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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended Rule 1131 – Food Product Manufacturing and Processing Operations.  No comments were received during the 30-day review period for the Draft EA. 
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introduction

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin (collectively known as the “district”).  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for the district
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP concluded that major reductions in emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM10).

Proposed Rule (PR) 1131 – Food Product Manufacturing and Processing Operations, is a new rule that would partially implement AQMP control measure #99PRC-06 – Further Emission Reductions from Industrial Processes.  The purpose of PR 1131 is to reduce emissions of VOCs from solvents used in food product manufacturing and processing operations.  Reducing emissions from this source would help achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction with a margin of safety.
california environmental quality act

PR 1131 is a “project’ as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). SCAQMD is the lead agency for the project and has prepared this EA pursuant to its Certified Regulatory Program.  California Public Resources Code Section 21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  Pursuant to Rule 110, SCAQMD has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA).

CEQA and SCAQMD Rule 110 require that potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be identified.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.
  The EA is a public disclosure document intended to:  (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by decision makers to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.  

Written comments on the Draft EA have been responded to and included in this Final EA.  Prior to making a decision on the proposed amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify the Final EA complies with CEQA as providing adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts of the proposed rule.  

SCAQMD’s review of the proposed project shows that the project would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment.  Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15252, no alternatives or mitigation measures are included in this Final EA.  The analysis in Chapter 2 supports the conclusion of no significant adverse environmental impacts.

project location

PR 1131 would apply to SCAQMD’s entire jurisdiction.  The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the district, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).

project BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVE 

Emission inventory work on several SCAQMD rule development projects and other information from inspectors led to the discovery of large amounts of solvent usage (primarily isopropyl alcohol) at several food manufacturing facilities.  The solvents are used in extraction, blending, crystallization, and drying processes as well as the sterilization of food manufacturing equipment.  In past years, many operations and equipment used in the food manufacturing industry were exempt from requiring a permit from the SCAQMD pursuant to Rule 219 – Equipment No Requiring a Written Permit Pursuant to Regulation II.  Though exempt from permit requirements, emissions from such equipment and operations can be significant and over 300 tons per year at a single facility.  The SCAQMD has had no source specific Regulation XI rule to control VOC emissions from existing food manufacturing facilities.  Although the use of organic solvents at these facilities has been subject to Rule 442 – Usage of Solvents, Rule 442 requirements do not reflect current science and technology in reducing air pollution.  The result is virtually an unregulated industry with no permit requirements and no rule or regulation to effectively control its emission sources.




Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District
The discovery of these large emission sources in conjunction with AQMP control measure #99PRC-06 – Further Reductions From Industrial Processes, has prompted the SCAQMD to promulgate a source specific rule for existing sources, PR 1131, to control VOC emissions from the food manufacturing industry.  

PR 1131 provides reformulation as a compliance option or a facility may choose to install add-on pollution control equipment.  The trend in controlling VOC emissions over the last few years is for regulated facilities to move to low VOC reformulated materials, such as architectural coatings, cleaning solvents, adhesives, inks etc.  Most recently, solvents have been the materials targeted for reformulation.  For example, SCAQMD Rule 1171 - Solvent Cleaning Operations, has been amended twice in the last four years.  Compliance with the lower VOC content requirements has been achieved primarily through use of reformulated products, especially water-based solvents or solvents formulated with exempt compounds (compounds that do not contribute to ozone formation).  Use of reformulated solvents has been shown to achieve significant VOC emission reductions.  Many new products have been developed and implemented successfully to date and more are expected in the future.  The new products are often as effective or more effective compared to high VOC compounds and are generally safer to use.

From an air pollution control perspective, the food manufacturing industry has generally been unregulated.  Pure VOC solvents are commonly used in the manufacturing process and the emissions can be substantial.  These same solvents, though used in a different manner, have been successfully reformulated in other industries resulting in substantial air quality benefits.  With the large number of exempt compounds available and a large number awaiting future VOC-exempt status, it is promising that significant VOC emission reductions can be achieved in the food industry.  The proposed rule provides two-years for development and optimization of chosen compliance options.  SCAQMD staff estimates that the rule proposal will reduce approximately 2.1 tons of VOC emissions per day by October 2002.

In May 2000, the SCAQMD amended Rule 219 – Equipment Not Requiring a Written Permit Pursuant to Regulation II.  This amendment removed food manufacturing and processing operations if organic solvents are used from the list of equipment not requiring permits, which means that permits would be required for this category of equipment.  Thus, equipment subject to PR 1131 will be evaluated for compliance through the permit system, ensuring the emission reduction goals of the rule are achieved.

project description

The purpose of PR 1131 is to reduce emissions of VOCs from solvents used in food product manufacturing and processing operations, and would partially implement AQMP control measure #99PRC-06 – Further Emission Reductions from Industrial Processes.  The rule applies to any person using solvents in any food product manufacturing or processing operation including, but not limited to, distillation, extraction, reacting, blending, drying, crystallizing, granulating, separation, sterilization, and filtering.

The following are the major requirements of the proposed rule.  A copy of the proposed rule is included in Appendix A.

Purpose and Applicability
Subdivision (a) of PR 1131 states the purpose and applicability of the regulation.  The purpose of PR 1131 is to reduce emissions of VOCs from the use of solvents in food product manufacturing and processing operations.  Food products are considered to be any combination of carbohydrates, proteins, or fats intended for human consumption.  Colorings, flavorings, spices and extracts that are manufactured and subsequently used in the preparation of human consumable foods are considered to be food products.  Food processing and manufacturing operations include, but are not limited to distillation, extraction, reacting, blending, drying, crystallizing, granulating, separation, sterilization, and filtering.

Definition of Terms

Key words and phrases used throughout PR 1131 are defined in subdivision (b).  Several definitions that appear in other SCAQMD regulations are used, including “facility”, “grams of VOC per liter of material”, and “solvent.”  New definitions that apply specifically to PR 1131 include “food product”, “food product manufacturing and processing operation”, and “food supplement”.  The section also references standard definitions of terms found in SCAQMD Rule 102 such as “exempt compound” and “volatile organic compound”.

