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Preface

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the amendments to Proposed Amended Rule 1402–Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources and Proposed Amended Rule 1401– New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants.  The Draft EA was released for a 45-day public review and comment period from December 30, 1999 to February 14, 2000.  Five comment letters were received from the public.  Minor modifications have been made to the Draft such that it is now a Final EA.  Deletions and additions to the text of the EA are denoted using strikethrough and underlined, respectively.  Updated emission calculations have replaced the original spreadsheets in Appendix C.
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Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

A toxic substance released to the air is called a “toxic air contaminant” (TAC) or an “air toxic.”  A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause adverse health effects.  Exposure to a toxic substance can increase the risk of contracting cancer or produce other adverse health effects such as birth defects and other reproductive damage, neurological and respiratory health effects.  

The objective of existing Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, is to minimize the public health risk from exposure to TAC emissions from existing sources.  Existing facilities in the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) jurisdiction, whose facility-wide toxic emissions exceed the specified maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) or hazard index (HI) for some compounds with health effects other than cancer (non-carcinogens), are subject to the risk reduction requirements of Rule 1402.  

Proposed amended Rule (PAR) 1402 would: maintain the existing significant risk levels that establish the MICR significant threshold levels for cancer risk at 100 in one million and the HI for non-carcinogens at 5.0, establishes a cancer burden level of 0.5, establishes a facility-wide interim MICR action level of 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) and facility-wide interim HI action level of 3.0, establishes a facility-wide final action level of 10 in one million (10 x 10-6) and HI of 3.0.  The timeframe for achieving the interim action levels would be reduced from five years to three years with no additional extensions allowed.  In addition, effective January 1, 2005, affected facilities would have to begin implementing risk reduction measures to achieve the final MICR action level.  Affected facilities would have three years to comply with the final action level requirements.  The proposed amendments include provisions for technical and economic considerations for extending the three-year risk reduction period to five years in some cases.  Proposed amendments to Rule 1402 also include additional inventory requirements for any facility above thresholds (based on an MICR of 100 in one million or HI of 5.0) for key toxic compounds, additional public notification requirements, as well as other requirements to improve the effectiveness of the rule.  

There are certain industries within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD that staff is proposing to address through source specific toxic rules.  If, however, a source specific toxic rule is not developed that exempts the industry from Rule 1402, the facility would then be subject to the requirements of proposed amended Rule 1402. 

Rule 1401 – New Source Review for Toxic Air Contaminants, establishes health-based limits for TACs from individual new, modified and relocated permit units.  Rule 1401 will also be amended to remove a cumulative risk requirement, which is similar to the facility risk assessment requirement in proposed amended Rule 1402.

The proposed amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401 are a "project" as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15378.  California Public Resources Code §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.  The SCAQMD 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 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD’s certified regulatory program), SCAQMD has prepared this Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential adverse impacts from amending Rules 1402 and 1401.

CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented.  The purpose of this Draft EA is to inform the SCAQMD’s Governing Board, public agencies, and interested parties of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing proposed projects. 

legislative authority

The California Legislature adopted the Lewis Air Quality Act (now known as the Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act) in 1976, creating the SCAQMD from a voluntary association of air pollution control districts in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The new agency was charged with developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations for the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) to attain federal air quality standards by the dates specified in federal law.  The agency was also required to attain state ambient air quality standards by the earliest practicable date through the use of reasonably available control measures.  

By statute, SCAQMD is required to adopt an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all state and federal ambient air quality standards for the District [California Health and Safety Code §40460(a)].  Furthermore, SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP [California Health and Safety Code, §40440(a)].  

Regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over the control of criteria pollutant emissions at the federal, state and local levels have been increasingly more active in moving to establish controls for toxic air contaminants emissions.  Health and Safety Code §39656 specifically delegates authority to local air districts, including the SCAQMD, to establish and implement a program to regulate toxic air contaminants.  Further, Rule 1402, adopted in 1994, implements the risk reduction requirements of SB1731 (Health and Safety Code §§44390-44394).

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

CEQA, Public Resources Code §21000 et seq., requires that the potential environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be identified.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this EA to address the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the proposed amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401.  This Draft EA is intended to: (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with detailed information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) to be used as a tool by decision makers to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.  Appendix B, which includes the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study, identifies environmental topics to be analyzed in this document.  The Notice of Preparation and Initial Study were circulated for a 30-day public review and comment period.  No comments were received.

All comments received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in the EA will be responded to and included in the Final EA.  Prior to making a decision on the proposed amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify the EA as providing adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts of the amended rules.

CEQA documentation for RULE 1402 - Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources and Rule 1401 - new source review for toxic air contaminants

This EA is a comprehensive environmental document that analyzes potential adverse environmental impacts from currently proposed amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401.  SCAQMD rules, as ongoing regulatory programs, have the potential to be revised over time due to a variety of factors (e.g., regulatory decisions by other agencies, new data, inability to comply, etc.).  The other document, which comprises the CEQA record for proposed amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401 and is incorporated herein by reference, consists of a Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (November 1999).  A summary of the contents of this document is given below.  This document can still be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD's Public Information Center at (909) 396-3600.

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401, November 1999:  The Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Initial Study of an Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Amended Rule 1402 and Proposed Amended Rule 1401 was released for a 30-day public review period on November 12, 1999.  The Initial Study contained a brief project description and the environmental checklist as required by the CEQA Guidelines.   The environmental checklist also included a description of the potential adverse environmental effects that may result from implementing the proposed amendments.

Other CEQA Documents for Rule 1402

A series of previous environmental analyses have been prepared to analyze potential impacts resulting from implementing Rule 1402 and are listed in the following paragraphs.  These documents can be obtained by submitting a Public Records Act Request to the SCAQMD.

Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 and Proposed Rule 1402, April 1993:  A Draft EA was prepared to analyze the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with amending Rule 1401 and adopting and implementing Rule 1402, which includes the following: facility-wide risk limits; procedures for identifying facilities that exceed the risk limits; requirements for facilities to prepare and implement risk reduction plans to achieve lower risk limits; and compliance timelines.  TACs regulated by Rule 1402 include 59 carcinogenic compounds and 91 TACs with health effects other than cancer.  The Draft EA was distributed for a 30-day public comment period from April 26, 1993 to May 26, 1993.  The EA contained a discussion of potential adverse environmental impacts that may result from the proposed project.  A comparison of project alternatives, existing environmental setting, and other required CEQA topics was also included in the Draft EA.
Addendum to the Draft EA for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 and Proposed Rule 1402, July 1993:  An Addendum to the Draft EA was prepared to discuss the administrative changes made to the proposed project as a result of public comments and testimony, which did not substantively change the environmental analysis, change the conclusions regarding significance, or require additional mitigation measures.  An addendum is not required to be circulated for public review, and therefore, no public comments were received.
Revised Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 and Proposed Rule 1402, November 1993:  A Revised Draft EA was prepared to discuss the potential environmental impacts associated with changes to proposed amended Rule 1401 and proposed Rule 1402, which contained an additional environmental assessment and triggered the need to recirculate the EA.  The Revised Draft EA was distributed for a 45-day public comment period from November 24, 1993 to January 14, 1994.  The EA contained a revised analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts that may result from implementing proposed amended Rule 1401 and proposed Rule 1402.  A comparison of project alternatives, existing environmental settings, and other required CEQA topics was also included in the revised Draft EA.
Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 and Proposed Rule 1402, April 1994:  The Final EA incorporated comments received on the Revised Draft EA from the public, and SCAQMD’s responses to those comments.  In April 1994, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted Rule 1402, but not the amendments to Rule 1401.
Other CEQA Documents for Rule 1401

Several previous environmental analyses have been prepared to analyze potential adverse environmental impacts from previous amendments to Rule 1401 and are listed as followed.  These documents can be obtained by submitting a Public Records Act Request to the SCAQMD.

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
 for the Proposed Rules 223/1401, October 1987:  The Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the Proposed Rules 223/1401 was released for a 30-day public comment period on October 28, 1987.  The Initial Study contained a brief project description and the environmental checklist as required by the CEQA Guidelines.   The environmental checklist also included a description of the potential adverse environmental effects that may result from implementing the proposed rules.

