| ENVISION
CONTRA COSTA 2040

Crockett and Port Costa Community Meeting: Issues and Vision

Crockett Community Center
880 Pomona St, Crockett, CA 94525
Thursday, March 28", 2019

A community meeting for Crockett and Port Costa residents as part of Envision Contra Costa 2040 took
place on Thursday, March 28, 2019, from 6:30 to 8:30 PM at the Crockett Community Center. The
purpose of this workshop was to begin establishing a vision for the future of each community and
identify issues the General Plan should address to achieve that vision. County staff and consultants
facilitated the workshop and approximately 50 residents attended and participated. After a presentation
about the Envision Contra Costa 2040 process, community members worked in six small groups
discussing questions regarding the future of these communities. Responses to each question are
summarized below. Detailed notes from the small group discussions, as well as letters submitted at the
workshop, are attached to this summary.

Question 1: What do you like most about Crockett and Port Costa? What would you like to see
supported, preserved, or enhanced as part of this planning effort?

B Enhance the downtowns’ small-town and historic feel.

Enhance the walkability of the downtowns.

Preserve and enhance public facilities and amenities, such as schools, parks, open space, and
restrooms.

Support stewardship of lands and historic assets.

Preserve the economic diversity and affordability of both communities.

Preserve the unique character of each community, including the “chicken walk” trails.
Support local artists.

Question 2: What are the challenges facing Crockett or Port Costa? What would you like to see
changed in Crockett and Port Costa in order to make them better places to live and work?

Improve waterfront access.

Revitalize the downtowns, including through easier permitting for local businesses.
Increase parking and support better transportation by all modes.

Reduce flooding and address wastewater issues in Port Costa.

Address refinery impacts.

Address illegal dumping on hillsides.

Address issues associated with homeless encampments.

Improve resiliency to sea level rise and other climate change challenges.

Envisioncontracosta2040.org
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Question 3: Do you think changes are needed to the planned land uses shown in the General Plan land
use and zoning maps? If so, what changes are needed?

B Change zoning to match the unique historic community character.

m  Allow small lot development for businesses and homes.

B Continue to work with the State Lands Commission, the railroad, and private landowners to allow
accessible open space and bike paths along the waterfront.

Envisioncontracosta2040.org
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Proposed site for 6 propane/butane storage tanks:
AN EARTHQUAKE LICUIFACTION ZONE

Where will you be when the “Big One” hits, the tanks catch on fire and then explode?

WORST CASE SCENARIO: LARGE EARTHQUAKE

e Pipes transporting propane or butane to the tanks will break. The propane or butane will fall to the ground and will form a low “cloud.”

¢ The edge of the cloud will be set on fire by spark. Likely ignition source: metal on metal (trains rocking back and forth on tracks)

e The fire will travel up the propane or butane stream, back to its source: the tank. It will set the contents on fire. If there is a mechanical failure with
pressurization system, the tank will explode. This type of explosion is called a “BLEVE” (Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor Explosion)

o Experts have liked this type of explosion to a small thermonuclear bomb.

e |In areas closest to the explosion: Concrete buildings collapse. Depending on the proximity, severe air pressure from the “Blast Wave” can rupture fungs,
cause abdominal hemorrhaging and perforations, eye ruptures and brain concussions.

FATALITY ZONES OUTSIDE THE FIREBALL:

e 100% fatality rate: Center of P66 (on either side of San Pablo). Most likely, P66’s First Responders will be in this zone.

o 80% fatality rate: Bayo Vista neighborhood and the water treatment plant down to 4" Street. Rodeo’s only fire station is in this zone. Part of Highway
80 is also in this zone.

o 20% fatality rate: The area South of 4t Street. Possible firestorm.
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Contra Costa County has the highest number of refineries in the Bay Area. There are three
refineries located in the unincorporated County and a fourth in the incorporated City of
Richmond. [Will — | have read and heard references to both five and four refineries. Can you
clarify?] Although they are located in County boundaries, the County does not have the
authority regulate operations at these refineries.
The refineries predate existing regulations. All were legally established. They are legal uses
according to the Zoning Code, and therefore the County does not have the legal authority to
reduce or prevent refinery operations.
The toxic air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions from refineries are regulated by a number
of agencies at the regional, State, and federal level, including the:

o Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)

o California Air Resources Board (CARB)

o Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
The County does have the authority to permit certain types of building or modernization
projects at the refineries.
The Envision Contra Costa 2040 process is not a tool that will change or expand the County’s
existing legal authority.
However, we know that refineries are a major factor in the County as a component of the
County’s economy and as a public health and environmental issue, and the Envision Contra
Costa 2040 process will not ignore this.
The General Plan will include policies and implementation measures responding to a variety of
issues associated with refineries, including appropriate land uses around refineries,
transportation infrastructure serving refineries, coordination with State and regional agencies
regarding air quality, and emergency response planning.
The Climate Action Plan will include information about GHG emissions from refineries, although
the County has limited ability to require reductions in those emissions beyond what is regulated
by the State through the cap and trade program.
The Zoning Code will address allowable uses and required permits for projects at refineries,
within the County’s legal authority.
Because the refineries are in operation today as an “existing condition,” and none of the
Envision Contra Costa 2040 project components can legally affect current refinery operations,
refineries are not considered part of “the project” that will be analyzed in the EIR. The EIR will
not analyze or mitigate the environmental impacts of the refineries because they are not part of
an action the County will be responsible for under the adopted General Plan.



" From: The Concerned Neighbors of the Rodeo CA
Phillips 66 San Francisco (SF) Refinery

Phillips 66 San Francisco (SF) Refinery in Rodeo is
expanding its operations in multiple interrelated ways,
which will greatly facilitate its ability to refine
Canadian tar sands, the worlds most polluting type of
crude oil. (1) The Refinery is currently one of the most
capable in the world for refining high-sulfur, ultra-
dense crudes and these changes, when considered in
totality, will make the Refinery fully tar sands capable
and friendly.

We find this to be very alarming, given the grave
climate crisis facing the planet. According to the IPCC
report dated October 2018, we have only 12 years to
forestall future climate disaster if carbon emissions
abatement is not begun in earnest. We believe fossil
fuel companies must scale back the descent into
higher greenhouse gas emitting, climate changing,
and more polluting industrial processes.

Phillips 66 is doing the opposite, and is planning to
expand in exactly the wrong direction. We seek
redress by challenging the Bay Area Air District’s (2)
determination that the Refinery’s proposed Marine
Terminal Permit Revision Project is non-hazardous.
We also must challenge the Air District’s sole
jurisdiction. Therefore, we contend that the Project is
a “Change of Risk” Project, which must be placed
under Contra Costa County’s land-use authority
according to their Industrial Safety Ordinance. It
would have a significantly higher cumulative hazard
score than before the Project, despite the Project’s
lack of new construction. (3)

The following are key examples of these
interrelated Refinery projects, which make the Marine
Terminal Project both a massive wharf crude oil
delivery increase project and a hazardous "Change-
in-Risks” Project, subject to County land-use
authority:



1) Fundamentally, the Marine Terminal Permit
Revision Project is a proposed, large-scale — 160%
increase - of crude oil delivery by ship, which is
designed to host many more ships per year, raising
the count from 59 to 135. (4)

(1) Know Your Oil: Creating a Global Oil-Climate Index. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.
(2015) NOTE Fig. 6 and 7, esp. footnote: “Unlike the other OCI test oils, Cold Lake DilBit [from tar sands] is
not composed of a full barrel of oil". The principle form of transported tar sands crude is a 30%/70% mixture
{by volurne) of a light hydrocarbon diluent and a semi-solid hydrocarbon, bitumen. Refining bitumen's 70%
partial portion of a barrel produces as much or more carbon dioxide (CO2) greenhouse gas compared to the
next most energy intensive global crude oil (when refining an equal portion of crude into gasoline).

2) The nine-county regional Bay Area Air Quality Management District, i.e. BAAQMD ar the “Air District".

3) In the context of “ISO 84-63.406 "Change-in-Risk Projecl...not involving construction...and which use will
result in a hazard score higher than the hazard score of the previous use”. (Ords. 98-48 § 5, 96-50, 96-20)
4) This amount by ship, 131,000 barrels per day, would ulilize the entire refinery's productive capacily.

Phillips 66’s wharf delivery expansion would represent
more than a four-fold increase in wharf delivery
capagcity in just the past six years. This alone is
especially troubling, given that the proposed
TransMountain pipeline in British Columbia would
soon triple the amount of tar sands leaving on ships
from Vancouver, if the Canadian government (who
nationalized the pipeline from Kinder Morgan)
overrules BC in court. The wharf project is, in part,
Phillips 66’s response to their failure a few years ago
to receive San Luis Obispo County approval for a
crude, by rail project at their twin-connected Mesa
Refinery, which would have pipelined pre-processed
tar sands crude 200-miles north to Rodeo.