Requirements

Subdivision (c) lists the VOC content requirements of PR 1131 that will achieve VOC emission reductions.  The final compliance dates are generally effective by October 1, 2002, to provide sufficient time for implementation and optimization of any modified processes.  The VOC content requirements are:

· 120 grams of VOC per liter of material for general process solvents

· 400 grams of VOC per liter of material for solvents used for sterilization 

· 200 grams of VOC per liter of material for solvents used for sterilization (effective October 1, 2005)

Several facilities have been successful in reformulating process solvents to the 120 gram per liter level.  Likewise, isopropyl alcohol (IPA) blended with water has been determined to be effective in sterilizing equipment at several facilities.  Title XXI of the Code of Federal Regulations has sterility requirements for the food industry (Food and Drug Administration or FDA).  However, unlike the medical device industry, pure isopropyl alcohol is not prescribed as the required sterility agent.  Rather, a sterility standard has been established for the food industry and facilities can sterilize in any manner they choose provided the standard is met.

In lieu of complying with the VOC limits for process and sterilization solvents, VOC air pollution control equipment may be used provided that the collection efficiency is at least 90% and the destruction efficiency is at least 95 percent (85.5 percent overall).  Additionally, facilities may achieve compliance by demonstrating an 85.5 percent reduction from product reformulation and/or process changes, or the development of innovative technologies.

Equipment with leaks, visible tears, or cracks that result in VOC emissions to the atmosphere must be repaired within 48 hours or the equipment shall be drained of all solvent and shut down until replace or repaired.  Miscellaneous solvent cleaning activities will be subject to District Rule 1171 – Solvent Cleaning Operations.

Recordkeeping Requirements

Subdivision (d) of PR 1131 provides recordkeeping requirements.  Records for solvents used in operations subject to the rule must be kept pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 109.  Additionally, records must be maintained for any equipment with a leak, visible tear, or crack.  The record shall contain the date and time the leak, crack or tear was detected, as well as the time and date the equipment was repaired.

Test Methods

Laboratory and source test methods are listed in subdivision (e) of PR 1131.  Such test methods are to be used if such demonstration is required to determine compliance.  The most recently approved version of all test methods referenced must be used.

Other Rule Applicability

Subdivision (f) requires any food manufacturing or processing activity that is not subject to or that is exempt from PR 1131 requirements to comply with either another applicable Regulation XI rule or Rule 442. 

Exemptions

Food product manufacturing and processing operations that are exempt from the requirements of PR 1131 are listed in subdivision (h).  The provisions of the rule do not apply to facilities with:

· an aggregate facility total of VOC emissions from food product manufacturing operations of less than 440 pounds per calendar month  

· operations exclusively using solvents containing no more than 50 grams of VOC per liter of material

Deep fat frying operations and operations conducted at breweries, wineries, or distilleries are exempt from the provisions of PR 1131.  Other food manufacturing and processing operations that are currently subject to Regulation XI or other SCAQMD rules are also exempt from the provisions of Rule 1131 (except for sterilization processes).  These include:

· Equipment subject to Rule 472 – Reduction of Animal Matter

· Operations, materials, and equipment subject to Rule 1103 – Pharmaceutical and Cosmetic Manufacturing Operations

· Operations subject to Rule 1138 – Control of Emissions from Restaurant Operations

· Operations subject to Rule 1153 – Commercial Bakery Ovens

methods of Compliance

Solvent Reformulation

The two solvents most often used in the food industry are hexane and isopropyl alcohol (IPA).  The primary activities in the food industry are processing operations and sterilization processes.  Typical processing operations include extraction, blending, separation, crystallization, and drying.  Both hexane and IPA are used in these processes.  The sterilization of food manufacturing and processing equipment is almost exclusively performed with IPA. 

As discussed above, industry has generally complied with reduced VOC content requirements through use of reformulated products, especially waterborne solvents or solvents formulated with exempt compounds.  Typical food manufacturing operations that require solvents include extraction, separation, crystallization, and drying.  Since these processes generally require the removal of water from a product, the use of exempt compounds may be more appropriate than the use of waterborne solvents.  Furthermore, stagnant water may lead to the growth of unwanted microorganisms.  Therefore, while there could be some exceptions, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the possible replacement of commonly used solvents with the exempt compounds listed in Table 1-1.  Of course, the proposed rule has no provisions that dictate the use of any specific material.  Owners or operators of regulated facilities have the flexibility of choosing the solvent best suited for their operations.

Table 1-1
Commonly Used Solvents and Potential Replacements

Commonly Used Solvents

Isopropyl Alcohol (IPA)

Hexane

Ethyl Alcohol

Potential Replacement Solvents

Acetone

Methyl Acetate (MeAc)

Parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF)

Air Pollution Control Equipment

In lieu of complying with the VOC limits for process and sterilization solvents, VOC air pollution control equipment may be used provided that the collection efficiency is at least 90 percent and the destruction efficiency is at least 95 percent (85.5 percent overall).  Additionally, facilities may achieve compliance by demonstrating an 85.5percent reduction from product reformulation and/or process changes, or the development of innovative technologies.  The most likely type of control equipment is expected to be a regenerative thermal oxidizer.  Rregenerative thermal oxidizers are combustion devices that can be used to incinerate VOCs.

Thermal incineration has a wide range of applications and is the most universally applied control method for organics because it is a "destructive" control technique in which the pollutants are destroyed, (i.e., oxidized to carbon dioxide, water vapor and other products of combustion).  At a minimum, incinerators typically consist of a burner to ignite the compounds and a chamber in which the compound resides for a specified time to maximize oxidation.  For effective operation, incinerators require the proper balance of time, temperature and turbulence to completely oxidize pollutants.  The rate at which the compound is oxidized is greatly affected by the temperature within the combustion device.  
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental impacts that may be created by the proposed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:
Proposed Rule 1131 - Food Product Manufacturing and Processing Operations

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

CEQA Contact Person:
Jonathan D. Nadler  (909) 396-3071

Rule 1131 Contact Person
Thomas Liebel  (909)  396-2554

Project Sponsor's Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Project Sponsor's Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

General Plan Designation:
Not applicable

Zoning:
Not applicable

Description of Project:
PAR 1131 would reduce VOC emissions from food processing operations.  Expected compliance methods are thermal oxidizers or reformulated solvents.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
Not applicable

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Not applicable

environmental factors potentially affected

The following environmental impact areas have been assessed to determine their potential to be affected by the proposed project.  As indicated by the checklist on the following pages, environmental topics marked with an "(" may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each area.