Draft Environmental Impact Report for Proposed Rules 223/1401, March 1989:  The Draft EIR for proposed Rules 223/1401 was released for a 45-day public comment period on March 14, 1989.  The Draft EIR contained a complete description of proposed Rules 223/1401, a discussion of the environmental setting, i.e., a discussion and comparison of alternatives to the proposed rules, a discussion of the relationship between short-term uses and long term productivity, a discussion of irreversible environmental changes, growth inducing impacts, cumulative impacts from the proposed rule and other SCAQMD rules, and a discussion of the effects not found to be significant.  The focus of the Draft EIR was the discussion of environmental impacts (and recommended mitigation measures) which included the following topics: secondary air quality impacts resulting from T-BACT equipment that have a combustion source as part of their operation; solid waste impacts; secondary water quality impacts that may be generated by T-BACT equipment; soil impacts; energy impacts; risk of upset impacts; public health impacts; public service impacts; transportation/circulation impacts; noise impacts and aesthetic impacts.  The Governing Board did not certify this document.

Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1401, April 1990:  As a result of adding a new toxic air contaminant (methylene chloride) to the list of regulated compounds, incorporating the requirements of Proposed Rule 223 into a guidance document, and minor changes to Proposed Rule 1401, the SCAQMD prepared and circulated a Draft EA for proposed Rule 1401 on April 6, 1990 (for a 30-day public review and comment period ending May 7, 1990).  The Draft EA superseded the previous prepared EIR that was not certified by the Governing Board.  The Draft EA included all of the information contained in the Draft EIR, an analysis of impacts resulting from adding methylene chloride to the list of regulated compounds, and measures to mitigate potential impacts. 

Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1401, June 1990:  The Final EA for the Proposed Amendments to Rule 1401 was completed and available to the public prior to the public hearing for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 (June 1, 1990).  The Final EA contained a summary of the environmental analysis, comments received on the Draft EA, and SCAQMD responses to these comments.
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for Proposed Rule 1401, October 1990:  A Draft SEA was prepared to analyze potential adverse environmental impacts associated with incorporating 25 additional carcinogenic compounds into Rule 1401.  The Draft SEA was distributed for a 30-day public review and comment period from October 15 through November 14, 1990.  The SEA contained a description of the proposed amendments and a discussion of any environmental impacts that may result from the addition of the compounds proposed for regulation.  A comparison of project alternatives, existing environmental settings, and other required CEQA topics were included in the Draft SEA for Rule 1401.
Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1401, December 1990:  The Final SEA for the proposed amendments to Rule 1401 was completed and available to the public prior to the public hearing for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 (December 7, 1990).  The Final Supplemental EA contained a summary of the environmental analysis and responses to comments received on the Draft Supplemental EA.

Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1401, February 1993:.  The EA was released for a 30-day public comment period that ended on March 12, 1993.  Based on public comments received from a public workshop in June 1993, written letters, and public testimony to the Governing Board in July, August and November 1993, staff determined that modifications to the proposal constituted significant new information, triggering the need for further analysis and a second EA below.  

Draft and Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1402 and Proposed Amendments 1401, December 1993:  Released for a 45-day public comment period ending January 14, 1994, this second EA contained a combined analysis for both Proposed Rule 1402 and the amendments to Rule 1401.  In April 1994, the Governing Board adopted Rule 1402, but not the amendments to Rule 1401. 

Draft and Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1401, October 1994:  Since that time, additional information was obtained and the analysis of the impacts focused primarily on the proposed amended Rule 1401.  That updated analysis constituted the third EA, which was released for a 45-day public review and comment period that ended on November 28, 1994.  In January 1995, the Governing Board again declined to amend the rule and did not certify the EA.  

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Amendments to Rule 1401, January 1998:  The Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Initial Study of an Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Amendments to Rule 1401 was released for a 30-day public review period on January 30, 1989.  The Initial Study contained a brief project description and the environmental checklist as required by State and SCAQMD CEQA Guidelines.   The environmental checklist also included a description of the probable environmental effects that may result from implementing the proposed amendments.

Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401, March 1998:  A Draft EA was prepared to analyze the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the following components of proposed Rule 1401: adding approximately 450 TACs to Rule 1401; making the rule’s toxic list more consistent with the lists in mandated state and federal programs; establishing a framework for protecting public health from non-cancer health risks from air toxics; and adding a mechanism to incorporate newly identified unit risk values.  The Draft EA was distributed for a 45-day public comment period from March 20 to May 4, 1998.  The EA also contained a comparison of project alternatives, existing environmental settings, and other required CEQA topics.
Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401, June 1998:  The Final EA for the proposed amendments to Rule 1401 was completed and available to the public prior to the public hearing for proposed amended Rule 1401 (July 10, 1998).  The Final EA contained a summary of the environmental analysis, comments received on the Draft EA, and SCAQMD’s responses to comments received.

Addendum to the June 1998 Final EA, the May 1990 Final EA and the November 1990 Final Supplemental EA for Proposed Amended Rule 1401, October 1998:  An Addendum to the June 1998 Final EA, the May 1990 Final EA and the November 1990 Final Supplemental EA for the Proposed Amended Rule 1401 was prepared to discuss the addition of 58 updated or new unit risk factors to TACs listed in the risk assessment guidance document, entitled Risk Assessment Procedure for Rules 1401 and 212.  The project was being undertaken to provide consistency with modifications approved by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).  The action did not substantially change the environmental analyses in the previous assessments, or require additional mitigation measures.  An addendum is not required to be circulated for public review, and therefore, no public comments were received.

Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401, October 1998:  A Draft SEA was prepared to analyze potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the following components of proposed amended Rule 1401: adding 41 carcinogens to Table I - TACs; adding nine compounds used in the metal plating industry; and adding seven previously analyzed TACs which were inadvertently excluded in the final version of the rule during the last amendments.  The analysis in the Draft SEA concluded that the potential adverse direct or indirect environmental impacts from the proposed rule amendments would not be significant.  Therefore, the Draft SEA was distributed for a 30-day public comment period from October 30 to November 30, 1998.
Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401, December 1998:  The Final SEA for the proposed amendments to Rule 1401 was completed and available to the public prior to the public hearing for proposed amended Rule 1401 (January 8, 1999).  The Final SEA contained a summary of the environmental analysis, comments received on the Draft SEA and SCAQMD’s responses to comments.

Addendum to the June 1998 Final EA for Proposed Amended Rule 1401, March 1999:  An Addendum to the June 1998 Final EA for proposed amended Rule 1401 was prepared to discuss the addition of nickel and nickel compounds and regulating these compounds for cancer and non-cancer effects.  Also, the effective date for certain TACs with non-cancer effects was clarified.  The June 1998 Final EA fully analyzed potential adverse environmental impacts from regulating nickel and nickel compounds as well as regulating additional TACs with non-cancer effects.  The proposed modifications did not substantively change the environmental analyses in the previous assessment, change any conclusions regarding significance, or require additional mitigation measures.  An addendum is not required to be circulated for public review, and therefore, no public comments were received.

Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 and Proposed Amended Rule 219, May 1999:  A Draft EA was prepared to discuss the potential environmental impacts associated assigning new acute reference exposure levels (RELs) and effective dates to 56 TACs already listed in Rule 1401.  The analysis concluded that the proposed amendments would not generate any significant adverse direct or indirect environmental impacts.  The Draft EA was distributed for a 30-day public comment period from May 20 to June 18, 1999.
Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 and Proposed Amended Rule 219, June 1999:  The Final EA for the proposed amendments to Rule 1401 and Rule 219 was completed and available to the public prior to the public hearing for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 and Rule 219 (August 13, 1999).  No comment letters were received from the public.

executive summary

CEQA Guidelines §15123 requires an EA to include a brief summary of the proposed actions and their consequences.  In addition, areas of controversy including issues raised by the public must also be included in the executive summary.  

The following subsections provide brief summaries of the contents of each chapter in this document, including the impacts and mitigation chapter, Chapter 4.

Executive Summary:  Chapter 2 – Project Description

The proposed project is summarized in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1

Summary of the Proposed Amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401

PAR 1402
Proposed Amendments to Rule 1402

Applicability
Include emission inventory requirements for non-2588 facilities that use a specific TAC (see Table 2-3) or that fall within a specific industry-wide group (see Table 2-4).