2) The Propane Recovery Projectis currently
underway to provide the preliminary steps for
processing more of the problematic tar sands crude,
which yields a vast excess of propane far beyond
traditional refining. This project required the Refinery’s
addition of 6,000 barrels of oil equivalent of natural
gas per day, yielding more product output and adding
potential dangers involved with the increased
production and storage of propane near County
residents.

3) The Air District has given administrative approval
for a 4,000 barrel per day increase in the Refinery’s
“High Pressure Reactor Train” hydrocracker unit,
which would process greater amounts of the heaviest
and most toxic “bottom-of-the-barrel” tar sands



portions. This could mean a significant increase in tar
. sands crude oil input to the Refinery, totaling 10-
12,000 barrels per day.

4) Contiguous with the wharf area, there is a massive
toxic dump site, Selby Slag, which contains over 2.5
million cubic yards of heavy metal-laden slag from an
historic metal refinery for ore processing, such as for
gold, silver, copper and lead. The “clean-up” project
as outlined in the DEIR, does not cover the areas
adjacent to Selby Slag, which are also contaminated,
with a century-and-a-half of heavy metal leakage from
the Slag derived from the Selby smelter plant (opened
in 1872 and dismantled in the late1970’s).

A draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the
Selby Slag Remediation Project has outlined a partial
“remediation” of the toxic dump site, but not the
adjacent portions of metals-refining slag exuded along
the entire wharf area and the adjacent area up to the
slag itself. (5)

The Selby Slag Remediation Project DEIR proposes a
nearly mile-long sheet metal seawall imbedded into
Bay mud at the Slag’s edge iin order to contain the

5) For well over a century, the (66-acre asphalt-covered) Slag’s nearly mile-long horizontal face has been
exposed to massive 2-way inward-direcled bayside and outward-directed aquifer water intrusions only
several hundred yards from the Refinery's 40-million gallons per day Once-Through Cooling (OTC) system
intake. The OTC outfall has documented emissions of toxic heavy metals and dioxin (emitting one-half mile
southward from the OTC intake and only one-half mile north of Rodeo's Lone Tree Park), per SFWQCB. The
Slag has legacy sulfuric acid pits and releases toxic metals e.g. arsenic, cadmium, nickel and lead. (DEIR)

ongoing heavy metals “leachate” leaking from the
slag, there would be open water dredging with no
protective berm to prevent plumes of minute or
dissolved -
slag being released during construction. The Selb
Slag Project and dredging would be accompanied by
a large increase in adjacent Marine Terminal activity.
We are also aware that the approval agencies for all
four of these projects are mostly different and
designated via diverse processes, which is very
convenient for Phillips 66:

For the Selby Slag toxic dump the lead agency is the
California State Department of Toxic Substances
(DTSC); For the Propane Recovery Project, it is



Contra Costa County;

And for the wharf delivery expansion and
hydrocracker expansion, only the Bay Area Air District
(BAAQMD).

Unfortunately, Air District authority to regulate
greenhouse gases was called into question with last
minute language inserted into Governor Brown’s
recent cap

and trade extension bill, AB 398. This bureaucratic
“piece-mealing” of these projects has the effect of
obscuring Phillips 66’s true intentions, as does the Air
District’s involuntary recusal in both greenhouse gas
analysis and regulation for large refinery projects.

The potential for a massive increase in tar sands
crude raises another serious environmental concern.
Specifically, there is the threat of tar sands crude spill
into San Francisco/San Pablo Bay waters, which
would be non-remediable. This was the lessen
learned from the 2010 Enbridge Kalamazoo River
pipeline spill which has a remediation cost of $1.2
billion dollars to date, and the cleanup still remains
incomplete. The spill cleanup procedures for the SF
Bay initiated after the 2007 Cosco Busan oil spill,
such as containment booms, are designed for floating
oils only and not for tar sands, a distinctly non-floating
“oil”, which is actually bitumen, a semi-solid.
Experience indicates that, if spilt, tar sands crude
would immediately sink deep into the Bay and spread
throughout the adjacent intertidal zone, beginning at
the wharf, which is or should be Contra Costa County
jurisdiction.