(
Aesthetics
(
Agriculture Resources 
(
Air Quality 

(
Biological Resources 
(
Cultural Resources
(
Energy 

(
Geology/Soils
(
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
(
Hydrology/
Water Quality

(
Land Use/Planning
(
Mineral Resources
(
Noise

(
Population/Housing
(
Public Services
(
Recreation

(
Solid/Hazardous Waste
(
Transportation/
Traffic
(
Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this  initial evaluation:

(
I find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to CEQA Guideline §15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" on the environment, but at least one effect 1)has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or mitiation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Date:   July 25, 2000
 
Signature:








Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

As discussed in Chapter 1, the proposed rule would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  Specifically, the proposed project would specify VOC content limits for the solvents used in these processing operations.  The answers to the following checklist items are based on the assumption that add-on control equipment (i.e., thermal oxidizers), reformulated solvents, or process changes would be used to meet the requirements of the proposed rule, depending on the specific type of operation being controlled.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:






a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


(
(
(

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?


(
(
(

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?


(
(
(

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

The proposed project would not result in any new construction of buildings or other structures that would obstruct scenic resources or degrade the existing visual character of a site.  Likewise, additional light or glare would not be created which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area since no light generating equipment would be required to comply with proposed rule.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Famrland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non- agricultural use?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  


(
(
(

c)
Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?  


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

The proposed project would not result in any new construction of buildings or other structures that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


(
(
(

b)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation?


(
(
(

c)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


(
(
(

d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

e)
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


(
(
(

f)
Diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement resulting in a significant increase in air pollutant(s)?


(
(
(

The objective of the proposed project is to reduce VOC emissions from food manufacturing and processing operations at existing commercial or industrial facilities.  PR 1131 is estimated to reduce VOC emission by over two tons per day.  As such, the proposal would not diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement, nor conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.  As already noted, PR 1131 would partially implement AQMP control measure #99PRC-06 – Further Emission Reductions from Industrial Processes.  Likewise, the proposal has no provisions that would violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

The majority of the solvent used in larger food manufacturing operations is process solvent.  While reformulation of the solvent is a PR 1131 compliance option, the larger operations are expected to use add-on control equipment to avoid altering the solvent used in their production process.  Thermal oxidizers are combustion devices that can be used to incinerate VOCs, and are the most likely pollution control equipment that would be used to comply with PR 1131.  

Most of the smaller operations use solvent (i.e., IPA) mainly for sterilization as opposed to process operations.  To comply with PR 1131, operations using sterilization solvents would likely dilute the IPA with water to achieve the required VOC content.  The small facilities that use process solvents would more likely use a reformulated solvent.  Unlike larger operations that would have a consistent flow of VOC-laden air from process operations, a smaller facility choosing to use an oxidizer would generally be feeding a large quantity of air with low VOC concentrations to the oxidizer.  Thermal oxidizers are most efficient, however, when operated with a consistent flow of VOC at relatively high concentrations and would likely be a less effective option for smaller facilities.

Construction Emissions

No construction emissions from grading are anticipated because modifications or installation of new equipment would occur at existing industrial/commercial facilities and therefore, would not require digging, earthmoving, grading, slab pouring, paving, etc.  The type of construction related activities attributable to facilities that would be installing thermal oxidizers would consist predominantly of cutting, welding, etc. 

Offsite Mobile Sources 

Construction and installation of control equipment could generate truck and automobile traffic, resulting primarily from construction workers traveling to and from work.  Mobile source emissions, such as carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxide (NOx), particulate matter (PM10) and VOC emission, may increase as a result of additional worker trips.  The assumptions used to derive estimates for mobile source emission increases are based on workerpower resources and hours required to install a typical thermal oxidizer.  Assuming a five-day week at eight hours per day, the construction project would require three workers per day.  Using a 1.0 vehicle occupancy, the labor force would generate approximately three vehicle trips per day.  Assuming an estimated 20 mile round trip each day per vehicle (two start-ups per day), the total daily worker’s travel emissions that would be attributed to construction-related activities for one regenerative oxidizer are 0.21 pounds of NOx, 0.29 pounds of VOC, 1.64 pounds of CO and 0.01 pounds of PM10.  Table 2-1 lists the total mobile source emissions from construction worker vehicle trips from the installation of the 14 control devices.

Onsite Equipment Sources 

It is estimated that 14 control devices would need to be installed as a result of implementing PAR 1131.  Although highly unlikely, the “worst case” scenario is that all of the 14 affected facilities would install the equipment at the same time.  There are a number of factors that would, make this scenario highly unlikely: availability of construction crews, type and size of control equipment to be constructed, engineering time necessary to plan and design the control equipment, permitting constraints, etc.  For the purposes of this analysis, construction activities undertaken at affected facilities are anticipated to entail use of portable equipment (e.g., generators and compressors) and hand held equipment by small construction crews to weld, cut, and grind metal structures.  Table 2-1 presents the results of the SCAQMD's construction air quality analysis.  It lists the total daily construction emissions from construction worker trips and use of equipment during the installation of 14 control devices.  Appendix B contains the spreadsheet with the result and assumptions used by the SCAQMD for this analysis.

As shown in Table 2-1, total daily construction emissions would not generate emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA air quality thresholds for construction emission significance of 100 pounds per day of NOx, 75 pounds per day of VOC, and 550 pounds per day of CO and 150 pounds of PM10 as discussed in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (November 1993).  Therefore, air quality impacts from construction emissions are considered to be not significant.