Risk reduction requirements for any facility with facility-wide TAC emissions that exceed the specified significant or action levels

Significant Threshold Levels
Maintain MICR at 100 in one million (100 x10-6) and the HI at 5.0. Effective date of adoption.

Significant Level Compliance Schedule
Comply with action risk level within 3 years of approval of facility’s risk reduction plan with no additional time allowances if over significant risk level..

Interim Action Levels (For Prioritization Only) (see Chapter 2 updates)
Establish interim action level for MICR at 25 in one million (25 x 10-6), a hazard index of 3.0 and a cancer burden of 0.5. Effective date of adoption.

Final Action Levels (see Chapter 2 updates)
Establish final action level for MICR at 10 in one million (10 x 10-6) , a hazard index of 3.0 and a cancer burden of 0.5.  Effective date of adoption.

Interim Action Level Compliance Schedule (see Chapter 2 updates on Tier I facility qualifications)


Final Action Level Compliance Schedule (see Chapter 2 updates on Tier II facility qualifications)
Effective date of adoption, with full compliance within three years, with the condition to allow an additional two years if technically or economically infeasible.

Table 1-1 (concluded)

Summary of the Proposed Amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401

PAR 1402
Proposed Amendments to Rule 1402

Certification Requirements
Require one signature of responsible company official for proof of certification of risk reduction plan when submitted.

List of Toxic Air Contaminants
Reference Rule 1401 list for non-AB2588 facilities.

Progress Reports
Increase frequency of progress report to every 12  months.

Public Notification
Increased frequency of public notification.

Phase I Health Risk Assessment Updates
Facilities have the option of submitting an HRA with revised inventories or being subject to public notification requirements based on original inventory information.

Inventory Reporting Requirements
Add inventory requirements for facilities that use TACs of concern.  Industry-specific facilities subject to inventory requirement 1/1/2003 unless applicable source-specific rule adopted  that specifically exempts that source category.

PAR 1401
Proposed Amendments to Rule 1401

Requirements
Removing the requirement to access risk with post 1990 permit units within 100 meters of new permit.

Executive Summary:  Chapter 3 – Existing Settings

Air Quality 

Over the last decade and a half, there has been significant improvement in air quality in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  Nevertheless, several air quality standards are still exceeded frequently and by a wide margin.  Of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established for six criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, and PM10), the area within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is only in attainment with the sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide standards.  Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the existing air quality setting for each criteria pollutant, as well as the human health effects associated with each pollutant.

Over the last few years, the SCAQMD has regulated pollutants other than criteria pollutants, such as TACs, greenhouse gases and stratospheric ozone depleting compounds.  The SCAQMD has developed a number of rules to control non-criteria pollutants from both new and existing sources.  These rules originated through state directives, CAA requirements, or the SCAQMD rulemaking process.

Geophysical

Soils in the district are generally dry with subsurface horizons of clay.  These soils are typically associated with climates with rainy winters and dry summers.  The majority of soils in the district exhibit moderate to high erosion potential.  Erosion is common in unvegetated regions in the district with steep slopes or high winds.

Water Resources

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine regional water quality control boards (RWQCB) are responsible for protecting surface and groundwater supplies in California, regulating waste disposal, and requiring cleanup of hazardous conditions (California Water §§13000 - 13999.16).  In particular, the SWRCB establishes water-related policies and approves water quality control plans, which are implemented and enforced by the RWQCBs.  Five RWQCBs have jurisdiction over areas within the boundaries of the district.  These agencies also regulate discharges to state waters through federal National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits.  Discharges to publicly owned treatment works (POTW) are regulated through federal pre-treatment requirements enforced by the POTWs.

Total water demand within the district was approximately 4.22 million-acre feet (MAF) or about 1.4 trillion gallons in fiscal year 1995
 (July 1994 through June 1995).  About two-thirds of that demand occurred in the service area of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD).  The MWD's service area includes southern Los Angeles County, all of Orange County, the western portion of Riverside County, and the Chino Basin in southwestern San Bernardino County.  The MWD supplied 1.57 MAF and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, the other major water supplier in Southern California, supplied 0.55 MAF in the fiscal year 1995 (Rodrigo, 1996).  The remaining 2.1 MAF were drawn from local water sources by local water districts within the MWD service area.  About 89 percent of water consumed in the MWD region goes to urban uses with the rest going to agriculture (Rodrigo, 1996). 

Transportation/Circulation

The agencies that share authority for transportation-related programs in the district include SCAG, the county transportation authorities, local government transportation departments and Caltrans.  SCAG develops transportation plans for the region, including the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), which detail all of the capital and non-capital improvements to the transportation system that will occur between now and 2010. 

The ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are the two major ports in the district, with about 5,500 vessel arrivals annually in 1993 (Marine Vessel Emissions Inventory and Control Strategies, Acurex Environmental Corporation, 1996) and moving more than five million containers in 1995 (SCAG’s Final RTP, 1998).  There are 26 general aviation, 5 commercial and 3 military/joint use airports in the district.  These airports served 73.9 million passengers in 1995 (SCAG’s Final RTP, 1998).

Energy

There are a variety of commercial, residential, and industrial end-users of electricity in the region.  Electricity is transmitted to end-users through an extensive electricity distribution system.  Southern California Edison (SCE), the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power LADWP and the municipal utilities of Burbank, Glendale, and Pasadena (BGP) provide electricity distribution for the Southern California planning area.  The LADWP and BGP service areas are located entirely within the boundaries of the SCAQMD, while SCE's territory extends above the northern borders of Los Angeles County and San Bernardino County to include Ventura, Inyo, Mono and portions of Kings and Kern counties.

Natural gas is a fossil fuel widely used by stationary sources in the district.  It is consumed by end-users in the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors.  Its use is also increasing in the transportation sector.

Imports of petroleum products to California from out-of-state represent about six percent of total fuel demand.  Domestic suppliers have been the primary source of the imports.  Petroleum product export trends show that California is an important supplier of products to the neighboring states of Nevada and Arizona.  Recent export volumes represent about 20 percent of California demand, or 100 million barrels per year of products.

Hazards

Potential hazard impacts may be associated with the production, use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials.  For the purposes of this document, the term hazardous material includes hazardous wastes.  Hazardous materials may be found at industrial production and processing facilities.  Examples of hazardous materials used on a consumable basis include petroleum, solvents, and coatings.  Currently, hazardous materials are transported throughout the air district in great quantities via all modes of transportation including rail, highway, water, air and pipeline.

Hazard concerns are also related to the risks of explosions, the release of hazardous substances, or exposure to air toxics.  State law requires detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled, used, stored, and disposed of to prevent or mitigate injury to health or the environment in the event that such materials accidentally released.  Federal laws, such as the Emergency Planning and Community-Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (also known as Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act or SARA) impose similar requirements.

Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino and Orange counties had 1,527 reported incidents in 1997, 640 of which were petroleum spills.  

Public Services – Fire Protection

Public services offered and available within the District are extensive and numerous.  The only public service agency identified that might be adversely affected by PAR 1401 is fire protection.  Fire protection services are generally provided by city and county fire departments with some cities contracting with the county for services.  The U.S. Forest Service provides fire protection on all national forest lands while the California Department of Forestry has jurisdiction over wild land fire protection in various unincorporated areas of Riverside and San Bernardino counties.  The northeastern area of Los Angeles County is served by the Los Angeles County Department of Forestry.  Approximately 17,914 personnel (1 employee per 765 civilians) were employed in fire protection within the four-county region comprising the district, as of June 1993.

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Solid wastes consist of residential wastes (trash and garbage produced by households), construction wastes, commercial and industrial wastes, home appliances and abandoned vehicles, and sludge residues (waste remaining at the end of the sewage treatment process).  A total of 32 Class III active landfills and two transformation facilities are located within the district with a total disposal capacity of 111,198 tons per day.  Los Angeles County has 14 active landfills with a permitted capacity of over 58,000 tons per day.  San Bernardino County has nine public and private landfills within the district’s boundaries with a combined permitted capacity of 11,783 tons per day.  Riverside County has 12 active sanitary landfills with a total capacity of 14,707 tons per day.  Each of these landfills is located within the unincorporated area of the county and is classified as Class III.  Orange County currently has four active Class III landfills with a permitted capacity of over 25,000 tons per day.