In the event of a tar sands crude spill, the
lightweight and flammable (solvent-like) hydrocarbon
diluent, which is used to liquefy the bitumen for
transport, would immediately separate out and rise to
slightly above the waters surface. If this were to occur,
the diluent would become a low-lying toxic airborne
cloud and very probably float into the nearby
communities of Rodeo, Crockett or Vallejo. Two years
ago, over 120 Vallejo residents went to the



emergency room after the wharf spill at Phillips 66 in
. September.

Placing these piece-meal projects in perspective, the
Phillips 66 refinery has one of the highest “Complexity
Scores” (scoring 14.3) in the world (6), even before
new additional investments in heavy crude processing
equipment have been factored in, such as the
permitted Propane Recovery Project and
hydrocracker increase. (6) Collectively, these projects
and investments give the Phillips 66 Refinery the very
profitable capability to derive high-value gasoline from
the least expensive, lowest quality crudes, which are
the most dense, highest in sulfur and toxic metals and
most polluting, such as tar sands (or the vastly-
diminished California Kern County crude).

A “deep conversion” refinery, such as Phillips 66 in
Rodeo, is an industrial analog of an alimentary canal,
where the densest portions of such extra heavy
crudes become a solid-coal-like residue with a higher
heat value than coal, called petroleum coke. Phillips
66’s raw or so-called “green” PetCoke, which is also
more toxic than coal, has two destinations as a value-
added product of its oil refining. Raw PetCoke is
either shipped to Asian power plants in place of coal
(7) or is sent to the Refinery’s own PetCoke burner,
called the Carbon Plant, which burns off the remaining
hydrocarbons to make a graphite-like form of carbon,
called “calcined” PetCoke, for use in steel and
aluminum making.

The Phillips 66 Carbon Plant, which accepts 2/3-of-
a-million tons of raw PetCoke per year or 90
truckloads per day, is only several hundred yards from
people’s homes and is the highest sulfur dioxide
source in Northern California, using only baking soda
for SO2 containment. (8)

According to the EPA, 20-22% of the raw PetCoke
heat content is consumed by combustion in the
calcining process, which is not documented as carbon
dioxide emissions in the Refinery’s Title V permit or
for California’s cap-and-trade accounting, as required.



(9) Already, prior to implementation of the projects,
Phillips 66’s SF Refinery in Rodeo is a prodigious
PetCoke.combusting, high greenhouse gas emitting
and highly-complex “bottom-of-the barrel” refinery.

6) The Nelson Camplexity Index (NCI) is already14.3, before these multiple projects, as advertised on the
Phillips 66 SF Refinery's website.

7) Raw PetCoke combustion in power plants was recently banned in New Delhi India (and in the three states
in and around the Indian capital) by that country's Supreme Court, explicitly because of PetCoke's greater
toxicity than coal.

8) With a gross SO2-capturing inefficiency of 60% and 80% at the Carbon Plant's two calcining units.

9) 20-22% average and up to 30% maximum, according to the EPA and Oxbow Calcining LLC. (2008) The
Carbon Plant's PetCoke CO2 emissions are about half-a-million tons per year, which is several times the
reported amount. The reported CO2 emissions (inadequately} only accounts for the Plant’s use of electricily
and the natural gas used to initiate the combustion of the raw PetCoke input. Know Your Qil (Fig.10): “Each
barrel of combusted petroleum products has different emissions, ranging from gasoline at 370 kilograms of
COz2 equivalent per barrel to petcoke at 645.”

The Phillips 66 Marine Terminal Permit Revision
Project is both a massive wharf crude oil delivery
increase project and the critical piece needed to
expand the refinery’s tar sands portfolio, which is
contrary to fundamental climate, public health and
environmental justice concerns. This situation is too
crucial an issue to be left just to one agency, the Air
District, whose approval process is very opaque,
regional (but not local) and also not suitable for a
project of this scale.