Table 2-1
Total Construction Emissions (pounds per day)


C R I T E R I A     P O L L U T A N T S


NOx
VOC
CO
PM10

Mobile Emissions (Offsite Construction Worker) from the installation of 14 devices per day
3
4
23
0.08

Equipment Emissions (Onsite Equipment Sources) from the installation of 14 devices per day
22
2
14
1

TOTAL Emission from the installation of 14 devices per day
25.0
6.0
37.0
2.0

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD
100
75
550
150

SIGNIFICANT?
NO
NO
NO
NO

Operation Emissions

Add-on Pollution Control Equipment

Though oxidizers are often used to control emissions of VOC, emissions of NOx are a byproduct of the combustion process.  Since natural gas is typically used as fuel for the incinerating the VOCs, secondary emissions from thermal oxidizers are typically minimal.  

There are currently 25 facilities identified that would be subject to the proposed rule.  These 25 facilities can be categorized as small (22 facilities), medium (two), and large (one).  Assuming the one large, both medium, and half (11) of the small facilities utilize thermal oxidizers to comply with the rule, the calculated NOx emissions would be 30 pounds per day (see Appendix C for detailed assumptions and calculations).  This is below the 55 pounds per day of NOx CEQA significance threshold for operations recommended by the SCAQMD.

Solvent Reformulation

As discussed above, of the 25 facilities currently identified that would be subject to the proposed rule, the large, medium, and half (11) of the small facilities are expected to use thermal oxidizers to comply with the rule.  For the purposes of this analysis it is assumed that 11 of the affected facilities will not install add-on control equipment to comply with PR 1131 because they do not have consistent exhaust air flow and/or the exhaust air flow has a low VOC concentration.  These 11 facilities would likely dilute the IPA that they currently use for sterilization purposes.  The remaining facilities (i.e., those using solvents in food manufacturing/processing operations) are assumed to use reformulated solvent to comply with the proposed rule.  

PR 1131 would modify VOC content limits of solvents used in food manufacturing and processing operations, but does not dictate any particular solvent formulation.  The proposed project may, however, result in the use of solvents with toxic constituents.  The specific chemical composition of reformulated products is not known.  Based on the composition of currently used solvents and the applications affected by the proposed rule, staff assumes exempt compounds would likely replace conventional solvents in those cases were dilution is not viable and add-on controls are not used. 

IPA is the solvent most commonly used in food manufacturing and processing operations.  Other solvents used for these operations include hexane and ethyl alcohol.  Potential replacement solvents include acetone, methyl acetate, and parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF).  Since these solvents are exempt compounds (i.e., not considered VOC), they may be used to comply with the proposed rule if technically feasible.  Other replacement solvents may also be available for use, depending on VOC content and technical feasibility.  The replacement solvent would be at the facility owner/operator’s discretion and would depend on the specific characteristics of their operation.  
A compilation of toxicological information of IPA and their possible replacements is given below.  This information was extracted from the following sources: Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry ToxFAQs; New Jersey's Department of Health, Right to Know Program's Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets; EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System; EPA’s Chemicals In the Environment: OPPT Chemical Fact Sheets; NISOH Pocket Guide to Chemical Hazards; NIOSH Documentation for Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health Concentrations; OSHA Health Guidelines; and Department of Health and Human Services National Toxicology Program Chemical Repository.

Isopropyl Alcohol

IPA is an irritant of the eyes and mucous membranes.  By analogy with effects seen in animals, it may cause central nervous system depression in humans at very high concentrations.  Exposure to 400 ppm isopropyl alcohol for three to five minutes resulted in mild irritation of the eyes, nose, and throat; at 800 ppm, these symptoms were intensified.  An oral dose of 25 milliliters (ml) in 100 ml of water produced hypotension, facial flushing, bradycardia, and dizziness.  A postmortem examination in a case of massive ingestion revealed extensive hemorrhagic tracheobronchitis, bronchopneumonia, and hemorrhagic pulmonary edema.  Prolonged skin contact with isopropyl alcohol caused eczema and sensitivity.  Delayed dermal absorption is attributed to a number of pediatric poisonings that have occurred following repeated or prolonged sponge bathing with isopropyl alcohol to reduce fever.  In several cases symptoms included respiratory distress, stupor, and coma.  Epidemiological studies suggested an association between isopropyl alcohol and paranasal sinus cancer; however, subsequent analysis suggests that the "strong-acid" process used to manufacture isopropyl alcohol may be responsible for these cancers.  The International Agency for Research on Cancer has concluded that the evidence for the carcinogenicity of this process is adequate but that the evidence for isopropyl alcohol itself is inadequate. 

Acetone

Acetone is a manufactured chemical that is also found naturally in the environment.  It occurs naturally in plants, trees, volcanic gases, forest fires, and as a product of the breakdown of body fat.  It is present in vehicle exhaust, tobacco smoke, and landfill sites.

Acetone is used to make plastic, fibers, drugs, and other chemicals.  It is also used to dissolve other substances.  Industrial processes contribute more acetone to the environment than natural processes.  

Acetone is absorbed into the bloodstream and carried to all the organs in the body.  If it is a small amount, the liver breaks it down to chemicals that are not harmful and uses these chemicals to make energy for normal body functions.  Breathing moderate-to-high levels of acetone for short periods of time, however, can cause nose, throat, lung, and eye irritation; headaches; light-headedness; confusion; increased pulse rate; effects on blood; nausea; vomiting; unconsciousness and possibly coma; and shortening of the menstrual cycle in women. 

Swallowing very high levels of acetone can result in unconsciousness and damage to the skin in the mouth.  Skin contact can result in irritation and damage to your skin. 

Health effects from long-term exposures are known mostly from animal studies.  Kidney, liver, and nerve damage, increased birth defects, and lowered ability to reproduce (males only) occurred in animals exposed long-term.  It is not known if people would have these same effects.  The State of California does not list acetone as a reproductive toxicant under Proposition 65.

The Department of Health and Human Services, the International Agency for Research on Cancer, and the EPA have not classified acetone for carcinogenicity.  Acetone does not cause skin cancer in animals when applied to the skin.  It is unknown, however, if breathing or swallowing acetone for long periods will cause cancer.  Studies of workers exposed to it found no significant risk of death from cancer. 