Executive Summary:  Chapter 4 – Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

There are no new significant or more severe adverse environmental effects resulting from the changes relative to the project or to the analysis performed for the Draft EA.
AIR QUALITY 

Direct Air Quality Impacts

The proposed amendments are expected to provide human health benefits by further reducing potential health risks associated with carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic air contaminants.  By curtailing the compliance schedule for risk reduction from five years to three years, these potential health risks will be reduced sooner.  HRA facilities with cancer risk (greater than 25x10-6) will reduce risk by 50 percent, with cancer risk (between 10x10-6 and 25x10-6) will reduce risk by 60 percent, and HRA facilities with non-cancer risk will reduce risk by 30 percent as a result of the proposed amendments.

Construction Emissions

The construction-related activities from affected facilities installing add-on controls (thermal oxidizers, scrubbers, carbon adsorbers, etc.) for compliance with the proposed amendments to Rule 1402 result in no significant adverse construction air quality impacts.  

Secondary Impacts from the Operation of Add-On Control Equipment

Thermal oxidizers destroy VOC emissions, which in turn destroy the toxic compounds, but the process produces secondary criteria pollutants, such CO, NOx, VOC, SOx, and PM10.  Regenerating spent carbon also generates criteria pollutant emissions.  The analysis indicates that regenerating spent carbon produced substantially lower emissions than using oxidation devices.  Any wastes generated will require transport to disposal or recycling facilities.  Based on 39  transport truck trips per day, the operation related mobile source emissions does not exceed any SCAQMD air quality thresholds of significance.  Total criteria pollutant emissions generated by affected facilities affected by the proposed amendments to Rule 1402 would not exceed the SCAQMD’s applicable operational significance thresholds.

Odors

No significant additional odor impacts are expected to result from the use of acetone or other solvents in reformulating coatings.

GEOPHYSICAL

Installation of certain pollution control equipment may, in some cases, have the potential to adversely affect existing geophysical conditions from any excavation, grading or filling that may be associated with installing add-on control equipment.  These impacts may result from the modification of existing control equipment, or the construction and installation of new control equipment. Geophysical impacts are expected to be insignificant.

WATER RESOURCES 

Water Demand

Water demand impacts associated with the use of scrubbers and other types of pollution control equipment are anticipated to create a negligible incremental water demand impact and will not exceed the SCAQMD’s significant threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day.  It is within the capacity of the local water purveyors to supply the small incremental increase in water demand associated with the PAR 1402.  Therefore, no significant water demand impacts are expected as the result of implementing the proposed amendments.

Water Quality

Onsite removal and storage of toxic waste from pollution control equipment designed to remove TACs may increase the potential of spills, leaks, or accidental release which could be introduced into the surface water and contaminate the groundwater supplies.  Groundwater impacts could also occur as a result of waste material generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations being illegally dumped on the ground and percolating to water-bearing formations.  Similarly, surface water impacts could occur from waste material generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations being illegally dumped into storm drains that flow to interconnected bodies of water.  Based on analyses prepare for other SCAQMD projects there is substantial data that improper disposal of low VOC coatings will not occur.  Wastewater impacts associated with the disposal of toxic waste from add-on control equipment and from waterborne clean-up waste material are considered not significant.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Construction-related Truck and Worker Trips

The construction and installation of the control technologies that would be used to ensure compliance with proposed amended Rule 1402 could generate short-term impacts to traffic and circulation.  The proposed amendments are expected to generate 75  additional phase 1 construction worker commute trips (three construction worker trips for each of the 25  affected facilities at one vehicle trip per construction worker) and 42  additional phase 2 construction worker commute trips (three construction worker trips for each of 14  phase 2 facilities).  Potential construction traffic/circulation impacts are expected to be insignificant.  

Operation-related Transport Truck Trips

PAR 1402 would generate an additional 39  truck trips per day in the entire district (one trip for each of the 25  phase 1 and 14  phase 2 facilities).  These potential truck trips are not expected to significantly adversely affect circulation patterns on local roadways or the level of service at intersections near affected facilities.

ENERGY

Construction Phase

The projected energy impacts from diesel and gasoline fuel consumed in construction equipment portable equipment and by construction workers’ vehicles traveling to and from construction sites are determined to be not significant.  

Operational Phase

Any operational natural gas impacts associated with implementing the proposed amendments are attributable to fuel consumed in thermal oxidizers used by affected facilities to reduce VOC emissions, and by regenerating spent carbon.  Because the natural gas impact from the proposed amendments is a negligible percentage of the remaining annual capacity, the natural gas impact on the supply is not significant.  

The equipment and vehicles needed for construction- and operational-related activities associated with the proposed amendments is necessary and will not use energy in a wasteful manner.  There will be no substantial depletion of energy resources nor will significant amounts of fuel be needed when compared to existing supplies.  Furthermore, if additional fuel is needed to generate electricity for electric fans or motors used in conjunction with thermal oxidizers at affected facilities, it would not be a wasteful use of energy nor substantially deplete existing energy resources.  Thus, there are no significant adverse energy/mineral resources impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed amendments.

HAZARDS

The potential hazard impacts of the proposed amendments are associated with the use of flammable, explosive, or otherwise hazardous materials in reformulated coatings and the risk of upset from exposure to hazardous materials during transport.  The analysis in Chapter 4 shows that the potential hazard impacts resulting from adopting and implementing the proposed project are not expected to be significant.  Coating operations are typically performed in industrial settings that already store and use hazardous materials, including currently used coating formulations.  Thus, the increased usage of acetone and other hazardous materials as a result of implementing the project will generally be balanced by reduced usage of other equally or more hazardous materials.  Additionally, aqueous coating materials typically contain less or non-hazardous materials compared to conventional coating products, a net benefit.  Further, emergency contingency plans that are already in place are expected to minimize potential hazard impacts posed by any increased use of acetone in future compliant coating materials.  Businesses are required to report increases in the storage of flammable and otherwise hazardous materials to local fire departments to ensure that adequate conditions are in place to protect against hazard impacts.  OSHA regulations coupled with standard operating procedures, including safe handling practices, minimize worker exposure to hazardous material during coating operations.  

Regulations, such as the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program are also in place regarding safety during transport of hazardous materials.  The CAA Section 112 (r) requires the implementation of an accidental release prevention program if the amount of hazardous and/or flammable material to be stored at a facility or transported to and from the facility exceeds their threshold.

PUBLIC SERVICES – FIRE PROTECTION

The potential impact on fire departments from accidental release of hazardous and/or flammable materials is expected to be insignificant.

SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE 

Generation of solid/hazardous waste due to disposal of carbon and metals from control equipment is expected to be not significant because there is sufficient landfill capacity in California to handle wastes generated from implementing PAR 1402.

Table 1-2 presents a summary of the potential impacts and significance determinations associated with the proposed project.

tABLE 1-2

Summary of Potential Adverse Environmental Impacts from the
Proposed Amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401

Environmental Topic
Potential Impact
Significance 

Air Quality
Construction-related emissions from installation of add-on control equipment
NS


Secondary emissions from add-on control equipment
NS


Operation-related mobile source emissions
NS


Odors associated with reformulated coatings
NS

Geophysical
Potential impact to existing geophysical conditions from excavation, grading or filling when installing new control equipment.
NS

Water Resources
Water quality impacts from the onsite removal and storage of toxic waste from pollution control equipment
NS


Water demand associated with use of scrubbers and other pollution control equipment that use water
NS

Transportation/
Circulation
Construction-related truck and worker trips
NS


Operation-related transport truck trips for treatment or disposal of hazardous waste
NS

tABLE 1-2 (concluded)

Summary of Potential Adverse Environmental Impacts from the
Proposed Amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401

Environmental Topic
Potential Impact
Significance 

Energy
Increased energy consumption during construction activity
NS


Increased use of gasoline, diesel, natural gas and electricity to install and operate add-on control equipment
NS

Hazards
Risk of upset associated with material substitution or exposure to hazardous waste during transport
NS

Public Services – Fire Protection
Increase burden of local fire departments if accidental release of hazardous materials
NS

Solid/Hazardous Waste
Generation of solid/hazardous waste due to disposal of carbon and metals  from control equipment
NS

NS = not significant

Executive Summary:  Chapter 5 – Alternatives 

Four alternatives to the proposed amendments as well as the proposed project are summarized in Table 1-3:  No Project Alternative; Alternative A (Further Lower Action Levels), Alternative B (Proposed Project with Extended Risk Reduction Schedule) and Alternative C (Higher Action Levels With Extended Risk Reduction Schedule).

