12.9,DefaultCH4andN2OEmissionFactorsByFuelTypeIndustrialandEnergySectors.

3

Source:TheClimateRegistry,2014,Table12.1,U.S.DefaultFactorsforCalculatingCO2EmissionsfromFossilFuel
andBiomassCombustionandTable12.9,DefaultCH4andN2OEmissionFactorsByFuelTypeIndustrialandEnergySectors.

2

PropaneandButaneBaselineMMBtu/yrratesarebasedontheassumptionthatincreasedbutanerecoverywouldbe3,800barrelsperday,
newpropanerecoverywouldbe4,200barrelsperday,andanaverageof1,275MMBtu/hrofnaturalgaswoulddisplacethesameamountof
heatfrompropaneandbutanecombustion.

1

CombustionEmissions
Boiler

MMBtu/yr
1,226,400

MMBtu/yr
6,688,610
7,082,810

MMBtu/hr
763.54
808.54

ProposedBoilerNaturalGasCombustion

CombustionEmissions
Baseline
FuturewithProject
ProjectͲRelatedNet
Increase

SteamPowerPlantNaturalGasCombustion

ProjectNaturalGasCombustionEmissionsthatwouldReplaceBaselinePropaneandButaneCombustionEmissions
Metrictons/year
EmissionFactors(kg/MMBtu)2
CH
N
0
CO
CH
N 20
CO
CombustionEmissions
MMBtu/yr
2
4
2
2
4
NaturalGas
11169000
53.02
0.001
0.0001
592180.38
11.169
1.1169
ProjectͲrelatedNetTotal

BaselinePropaneandButuneCombustionEmissions
EmissionFactors(kg/MMBtu)2
CO2
CH4
N 20
CombustionEmissions
MMBtu/yr1
Propane
5863725
61.46
0.003
0.0006
Butane
5305275
65.15
0.003
0.0006
BaselineTotal

&RXQW\ಬV6XSSOHPHQWDO*+*(PLVVLRQ(VWLPDWHV (6$

CO2e
65,090.9

20,922.1

CO2e
354,996.7
375,918.7