Acetone has not been identified by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) under AB 1807, but is listed in Category 3 (substances which are being evaluated for entry into Category 2) on the TAC Identification List.  Acetone is also included in the list of  “Substances for which emissions must be quantified” under AB 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program.  The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments do not list acetone as a hazardous air pollutant. 
Methyl Acetate

Methyl acetate is not listed as a hazardous air pollutant under the Clean Air Act Amendments, nor is it listed as a toxic chemical under Section 313 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986.  Any organic compound has some toxicity, however, which is the case for methyl acetate.  California EPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has determined methyl acetate to be an eye and mucous membrane irritant, cause unconsciousness in animals at high doses, and metabolize to methanol which can be a reproductive system toxicant at low doses.  

PCBTF

Though PCBTF has been commercially produced since the early 1960’s toxicity data on this compound is less complete than other possible replacement solvents.  PCBTF had originally been used as an intermediate in the production of other compounds, but more recently has been marketed as a cleaning solvent.  Available toxicity information is presented below.  

PCBTF is slightly irritating to the eyes and barely irritating to the skin.  Uses of PCBTF include industrial solvent cleaning, aerosols, adhesives, coatings, and inks.  Under these applications, the major routes of exposure are considered to be through the skin and by inhalation.  The estimated rat oral LD50 is greater than 6.8 grams per kilogram  (g/kg); the acute dermal toxicity (LD50) value is greater than 2.7 g/kg in rabbits.  The acute inhalation toxicity LD50 is 4,479 ppm.

PCBTF is not absorbed into the body to any appreciable extent.  Most of the material is either exhaled back or excreted.  Even the very small quantities that are assimilated are converted to non-toxic water soluble products and excreted.  Only at very high concentration levels (>250 ppm) of prolonged exposures (>90 days) of PCBTF was slight liver damage observed.  Animal studies indicate that PCBTF is not a reproductive toxin.

Neither the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association nor the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has developed non-cancer health standards for acute or chronic exposures to PCBTF.  The State of California has not listed PCBTF as a reproductive toxin under Proposition 65.  Neither International Agency for Research on Cancer nor the USEPA has classified PCBTF for carcinogenicity.  PCBTF is not listed on the State of California under Proposition 65 as a carcinogen and has not been identified by the CARB as a TAC under AB 1807.  PCBTF is not listed under AB 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program or as a hazardous air pollutant under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.

During the 1998 rule amendment process for SCAQMD Rule 1151, auto refinishers expressed concern about the potential negative health effects of compliant coatings formulated with PCBTF.  As such, the California Autobody Association (CAA) requested the California Department of Health Services to conduct an independent study of this issue.  Will Forest, an Associate Toxicologist with the Hazard Evaluation System and Information Service, Department of Health Services/Department of Industrial Relations, responded by letter to the CAA.  In his response, Mr. Forest noted that while PCBTF is not a harmless chemical, there was no reason to believe that it was substantially more harmful than materials it might replace.  The following are pertinent excerpts from the letter:

“There is no PEL for PCBTF.  In fact there are PELs for only about 650 of the many thousands chemicals in commercial use ...”

“The acute toxicity of PCBTF through ingestion, inhalation, or dermal contact is very low ...”

“... rat studies ... indicated that PCBTF is mostly breathed out “rapidly” (time not stated), without being metabolized.  About 15% was excreted in urine, essentially unchanged. About 3-4% was excreted in feces, unmetabolized.  Four days after dousing, only 1% remained in the animal’s bodies, mostly in body fat.”

“... I see no reason to expect that PCBTF would need to be handled [in the waste stream] differently from the substances that it replaces.

“All in all, I can find no information to suggest that PCBTF would be any more hazardous than most of the substances it is intended to replace.

Based on this and other relevant information pertaining to the 1998 proposed amendments to Rule 1151, the analysis concluded that the use of PCBTF in certain coating formulations would not result in significant air quality/human health impacts.  This information was part of the analysis of the potential adverse environmental impacts from implementing the 1999 amendments to Rule 1171 - Solvent Cleaning Operations.  No information was presented to the SCAQMD that refuted the conclusions of no significant impact.  

It should be noted that the proposed amendments to Rule 1171 specifically analyzed the replacement of cleaning solvents, including IPA, with acetone, methyl acetate, and PCBTF.  That analysis concluded that the use of these three exempt solvents would not result in significant adverse air quality/human health impacts.  This is relevant since the amount of replacement solvents used to comply with PAR 1171 is much greater than the amount that would be used to comply with PR 1131; thus, the use of these solvents in food manufacturing and processing operations would not result in significant adverse air quality/human health impacts.  

Conclusion

Based on the information provided above, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse air quality impacts.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


(
(
(

b)
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


(
(
(

c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


(
(
(

d)
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


(
(
(

e)
Conflicting with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 


(
(
(

f)
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

No direct or indirect impacts from the proposed project were identified that could adversely affect plant or animal species in the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.  A conclusion of the 1997 AQMP EIR was that population growth in the region would have greater effects on plant species and wildlife dispersal or migration corridors than any air quality control measures.  The current and expected future land use development to accommodate population growth is primarily due to economic considerations or local government planning decisions.  The proposed project would not affect population growth or land use development.  Therefore, the proposed project would not create significant adverse direct or indirect impacts on biological resources.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?


(
(
(

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5?


(
(
(

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


(
(
(

d)
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries?
(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

The proposed project has no potential to affect cultural resources because the proposed rule has no provisions that physically change the environment or disturb paleontological or archaeological resources.  The proposed project regulates the VOC content of solvents used in existing food manufacturing and processing operations.  The proposal has no potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:






a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems?


(
(
(

c) 
Create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy?


(
(
(

d) 
Create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy?


(
(
(

e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

The proposed project would not conflict with energy conservation plans, use non-renewable resources in a wasteful manner, or result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas systems.  The use of add-on control equipment may, however, require additional natural gas or electricity for operation.  While an increase in natural gas or electricity usage for air pollution control would not be considered wasteful, this analysis discusses the potential natural gas and/or electrical demand associated with the proposed project.  