It is recommended that the Proposed Project be selected over Alternatives A, B and C because it provides a better balance between the benefits to human health and the potential adverse impacts that could result from TAC and criteria pollutant emissions and greater water demand.  The Proposed Project and Alternative A provide the greatest reduction in risk from carcinogens and non-carcinogenic TAC emissions and would provide the same risk reduction compliance schedule.  Alternative A goes beyond the expectations of the proposed project as the action levels for both MICR and HI are lower than those in the proposed project.  Thus, Alternative A would fully satisfy the intended objective of the project.

The No Project Alternative does not achieve the intended purpose of the rulemaking because it provides no further risk reduction beyond existing Rules 1402 and 1401 and thus no change from the existing environmental setting.  Alternatives B would partially achieve the project objectives in part, but would not ultimately provide the same degree of human health benefits as PAR 1402.  With the highest of action levels and the longest compliance schedule for complying with applicable risk reduction requirements, Alternative C would provide smallest human health benefits besides the No Project Alternative,.  As a result, Alternatives B and C would not protect public health to the extent of either the PAR 1402 or Alternative A.

Table 1-3

Project Alternative Descriptions


No Project Alternative
Project
Alternative A (Further Lower Action Levels)
Alternative B (Extended Risk Reduction Schedule)
Alternative C (Higher Action Levels)

Significant Threshold Level - MICR
100 in one million
100 in one million
100  in one million
100 in one million
100 in one million

Significant Threshold Level - HI
5.0
5.0
5.0 
5.0
5.0

Interim Action Level - MICR
None
25 in one million
None
None
None

Interim Action Level - HI
None
3.0
None
None
None

Final Action Level - MICR
100 in one million
10 in one million
10 in one million
25 in one million
50 in one million

Final Action Level - HI
5.0
3.0
1.0
3.0
5.0

Excess Cancer Burden
None
0.5
0.05
0.5
1.0

Risk Reduction Compliance Schedule
5 years
3 years with extension of additional 2 years
3 years with extension of additional 2 yearsa
3 years with extension of additional 7 years
3 years with extension of additional 7 years

Technical/Economic Feasibility Option
no
yes
yes
yes
yes

Inventory Requirements 

· Reporting threshold

· Effective date
n/a
· MICR > 100 in one million: HI > 5.0

· January 2003
· MICR > 25 in one million: HI > 3.0

· January 2003
· MICR > 100 in one million: HI > 5.0

· January 2005
· MICR > 100 in one million: HI > 5.0

· January 2005

# of TACs of Concern
None
8
8
6b
6 b

Exemptions
none
Source-specific facilities when source-specific rule adopted
Source-specific facilities when source-specific rule adopted
Source-specific facilities when source-specific rule adopted
Source-specific facilities until source-specific rule adopted

Remove r1401 100 m Cumulative Requirement
no
yes
yes
yes
yes

a  No two-year extension allowed if the facility is within 1,000 feet of a school.
b  Excludes 1,3 butadiene and cadmium.
> is the symbol for greater than or equal to.

Executive Summary:  Chapter 6 – Other CEQA Topics 

Human population growth in the region has greatly accelerated the rate of use of some natural resources and the depletion of nonrenewable natural resources, implementation of the proposed amendments would place insignificant additional incremental demands on the use of non-renewable and limited resources such as energy, landfill usage, and construction materials.  Some resources may also be required for transportation and circulation improvements, improved sewer access, and other infrastructure improvements.  Positive environmental changes are anticipated as well.  The project will result in significantly reduced emissions of TACs, thereby greatly improving public health.

Implementing the proposed amendments will not, by itself, have a direct growth-inducing impact on the District.  In general, the proposed amendments may involve retrofitting some equipment and may involve some expansion of commercial or industrial sites.  An increase in the number of workers at a site or a relocation of new workers to adjacent areas are not expected to occur because the proposed amendments do not provide incentives or disincentives for growth in the affected industries.
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Project Location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles, referred to hereafter as the district, consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino counties), and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a sub-area of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the north and east.  It includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Los Angeles County portion of MDAB (known as North county or Antelope Valley) is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and west, the Los Angeles/Kern county border to the north, and the Los Angeles/San Bernardino county border to the east.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB 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 sub-region of Riverside County and the SSAB that is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 2-1).

overview of regulations for Toxic Air Contaminants

The SCAQMD’s efforts to regulate sources of TACs have been based partly on implementing measures adopted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air Resources Board (ARB).  The SCAQMD has also regulated TACs under the authority of SCAQMD Rule 402 - Nuisance, to address local problems on a case-by-case basis.  Additionally, the SCAQMD has initiated and adopted a number of rules to reduce TACs.  The following is an overview of federal and state air toxic legislation and TAC programs, and the SCAQMD TAC rules that have been adopted to implement federal, state, or SCAQMD TAC reduction programs.

Federal Programs

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes requirements to regulate emissions of air pollutants to protect human health and the environment.  In addition to regulating criteria pollutants, the CAA requires the USEPA to regulate TACs it has found to adversely affect human health.  Federal regulations for air toxics include the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) under Section 112 of the CAA and the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS).  The SCAQMD has been delegated authority by USEPA to implement and enforce NESHAPs regulations (see SCAQMD Regulation X.
Toxic air pollutants are also addressed in other federal legislation including:

· Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)

· Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

· Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)

· Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA)

· Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
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Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District

State Programs 

Regulatory activity for reducing TACs has increased in California over the past twelve years due to public concern over the potential adverse effects of TACs, potential environmental impacts from accidental releases of toxic substances, and the slow emergence of federal regulations to control TACs.  In California, regulations that address TACs are summarized in the following subsections.

California Toxic Air Contaminants Law (AB 1807)

The California TAC control program [Tanner Toxics Act, California Health and Safety (H&S) Code Section 39655] was adopted by the California State Legislature in 1983.  This Act established a state program to identify and control TACs.  This legislation established the process through which the ARB, the Department of Health Services (DHS), the Department of Food and Agriculture (FDA), and a nine-member independent scientific committee called the Scientific Review Panel are responsible for identifying TACs.  Subsequently, the ARB, in conjunction with local air pollution districts, develops air toxics control measures (ATCMs) to reduce emissions from selected categories of sources.

After a TAC has been identified, the ARB may then adopt ATCMs, which contain requirements to control TAC emissions to the extent feasible, which may be based on health effects or currently available control technology.  Local air pollution districts must adopt equal or more stringent control measures within six months of adoption of the ATCM by ARB.

Toxic Air Contaminants: General Identification and Control Measures (AB 2728)

AB 2728 was enacted in 1992 and amends the Tanner process (AB 1807) to reflect the shift of certain duties from the DHS to the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessments (OEHHA).  This law requires the ARB to identify all 188 hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) listed under Title III of the 1990 CAA Amendments as TACs under the AB 1807 process.  It encourages local air districts to adopt TAC programs to enable local enforcement of Title III - Air Toxics of the federal CAA.  AB 2728 further provides that districts may adopt more stringent requirements than those provided under AB 1807.

Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588)

The Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act of 1987 established a statewide program to inventory and assess the risk from air toxics emissions in the state of California, and to notify the public about significant health risks associated with these emissions.  Facilities in the AB 2588 program submit air toxic inventory reports on a periodic basis.  Air toxics inventory reports are used to prioritize facilities into high, intermediate, or low priority.  High priority facilities are required to submit health risk assessments.  If a health risk assessment indicates that the facility poses a significant health risk, the facility must notify the affected public.

AB 2588 facilities are categorized according to their level of criteria pollutant emissions or their occurrence on the SCAQMD list of facilities with TAC emissions.  Phase I facilities emit over 25 tons per year of criteria pollutants.  Phase II facilities emit between 10 and 25 tons per year of criteria pollutants.  Phase III facilities are primarily smaller sources emitting less than 10 tons per year.