Therefore, we are requesting that the Contra Costa
County Board of Supervisors assert its land-use
authority over the approval process of the proposed
Phillips 66 Marine Terminal Project and bring all of
these aforementioned facts and concerns into
consideration within the context of the County’s ISO
84-63.406 as a “Change-in-Risk Project...not
involving construction...and which use will result in a
-hazard score [significantly] higherthan-the hazard- -
score of the previous use.” (10)

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Concerned Neighbors of Phillips 66 SF [Rodeo]
Refinery
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=== |Jnion Pacific Railroad - CO (Commerciai)

E Urban Limit Line - OF (Office)

General Plan Land Use Designations - L] (Light Industry)

| SL (Single Family Residential - Low) 1.0 - HI (Heavy Industry)
- 2.9 Units per Net Acre

SH (Single Family Residential - High) ///// CR (Commercial Recreation)
5.0 - 7.2 Units per Net Acre - PS (Public/Semi-Public)
- PR (Parks and Recreation)
- OS (Open Space)

AL (Agricultural Lands) 5 Acre
Minimum Parcel Size

.‘1

- ML (Multiple Family Residential - Low)
7.3 - 11.9 Units per Net Acre

MH (Multiple Family Residential -
High) 21.0 - 29.9 Units per Net Acre

MS (Multiple Family Residential - Very
High Special) 45.0 - 99.9 Units per Net
Acre 2

WA (Water)

Source: Contra Costa County, 2018; PlaceWorks, 2019.

| ENVISION
) CONTRA COSTA 2040

%’”I
l




FE o

Union Pacitic Ra

D rbzn Limit Line - LI (Light Industrial)

Zoning Designations - H-1 (Heavy Industrizl)
- R-6 (Single Family Residential) - P-1 (Planned Unit)
- D-1 (Two Family Residential) | A (General Agriculture)
M-12 (Multiple Family ,
- \- p
- Residential) - A-4 (Agricultural Preserve)
- M-29 (Multiple Family U (Unrestricted)
Residential)

X (Railroad Corridor Combining

B *-& (Retsil Business) District)

ilroad C-M (Controlled Manufacturing)
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Crockett Hills
Regional Park
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Source: Contra Costa County, 2018; PlaceWorks, 2019,
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Zoning Designations
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CR
OCKETT & PORT COSTA COMMUNITY MEETING

Carguinez
Straif

=== |Jnjon Pacific Railroad - CO (Commercial)
D Urban Limit Line - OF (Office)

General Plan Land Use Designations - Ll (Light Industry)

SL (Single Family Residential - Low) 1.0 HI (Heavv Industr
- y)
- 2.8 Units per Net Acre | d

7 : :
SH (Single Family Residential - High) % CR (Commercial Recreation)

20-/.2 Unitsiper Net Acre - PS (Public/Semi-Public)
ML (Multiple Family Residential - Low) -
- PR (Parks and Recreation)

!

7.3 - 11.9 Units per Net Acre

- MH (Multiple Family Residential - - 0OS(Open Space)
High) 21.0 - 29. ‘

igh) P liperhietiacre - AL (Agricultural Lands) 5 Acre
MS (Multiple Family Residential - Very Minimum Parcel Size
High Special) 45.0 - 99.9 Units per Net pus
Acre [P s

- WA (Water)

Source: Contra Costa County, 2018; PlaceWorks, 2019.

|
Envison General Plan Land Use Designations for Crockett and Port Cost:

I CONTRA COSTA 2040
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=mwmm |Inion Pacific Ralircad

D Urban Limit Line

Zoning Designations

- R-6 (Single Family Residential)

- D-1 (Two Family Residential)

- M-12 (Multiple Family
Residential)

M-29 (Multiple Family
Residential)

- R-B (Retail Business)

_CROCKETT & PORT COSTA COMMUNITY MEETING

I —

A-2 (General Agricuiture)

- A-4 (Agricultural Preserve)

%

B e A

Source: Contra Costa Coﬁuﬁty, 2018; PlaceWarks, 2019

|
' ENVISION
B CONTRA COSTA 2040

U (Unrestricted)

X (Railroad Corridor Combining
District)

PRL—— _— —_— -

Zoning Designations for Crockett and Port Coste
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=m=== |Inion Pacific Railroad

D Urban Limit Line

Zoning Designations

- R-6 (Single Family Residential)
- D-1 (Two Family Residential)

M-12 (Multiple Family
Residential)

- M-29 (Multiple Family
Residential)

- R-B (Retail Business)

C
RQCKETI & PORT COSTA COMMUNITY MEETING

e

f" ~ C-M (Controlled Manufacturing)

- LI (Light Industrial)
B (-1 (Heavy Industrial)
- P-1 (Planned Unit)

% - A-2 (General Agriculture)

- A-4 (Agricultural Preserve)
U (Unrestricted)

% X (Rallroad Corridor Combining
District)

sOurcﬁ:_ Co'htra Costa 'County,' 2618; PlacéWorks, 2019,
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