As discussed in the Air Quality section above, thermal oxidizers are combustion devices that can be used to incinerate VOCs, and are the most likely control equipment to be used for compliance with PR 1131.  If facilities use a thermal oxidizer to control VOC emissions, natural gas would be used as the fuel for combustion.  The amount of natural gas that may be used due to implementation of the proposed rule is estimated in the following paragraphs.  As discussed above, there are currently 25 facilities identified that would be subject to the proposed rule.  These 25 facilities can be categorized as small (22 facilities), medium (two), and large (one).  Assuming the one large, both medium, and half (11) of the small facilities utilize thermal oxidizers to comply with the proposed rule, the estimated natural gas consumed is approximately 150 million standard cubic feet of natural gas per year (see Appendix B).

Compared to existing supply of natural gas in the Southern California Gas Territory in the year 2000, 1.19 trillion cubic feet, the potential increased demand due to the proposed rule is insignificant.  The amount of natural gas that may be used to comply with PR 1131 equates to 0.013 percent of supply in the year 2000.  

In addition to natural gas usage, thermal oxidizers require electricity for blower motors.  The total estimated instantaneous electricity demand is 1.35 megawatts (MW).  Compared to existing instantaneous surplus capacity of electricity in the year 2000 (8,115 MW), the potential increased demand due to the proposed rule is insignificant.  The amount of instantaneous electricity that may be used to comply with PR 1131 equates to 0.017 percent of instantaneous surplus capacity in the year 2000.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:






a)
Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


(
(
(

· Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(
(
(

· Strong seismic ground shaking?
(
(
(

· Seismic–related ground failure, including liquefaction?
(
(
(

· Landslides?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


(
(
(

c)
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?


(
(
(

d)
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?


(
(
(

e)
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

Implementation of the proposed rule would possibly result in the installation of control equipment or modifications to operations at certain existing commercial or industrial facilities.  The control equipment that may be used to comply with the rule, thermal oxidizers, would be installed within or on the roof a facility and would not result in the disruption or overcovering of soil, changes in topography or surface relief features, the erosion of beach sand, or a change in existing siltation rates.  In addition, the proposed project would not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






a)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, disposal of hazardous materials?


(
(
(

b) 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? 


(
(
(

c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


(
(
(

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


(
(
(

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


(
(
(

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


(
(
(

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


(
(
(

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?


(
(
(

i) Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with flammable materials?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would increase the amount of solvents currently used by affected facilities.  Therefore, the proposal is not expected to alter any existing hazard that the routine transport, use, disposal of solvents used in food manufacturing and processing operations may have, or lead to a reasonably foreseeable accident involving the release of replacement solvents into the environment.  Neither would the proposal impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  As discussed in the Air Quality section above, however, reformulation of solvents used in the food manufacturing and processing operations may alter the chemical constituents of the solvents used in these operations.  This analysis evaluates potential hazard impacts of reformulation.

It should again be noted that the proposed rule has no provisions that dictate the use of any specific material.  Owners or operators of regulated facilities have the flexibility of choosing the solvent best suited for their operations.  It is likely that facility operators would chose a solvent that does not pose a substantial safety hazard.  To analyze potential safety hazards from the proposed rule, as a “worst-case” scenario it is assumed that acetone would be used because no other replacement solvent was identified that has a lower flash point or higher flammability rating.

As a result of being delisted as a VOC by the USEPA, CARB, and many air districts, acetone usage has been steadily increasing irrespective of the proposed rule.  In any event, it is possible that acetone usage could increase as a result of implementing PR 1131.  An increase in acetone usage may increase the overall number of trucks or rail cars that transport acetone within the state.  However, the safety characteristics of individual trucks or rail cars that transport acetone will not be affected by the proposed rule.  The consequences (exposure effects) of an accidental release of acetone are directly proportional to the size of the individual transport trucks or rail cars and the release rate.  Although the probability of an accidental release of acetone could increase, the severity of an incident involving acetone transport will not change as a result of the proposed project.  This holds true for the transport of other replacement solvents.  Additionally, any increase in accidental releases of compliant acetone-based solvents during transport would be expected to result in a concurrent reduction in the number of accidental releases of existing solvents.  

Similarly, the storage or use of acetone at facilities subject to Rule 1131 would not be expected to result in significant adverse hazard impacts.  The flammability classifications by the NFPA are the same for acetone and IPA (Class 3).  Recognizing that acetone has the lowest flash point, it still has a greater lower explosive limit than IPA (2.6 versus 2 percent by volume). 

In general, existing emergency planning is anticipated to adequately minimize the risk associated with the substitution of exempt compounds including acetone or other solvents.  Businesses are required to report increases in the storage or use of flammable and otherwise hazardous materials to local fire departments.  Local fire departments ensure that adequate permit conditions are in place to protect against potential risk of upset.

The Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Building Code set standards intended to minimize risks from flammable or otherwise hazardous materials.  Local jurisdictions are required to adopt the uniform codes or comparable regulations.  Local fire agencies require permits for the use or storage of hazardous materials and permit modifications for proposed increases in their use.  Permit conditions depend on the type and quantity of the hazardous materials at the facility.  Permit conditions may include, but are not limited to, specifications for sprinkler systems, electrical systems, ventilation, and containment.  The fire departments make annual business inspections to ensure compliance with permit conditions and other appropriate regulations.

In conclusion, potential hazard impacts resulting from adopting and implementing the proposed project are not expected to be significant.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


(
(
(

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


(
(
(

c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?


(
(
(

d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


(
(
(

e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


(
(
(

f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


(
(
(

g)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?


(
(
(

h)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flaws?  


(
(
(

i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


(
(
(

j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


(
(
(

k)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


(
(
(

l)
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

m)
Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

n)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?