In October 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board amended Rule 212 by incorporating AB 2588 public notification procedures for Phase I and II facilities.  These procedures specify that AB 2588 facilities must provide public notice when exceeding the following levels:

· Maximum Individual Cancer Risk 
> 10 in one million (10 x 10-6)

· Total Facility Hazard Index 
> 1.0 for all AB 2588 substances, except 


lead

· Lead Hazard Index


> 0.5 for lead only

Public notice must be provided by letters mailed to all addresses and all parents of children attending schools in the vicinity of the emissions source.  In addition, facilities must hold a public meeting and provide copies of the facility risk assessment to all school libraries and a public library in the affected area.

Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Risk Reduction Audits and Plans (SB 1731)

This legislation amends the AB 2588 statutes to include a requirement for facilities with significant risk to prepare an airborne toxic risk reduction audit and plan.  The plan must evaluate risk reduction measures, as well as provide rationale for rejecting measures considered technologically infeasible or too costly.  The plan must also include a schedule for implementing measures that conform to specified timelines.  Timelines may be extended if air districts make specific findings concerning technical infeasibility and unreasonable economic burden.  SB 1731 does not define significant risk, technologically infeasible, or unreasonable economic burden, leaving the definition of these terms up to the discretion of the local air district.  This Act also requires OEHHA to adopt health risk assessment guidelines.  SCAQMD Rule 1402 - Control of Toxic Air Contaminants From Existing Sources, was adopted in April 1994 to implement the risk reduction requirements of SB 1731.

Other California regulations that address TACs are the following:

· Air Contaminant Emission for Releases Near Schools (AB 3205)

· Air Monitoring of Disposal Sites (AB 3374)

· Risk Management and Prevention Programs (AB 3777)

SCAQMD TAC Control Rules

TAC control rules adopted by the SCAQMD include enforcement of federal TAC  regulations, regulations developed through the state's air toxics program (AB 1807), as well as rules initiated and adopted by SCAQMD.  SCAQMD rules that reduce criteria pollutants and their precursors are also effective in reducing TACs in many instances.  Table 2-1 identifies all TAC rules currently adopted and enforced by the SCAQMD.

TABLE 2-1

Adopted Toxics Rules and Toxic Related Rules

RULE
TITLE
DESCRIPTION
AUTHORITY
ADOPTION DATE

212
Standards for Approving Permits
Establishes requirements, including public notification, before issuing permits
State,
AB 2588
Jan 1976

461
Gasoline Transfer and Dispensing
Reduces benzene emissions from the retail sale of gasoline
AB 1807
July 1989

Reg X
NESHAPs
Incorporate NESHAPs into SCAQMD rule by reference
Federal
12/3/76

1401
New Source Review of Carcinogenic Air Contaminants
Specifies limits for maximum individual cancer risk and excess cancer cases from new permit units, and relocations, or modifications to existing permit units which emit carcinogenic air pollutants
SCAQMD
June 1990



Adds 25 carcinogenic air contaminants
SCAQMD
Dec 1990



Adds ~450 TACs and establishing a framework to protect public health from toxic non-cancer health risks
SCAQMD
July 1998



Updates effective date of 58 TACs in concert with updating their unit risk factors in the Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 
SCAQMD
October 1998



Adds 41 carcinogens to Table I and adding seven previously analyzed TACs which were inadvertently excluded in the final version of the rule’s last amendments
SCAQMD
January 1999

TABLE 2-1 (concluded)

Adopted Toxics Rules and Toxic Related Rules

RULE
TITLE
DESCRIPTION
AUTHORITY
ADOPTION DATE

1401 continued

Adds nine compounds used in metal plating
SCAQMD
March 1999

1402
Control of TACs from Existing Sources
Specifies limits for maximum carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic health risk from existing sources
SCAQMD/ 
SB 1731
April 1994

1403
Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/ Renovation Activities
Specifies requirements for demolition/ renovation involving asbestos-containing materials
SCAQMD/ Federal
Oct 1989

1404
Cr+6 Emissions from Cooling Towers
Bans the use of additives containing Cr+6 in industrial and HVAC cooling processes
AB 1807
April 1990

1405
Control of Ethylene Oxide/CFC Emissions from Sterilization or Fumigation Processes
Limits ethylene oxide emissions from commercial and medical sterilization equipment, and from quarantine equipment and areas
AB 1807
Jan 1991

1406
Control of Dioxin Emissions from Medical Waste Incinerators
Limits of dioxin emission from medical waste incinerators
AB 1807
April 1991

1407
Control of Emissions of Arsenic, Cadmium, and Nickel from Non-Ferrous Metal Melting Operations
Reduces arsenic, cadmium, and nickel emissions from non-ferrous metal melting facilities
AB 1807
July 1994

1414
Asbestos-Containing Serpentine Material in Surfacing Applications
Eliminates any future use of asbestos-containing serpentine material for the surfacing of unpaved areas
AB 1807
May 1991

1420
Emissions Standard for Lead
Reduces lead emissions from stationary sources that process or recycle lead materials 
SCAQMD
Oct 1992

1421
Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems
Establishes perchloroethylene emission control requirements for dry cleaners
AB 1807/ Federal
Dec 1994

1469
Hexavalent Chromium (Cr+6) - Chrome Plating and Cr Acid Anodizing
Establishes emission control requirements for chrome plating and chromic anodizing facility
AB 1807
June 1988

Existing Rules 1402 and 1401

Regulatory History

Rule 1402 was adopted by the AQMD Governing Board in April 1994 and has not been amended since.  The rule implements the requirements of California Health and Safety Code Sections 44390 to 44394 (Chapter 6 of Part 6. Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment).  This part of the Hot Spots program requires air pollution districts to establish significant risk levels and requires facilities with risks above these significance levels to reduce emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs).  The risk assessment is based upon cumulative emissions from all processes at the facility.

Affected Facilities

Rule 1402 applies to those facilities with total facility emissions that exceed the significance level as indicated through:  (1) an HRA required pursuant to the Hot Spots Act and approved by the District; (2) an HRA prepared by the District for a facility or category of facilities pursuant to the Hot Spots Act; or (3) as required by the Executive Officer.  Based on emissions inventory information collected through the Hot Spots program, potential significant risk facilities are identified and required to perform a comprehensive health risk assessment.  To date, approximately 400 facilities that reported emissions under the Hot Spots Act have prepared health risk assessments.  

Rule Objective

The objective of Rule 1402 is to minimize public health risk from existing emissions of TACs.  This rule applies to existing facilities within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction whose facility-wide TAC emissions exceed any significant risk level.  Rule 1402 establishes requirements for applicability, significant risk levels, risk assessment, risk reduction plans, implementation of risk reduction plans and progress reports.  Rule 1402 complements District Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants, which establishes significant risk levels for permitting requirements for individual new, relocated and modified equipment/processes.  Rule 1401 was adopted in June 1990 and last amended in August 1999.

Risk Characterization

Risks from exposure to TACs are expressed as an added lifetime risk of contracting cancer as a result of a given exposure.  For example, exposure to carcinogens is referred to as the maximum individual cancer risk or MICR and is the probability of a potentially maximally exposed individual contracting cancer as a result of exposure to TACs over a period of 70 years for residential and 46 years for worker receptor locations.  MICR calculations are based on multiple pathways of exposure.

The risk to the exposed population is also characterized as an estimate of the number of excess cancer cases which may occur in the population as a result of exposure, sometimes referred to as the “cancer burden”.  For example, if one million people were subject to an increased risk of one in one million (1 x 10-6) due to a given exposure, it would be estimated that over a lifetime, one excess cancer cases may occur in this population from this exposure.

The health risk from exposure to non-carcinogenic TACs is evaluated by comparing the estimated level of exposure to the TAC to its REL.  The comparison is expressed as an acute (short-term) or chronic (long-term) hazard index (HI), depending on the REL.  

Significant Risk Levels

Rule 1402 establishes significant risk levels for cancer and non-cancer impacts.  The current significant risk levels under Rule 1402 are one hundred in one million (100 x 10-6) cancer risk and hazard index levels of five (5.0) for non-cancer acute and chronic health risks.  Rule 1401 establishes permit approval levels of one in one million cancer risk (10 in one million with best available control technology) and 1.0 for hazard indices.

Health Risk Assessment

A health risk assessment (HRA) is used to estimate the likelihood that an individual would contract cancer or experience other adverse health effects as a result of exposure to TACs.  District Rules 1401 and 1402 specify the methodology that must be used to evaluate health risks for the community from TAC emissions of a facility.

The risk assessment is based on a facility’s TAC emissions, risk factors, meteorology, and distance to receptors (locations where people live or work).  Cancer potencies and reference concentrations for non-cancer health effects developed by OEHHA are used to evaluate health risk.  A detailed discussion of health risk assessment is available in the July 1998 AQMD Staff Report for Proposed Amended Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants.

Risk Reduction Requirements

Under Rule 1402, facilities with risk assessments above the significant risk levels are required to develop a written plan for reducing health risk to the adjacent community and have that plan approved by the AQMD.  Currently under Rule 1402 the Executive Officer can use information obtained from Regulation XIII, Rule 1402, AQMD emissions reporting, compliance plans or applications to trigger Rule 1402 requirements.  Facilities are currently required to reduce their risk below significant levels within five (5) years or less.  Facilities are also required to provide biennial progress reports on implementation of their risk reduction program. 

Many facilities potentially subject to Rule 1402 risk reduction requirements have made significant reductions in toxic emissions.  Reductions have been due to Hot Spots notification requirements and AQMD rules.  These facilities have been able to lower their facility-wide risk below the Rule 1402 significance thresholds and AB 2588 notice thresholds.  Staff anticipates that two to three facilities may be subject to risk reduction requirements within the next year under the current rule.  

project description

Background

At the October 1997 meeting of the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD's) Governing Board, the Board adopted 10 environmental justice initiatives.  Initiative #10 stated that the “Board will re-open for public comment the toxics significance thresholds for cancer and non-cancer impacts contained in Rule 1402, and consideration of adding additional compounds and non-carcinogenic impact prevention into Rule 1401.”

As a result of the environmental justice initiatives, a Rule 1401 and 1402 Working Group was formed of representatives from businesses, environmental groups, government agencies and the public to discuss and evaluate the two rules.  AQMD staff has received considerable input from the Rule 1401/1402 Working Group, which was kept informed of MATES II efforts and preliminary results, AB2588, and federal and state toxic programs.  Significant progress has been made on Environmental Justice Initiative #10 through amendments to Rule 1401. 

Proposed amendments to Rule 1402 are in response to Environmental Justice Initiative #10 and comments from the Rule 1401/1402 Working Group.  A number of proposed amendments to Rule 1402 will clarify requirements and improve the effectiveness of the rule.  Other, more comprehensive enhancements, will make the rule more stringent.  

Proposed Amendments to Rule 1402

The proposed amendments to Rule 1402 are summarized in Table 2-2.  Additional information on the individual components of PAR 1402 is provided in the following subsections.  To review the actual amendments to Rule 1402, the reader is referred to Appendix A.

Table 2-2

Summary of Proposed Amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401

PAR 1402
Proposed Amendments to Rule 1402

Applicability
Include emission inventory requirements for non-2588 facilities that use a specific TAC (see Table 2-3) or that fall within a specific industry-wide group (see Table 2-4).


Risk reduction requirements for any facility with facility-wide TAC emissions that exceed the specified significant or action levels.

Significant Threshold Levels
Maintain MICR at 100 in one million (100 x10-6) and the HI at 5.0. Effective date of adoption.

Significant Level Compliance Schedule
Comply with action risk level within 3 years of approval of facility’s risk reduction plan with no additional time allowances until facilitywide risk is less than significant risk level.

Interim Action Levels (For Prioritization Only)
Establish interim action level for MICR at greater than 25 in one million (25 x 10-6), a hazard index greater than 3.0 and a cancer burden greater than 0.5.

Final Action Levels
Establish final action level for MICR at greater than 10 in one million (10 x 10-6) , a hazard index greater than 3.0 and a cancer burden greater than 0.5.

Interim Action Level Compliance Schedule (see updated description below)


Final Action Level Compliance Schedule (see updated description below)
Effective date of adoption, with full compliance within three years, with the condition to allow an additional two years if technically or economically infeasible. 

Certification Requirements
Require one signature of responsible company official for proof of certification of risk reduction plan when submitted.

List of Toxic Air Contaminants
Reference Rule 1401 list for non-AB2588 facilities.

Progress Reports
Increase frequency of progress report to every 12  months.

Public Notification
Increased frequency of public notification.

Phase I Health Risk Assessment Updates
Facilities have the option of submitting an HRA with revised inventories or being subject to public notification requirements based on original inventory information.

Inventory Reporting Requirements
Add inventory requirements for facilities that use TACs of concern.  Industry-specific facilities subject to inventory requirement 2003 unless applicable source-specific rule adopted that specifically exempts that source category.

Requirements
Removing the requirement to assess risk with post 1990 permit units within 100 meters of new permit.

Diesel Exhaust Emissions From Stationary Diesel Internal Combustion Engines (ICEs)

Diesel exhaust entered the AB 1807 process in October 1989 and has undergone an extensive evaluation because of its potential cancer and non-cancer health effects and widespread exposure.  The California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the OEHHA evaluated diesel exhaust for potential identification as a TAC.  On April 22, 1998, the Scientific Review Panel (SRP) formally reviewed and approved listing of particulate emissions from diesel-fueled internal combustion engines (ICEs) as a TAC.

Emissions from diesel-fueled engines are mainly composed of particulate matter and gases, which contain potential cancer-causing substances.  Emissions from diesel ICEs currently include over 40 substances that are listed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) as hazardous air pollutants and the CARB as TACs.  CARB is in the process of developing several guidance documents related to regulating diesel emissions as a TAC.  SCAQMD staff is awaiting CARB’s guidance, which is expected to be released in the fall of 2000.  At that time, SCAQMD staff will address this issue, potentially through a source-specific rule. 

Applicability

Proposed Amended Rule 1402 expands and clarifies the existing scope of affected facilities for health risk assessment (HRA) requirements, emission inventory requirements, and AB2588 Phase I facility HRA revision requirements.  In addition, the proposed amendments include emission inventory requirements for non-AB2588 facilities that have not yet been identified by the AB2588 program or facilities that fall within a specific industry-wide group.  Emissions data collected through the proposed amendment will be used to identify those facilities that need to prepare an HRA, and identify facilities that will be subject to notification and risk reduction requirements, if necessary.  

Significant Threshold Levels

PAR 1402 would maintain the total facility-wide significant threshold levels at a MICR of greater than 100 in one million (100 x 10-6) and an HI greater than 5.0  For MICR and HI measure exposures to individuals who would be maximally exposed, PAR 1402 include, cancer burden measures the extent of health risk to the exposed population.  
Action Risk Levels

Cancer burden is the estimated increase in the occurrence of cancer cases in a population subject to a MICR of greater than or equal to one in one million (1 x 10-6) resulting from exposure to TACs.  The cancer burden is calculated by multiplying the total MICR of the facility by the total residential, commercial, and industrial population that would be affected by a cancer risk greater than one in a million (1 x 10-6).  Cancer burden will address those situations where low risks to the most exposed individual can be associated with a high overall cancer incidence in the population because of the large number of people exposed.  


In the initial draft proposal of PAR 1402, interim and final action levels were introduced.  Upon adoption of PAR 1402, a MICR interim action level of 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) (for prioritization) and a MICR final action level of 10 in one million (10 x 10-6) would be established.  Upon adoption of PAR 1402, an HI interim and final action level of 3.0 and an interim and final cancer burden level of 0.5 would be established.  Based on comments received, staff has established one action risk level.  Under PAR 1402, any facility that exceeds the action risk level must achieve risk reductions below this risk level within three years.
Risk Reduction Compliance Schedule