(
(
(

o)
Require in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

The proposed project has no provision that would require the construction of additional water resource facilities, the need for new or expanded water entitlements, or an alteration of drainage patterns.  The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  The proposed rule would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would require an increase in the amount of solvents used by food manufacturing and processing operations.  If 14 of the affected 25 facilities comply with PR1131 using thermal oxidizers, no change in solvent usage at these facilities would be anticipated.  Consequently, there would be no change in existing wastewater streams from these 14 facilities.  For those facilities using reformulated solvents, reformulated products tend to be less or equivalently toxic compared to currently used solvents.  Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 1, since typical food manufacturing operations that require solvents generally require the removal of water from a product, the use of reformulated solvents using exempt compounds may be more appropriate than the use of waterborne solvents.  Consequently, the proposed rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of wastewater from food manufacturing operations, require additional wastewater disposal capacity, violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

This analysis assumes that exempt compounds would be the replacement solvents for the small universe of sources not using add-on controls or diluting IPA to comply with the rule.  Any solvent waste material from the food manufacturing process would not likely be discharged as wastewater to the sewer system, but rather would continue to be properly disposed of as hazardous waste.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:






a)
Physically divide an established community?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


(
(
(

c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan?


(
(
(

As discussed above and in Chapter 1, the proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from food product manufacturing and processing operations at existing facilities.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by regulating VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  Since the proposed rule would regulate VOC emissions at existing facilities, PR 1131 would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  Therefore, present or planned land uses in the region will not be affected as a result of the proposed rule.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


(
(
(

b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


(
(
(

As discussed above and in Chapter 1, the proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food manufacturing facilities. The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.  

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:






a)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


(
(
(

b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 


(
(
(

c)
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

e)
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airship, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from food product manufacturing and processing operations at existing commercial or industrial facilities.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

The proposed project has no provisions that require noise-producing equipment or otherwise generate noise.  Further, for those facilities that choose to use a thermal oxidize, any noise that may be associated with these operations would be negligible relative to ambient conditions that occur in the industrial setting of the food manufacturing and processing plant.  In addition, facilities must comply with local noise ordinances.  Finally, OSHA regulations would protect against excessive noise at the affected facilities.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:






a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


(
(
(

b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from food product manufacturing and processing operations at existing commercial or industrial facilities.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

Because the proposed rule would affect existing operations, there are no provisions that would result in the creation of any new industries that would affect population growth, or directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units.  The proposed rule is not expected to appreciably affect employment opportunities, so no population relocation or growth inducement is expected from the proposed rule’s implementation.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIV. 
 PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services:







a)
Fire protection?
(
(
(


b)
Police protection?
(
(
(


c)
Schools?
(
(
(


d)
Parks?
(
(
(


e)
Other public facilities?
(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

As shown by the responses to the other checklist topics, the proposed project does not have any requirements that would directly or indirectly result in adverse effects to public services.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives. 

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XV.
RECREATION.  






a)
Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.?


(
(
(

b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

As discussed under “Land Use” above, there are no provisions in the proposed rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by regulating VOC emissions from existing food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:






a)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


(
(
(

b)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from food product manufacturing and processing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would require an increase in the amount of solvents used by food manufacturing and processing operations.  Consequently, the proposed rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of hazardous material from food product manufacturing and processing operations.  Likewise, there are no provisions in the rule that would significantly increase solid waste generation by the affected facilities.  Further, thermal oxidizers do not generate solid waste products.

Based on the above, the proposed rule is not expected to increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes from adhesive operations, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:






a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?


(
(
(

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


(
(
(

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?


(
(
(

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access or?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

g)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from food product manufacturing and processing operations at existing commercial or industrial facilities.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would increase worker commute trips, raw material or finished product transport trips, adversely affect parking, or conflict with adopted policies associated with alternative transportation.  There is no potential for significant additional trip generation or traffic congestion.  As a result, the proposed rule is not expected to adversely affect the level of service on roadways in the vicinity of affected facilities.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.






a)
Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?


(
(
(

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)


(
(
(

c)
Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
(
(
(

As discussed in items I through XVIII above, the proposed project has no potential to cause significant adverse environmental effects.

A P P E N D I X   A

P R O P O S E D   R U L E    1 1 3 1

To avoid repetition, the proposed rule is not included here.  It can be found in the September 15, 2000 Governing Board Final Public Hearing package under the following address: http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/000934a.html

A P P E N D I X   B

C O N S R U C T I O N  -  R E L A T E D   E M I S S I O N S   C A L C U L A T I O N S

Facility Type
No. of Control Equipment









PAR 1131 Affected Facilities
14




















Construction Equipment Hours of Operation 





















Construction Activity
Equipment 
Pieces of
Hrs/day
Crew







Type
Equpment

Size






Portable Equip. Operation
Air Compressor
1
4.00
3






(Actual Construction of 
Generator Set
1
4.00







Control Equipment)
Welder
1
4.00


















Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors





















Equipment Type*
 CO
 VOC
 NOx
 SOx
 PM10





 
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr





 Air Compressor < 50 HP
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.001





 Gen. Set <50 HP (2-strk)
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.002





 Welder < 50 HP
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.001





 Source: Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Study Report, EPA 460/3-91-02, November 1991










*Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.





















Construction Equipment Ratings and Load Factors





















Equipment Type*
Rating
Load Factor









HP
%








 Air Compressor < 50 HP
9
56








 Generator Set < 50 HP
11
68








 Welder < 50 HP
19
51








 Source: Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Study Report, EPA 460/3-91-02, November 1991










*Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.





















Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Running Emission Factors














Combustion
Tire Wear
Brake Wear




Construction Related Activity
 CO
 VOC**
 NOx
PM10
 PM10
 PM10





g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile




Offsite (Construction Worker)*
4.02
0.39
0.78
0.00
0.01
0.01




 Source:  CARB's MVEIG Program, 2000 (Summertime)










*Light-Duty Trucks - Cat, traveling at 35 mph










**Includes exhaust & evaporative running losses










Construction Worker Start-Up Emission Factors
























Hot Soak
Dirunal






Vehicle
 CO
 VOC***
 VOC
 VOC****
 NOx






g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile





Offsite (Construction Worker)*
45.70
4.08
0.62
18.96
2.42





 Source:  CARB's MVEIG Program, 2000 (Summertime)










***Light-Duty Trucks - Cat, time between starts = 720 minutes










****Includes diurnal & resting losses










Construction Worker Number of Trips, Trip Length, and Start-ups





















Vehicle
Number of One-Way
Trip Length
Start-Ups*








 Trips/Day
(miles)








Offsite (Construction Worker)*
3
20
2







 Source:  CARB's MVEIG Program, 2000 (Summertime)










*Light-Duty Trucks - Cat, traveling at 35 mph





















Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment















Combustion






 CO
 VOC
 NOx
SOx
 PM10





Equipment Type
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day





 










 Air Compressor < 50 HP
3.10
0.56
5.08
0.56
0.28





 Gen. Set <50 HP (2-strk)
4.61
0.84
7.54
0.84
0.63





 Welder < 50 HP
5.97
1.09
9.77
1.09
0.54





Total
14
2
22
2
1
















Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Workers' Vehicles














Combustion
Tire Wear
Brake Wear





 CO
 VOC
 NOx
 PM10
PM10
PM10




Vehicle
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day




 










Offsite (Construction Worker)*
23
4
3
0
0.04
0.04















Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Construction Activities






















 CO
 VOC
 NOx
SOx
 PM10





Sources
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day





 










Equipment & Workers' Vehicles
37
6
25
2
2





Significant Threshold
550
75
100
150
150





Exceed Significance?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO






































A P P E N D I X   C

E N E R G Y   C O N S U M P T I O N   A N D   NOx   E M I S S I O N S   F R O M   
O P E R A T I O N   O F   R E G E N E R A TI V E   T H E R M A L   O X I D I Z E R S

Total No. of Facilities:  25

Size Profile:  22 Small; 2 Medium; 1 Large

Assumptions:

1) 50% of the small facilities (11 total) will reformulate and 50% (11 total) will install regenerative thermal oxidizers

2) Burner fires on natural gas for 50% of total operating hours

3) Burners are “Low-NOx” type with an emission factor of 50 lbs of NOx per million standard cubic foot (scf) of gas burned

4) Electric blower is operated during all hours of operation

Small Facilities

Burner Rating:  3,073,839 Btu per hour

Blower Kilowatts (kW) = 78.225

Operating Schedule:  8 hours per day; 250 days per year

Total quantity of gas required for a single facility = 

3,073,839 Btu/hr x 8 hrs/day x 250 days/yr x 1 scf gas/1000 Btu = 6,147,678 scf gas/year

Total kilowatt-hours required for a single facility =

78.225 kW x 8 hrs/day x 250 days/yr = 156,450 kw-hr per year

total gas for 11 facilities = 6,147,678 scf gas/yr x 11 = 67,624,458 scf gas per year
total kW-hrs for 11 facilities = 156,450 kW-hrs/yr x 11 = 1,720,950 kW-hrs per year
instantaneous electricity used = 1,720,950 kW-hrs/yr x yr/250 days x day/8 hrs x MW/1000 kW = 0.86 MW
total NOx emissions = 67,624,458 scf gas/yr x 50 lbs NOx/106 scf gas = 3,381 lbs/yr 

Medium Facilities

Burner Rating:  5,263,527 Btu per hour

Blower Kilowatts (kW) = 146.206

Operating Schedule:  16 hours per day; 250 days per year

Total quantity of gas required for a single facility = 

5,263,527 Btu/hr x 16 hrs/day x 250 days/yr x 1 scf gas/1000 Btu 

= 21,054,108 scf gas/year

Total kilowatt-hours required for a single facility =

146.206 kW x 16 hrs/day x 250 days/yr = 584,824 kw-hr per year

total gas for 2 facilities = 21,054,108 scf gas/yr x 2 = 42,108,216 scf gas per year
total kW-hrs for 2 facilities = 584,824 kW-hrs/yr x 2 = 1,169,648 kW-hrs per year
instantaneous electricity used = 1,169,648 kW-hrs/yr x yr/250 days x day/16 hrs x MW/1000 kW = 0.29 MW
total NOx emissions = 42,108,216 scf gas/yr x 50 lbs NOx/106 scf gas = 2,105 lbs/yr 

Large Facilities

Burner Rating:  6,688,869 Btu per hour

Blower Kilowatts (kW) = 195.563

Operating Schedule:  24 hours per day; 250 days per year

Total quantity of gas required for a single facility = 

6,688,869 Btu/hr x 24 hrs/day x 250 days/yr x 1 scf gas/1000 Btu 

= 40,133,214 scf gas/year

Total kilowatt-hours required for a single facility =

195.563 kW x 24 hrs/day x 250 days/yr = 1,173,378 kw-hr per year

total gas for 1 facility = 40,133,214 scf gas/yr x 1 = 40,133,214 scf gas per year
total kW-hrs for 1 facility = 1,173,378 kW-hrs/yr x 1 = 1,173,378 kW-hrs per year
instantaneous electricity used = 1,173,378 kW-hrs/yr x yr/250 days x day/24 hrs x MW/1000 kW = 0.196 MW
Total NOx emissions = 40,133,214 scf gas/yr x 50 lbs NOx/106 scf gas = 2,007 lbs/yr 

GRAND TOTALS FOR FACILITY UNIVERSE:

Total natural gas consumption = 

67,624,458 scf/yr + 42,108,216 scf/yr + 40,133,214 = 149,865,888 scf gas per year

Total kW-hr of electricity used = 

1,720,950 kW-hrs/yr + 1,169,648 kW-hrs/yr + 1,173,378 kW-hrs/yr = 4,063,976 kW-hrs per year

0.86 MW + 0.29 MW + 0.196 MW = 1.35 MW  (instantaneous demand)

Total NOx emissions generated =

3,381 lbs/yr + 2,105 lbs/yr + 2,002 lbs/yr = 7,493 lbs/yr x yr/250 days = 30 lbs NOx per day

�   The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safety Code, §§40400-40540).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


�  The SCAQMD prepared a Notice of Preparation / Initial Study for the proposed project that was released for a 30-day public review period.  No comments were received on the Initial Study.  Analysis performed subsequent to the Initial Study showed that implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts.  Therefore, this EA with no significant impacts has been prepared and supersedes the Initial Study.
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