The SCAQMD is proposing to amend Rule 1402 to reduce the time schedule to implement risk reduction measures to comply with the significant threshold and interim action levels from five years to three years.  PAR 1402 does not include provisions for additional time extensions to achieve risk reductions below the significant threshold level.  
Risk reduction requirements under PAR1402 will be implemented in two phases, depending on the facility-wide risk level.  The first phase which affects Tier I Facilities is effective upon adoption of proposed amendments.  Tier I Facilities are facilities with (1) a facility-wide risk that is greater than interim risk level, or (2) a facility-wide risk that is greater than the action  risk level and the facility is located within 1,000 feet of a school.  The second phase which affects Tier II facilities is effective July 1, 2002.  Tier II facilities include non-Tier I facilities with a facility-wide risk that is less than interim risk level and greater than or equal to action risk level.
For facilities that are required to reduce risks below the action risk levels, PAR 1402 establishes a risk reduction time schedule of three years.  An additional two years, and any subsequent two-year renewal, may be allowed provided the facility can meet specific technical and economic criteria.  This provision is intended for those sources where it is technologically infeasible to implement risk reduction measures within a three-year timeframe.  To qualify for the extension, the facility must demonstrate:  (1) that there is not a technology or risk reduction measure that is commercially available for the source or that the risk reduction measure cannot achieve the necessary emission reductions within the three-year time period; and (2) there is no risk reduction measure that can be implemented on another source within the facility that will reduce the facility-wide risks within the three-year period.  H&S Code §44390 et. seq., establishes a schedule of five years to implement risk reduction measures, but allows for the acceleration or extension of this schedule provided that specific criteria are met.  This component of the proposed amendments will reduce TAC emissions sooner and provide additional benefits to public health compared to existing Rule 1402 

Currently under Rule 1402, the time schedule for complying with risk reduction requirements started from the initial plan submittal date.  The three-year time risk reduction time schedule for the original PAR 1402 starts from the date the risk reduction plan is approved by the Executive Officer.  Basing the time schedule from the date the plan is approved by the Executive Officer ensures that the facility’s significant threshold levels are the most current and the facility is implementing risk reduction measures that have been approved. .  After further discussion and consideration, it was decided to subject facilities to similar submittal requirements currently in Rule 1402.  Basing the start of risk reductions from the date the risk reduction plan is submitted provides an incentive for facilities to quickly seek approval of their risk reduction plan so facilities can maximize use of the three-year risk reduction period for implementing risk reductions. Reducing the time schedule for risk reductions is considered to be technically and economically feasible in most cases
When requesting additional time, the operator must submit the request at the time the risk reduction plan is submitted to the Executive Officer, or within 180 days before the end of the risk reduction period.  In addition, the operator must specify the amount of additional time, up to two years, that is needed to implement risk reductions measures.  For the source or sources that the operator is requesting additional time to implement risk reduction measures, the operator must provide an explanation of risk reduction measures evaluated and available as required in the risk reduction plan submittal requirements.

If risk reduction plans demonstrate that the facility has already reduced risks below the significant threshold levels, reductions claimed must be incorporated into permit conditions or compliance plans, in order to assure that reductions are permanent and enforceable.

Certification Requirements

Currently, Rule 1402 requires the signature of either a responsible company official, or a Professional Engineer (P.E.), or Registered Environmental Assessor (R.E.A.).  The policy for the Hot Spots program requires that documents submitted to the SCAQMD be signed by a responsible company official and the technical person responsible for preparing the document (i.e., a P.E. or R.E.A.).

The original proposed amendment of Rule 1402 required two signatures on the risk reduction plan similar to the Hot Spots program:  (1) the signature of a responsible company official; and (2) certification by a P.E. or R.E.A.  Requiring these two signatures will provide a greater commitment by the facility to implement the risk reduction plan and clarify the certification requirement of the plan.
Since the original proposal, the public has commented that both signatures from the responsible company official and the technical person preparing the plan is burdensome.  The requirement is particularly burdensome for facilities that have the technical expertise to prepare their own plan, however, do not have a P.E, or R.E.A. on staff.  Thus, PAR 1402 has been revised to require only the signature of the responsible company official since this is the person responsible for implementing the risk reduction plan.
List of Toxic Air Contaminants

Currently Rule 1402 includes a list of TACs with CAPCOA unit risk factors and reference exposure levels (RELs) that were available at the time of adoption.  These substances were listed in a California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) document prepared as guidance for the Hot Spots program (AB2588) by OEHHA and ARB.  The SCAQMD is proposing to update the list of TACs by removing the current list from Rule 1402 and referencing the Board approved list of TACs in Rule 1401 and their referenced unit risk factors and RELs.  Facilities subject to emissions inventory requirements under PAR 1402 will rely on the list of TACs identified in Rule 1401.  Facilities required to prepare and update emissions inventories required under the Hot Spots Act, however, will continue to use those TACs listed by CAPCOA, as required by law.

Progress Reports

For facilities required to implement risk reduction plans, the original proposed amendment  increased the frequency of progress reports to every 18 months.  Based on comments received, PAR 1402 has been revised.  The first report is due 12 months after approval of the risk reduction plan and a report must be submitted for review every 12  months thereafter until the objective of the plan is achieved.  This change will provide better assurance that facility operators evaluate their progress and make appropriate decisions to meet their commitments in the risk reduction plan.

Emissions Inventory Requirements

PAR 1402 requires non-AB2588 facilities that exceed specific significant threshold levels to provide facility-wide emission inventories of applicable TACs as identified above to the SCAQMD.  There are two sets of reporting thresholds as explained in the following subsections:  the first is based solely on emissions of specified TACs (Table 2-3) and the second is organized by the type of business (Table 2-4).  The thresholds are based on emission levels of substances that have the potential to pose health risks above significance levels.

Facilities Emitting TACs of Concern

Table 2-3 identifies specific carcinogenic TACs of concern and their respective reporting thresholds.  This list of TACs and emission inventory reporting requirements are independent of the facility’s associated industry classification.  The eight TACs listed in Table 2-3 were selected based on draft potency weighted emissions and ambient data collected through the MATES II program.  These facilities are referred to in this document as facilities emitting TACs of concern.  Some TACs, e.g., 1,3 butadiene, are associated primarily with mobile sources.

Any facility whose 1999 emissions exceed the thresholds in Table 2-3, is required to submit an annual emissions inventory to the Executive Officer no later than 60-day of notification from the Executive Officer. The method for developing the total facility emissions inventory must be consistent with the emissions inventory methodology specified by "ARB's Emission Inventory Criteria and Guidleines" (July 1997) and /or any new subset of these Guidelines as specified by the Executive Officer. 
Table 2-3

Emissions Reporting Thresholds by Specific TAC

TAC
THRESHOLD

1, 3 butadiene
20 lb/yr

Benzene
100114  lb/yr

Cadmium
0.8 lb/yr

Formaldehyde
600551  lb/yr

Hexavalent Chromium
0.02  lb/yr

Methylene Chloride
3,300  lb/yr

Nickel
13  lb/yr

Perchloroethylene
560  lb/yr

Industry-specific Category Threshold

Table 2-4 identifies industry-specific categories and their reporting threshold.  The distinction between facilities listed in Table 2-3 and facilities listed in Table 2-4 is the industry-specific facilities in Table 2-4 emit specific TACs that are associated with a specific type of operation.  For example, industry-specific facilities in Table 2-4 that emit hexavalent chromium specifically include metal plating operations whereas facilities emitting TACs of concern in Table 2-3 are facilities that might have a number of different operations, with one of those operations including coating operations where coatings containing hexavalent chromium are used.  Thus, the analysis in this document assumes there is no overlap between facilities subject to the reporting thresholds in Tables 2-3 and 2-4. 

The industry-specific groups in Table 2-4, representing more than 8,000 individual facilities, have been identified based on the potency-weighted emissions and were identified as sources that could potentially be above the risk thresholds in the proposed amended rule.  Typically, there are specific TACs associated with the various industries and the majority of these industries represent small sources.  If the facility’s primary business operations are described in Table 2-4 and that facility exceeds the threshold, the facility must submit a facility-wide inventory if a source-specific rule does not exempt it from PAR 1402 requirements. 

Currently, the emissions inventories for most of these industry groups are addressed through industry-wide inventories under the Hot Spots Program (AB2588).  Other industry groups, however, are either partially addressed through individual AB2588 inventory reports or are not required to submit an inventory report under AB2588. 

SCAQMD staff is proposing that risks from facilities in the 7  industry-specific groups identified in Table 2-4 be addressed through source-specific rules for each industry category.  Existing Rules 461, , 1405, 1407, 1421, 1469 currently regulate gasoline dispensing facilities, , sterilization processes, metal melting, perchloroethylene dry cleaners, hexavalent chromium operations, respectively.  Staff will prioritize the order in which industry will be examined for rule amendment or adoption if a source specific rule does not currently exist.  The existing rules will be amended as appropriate to exempt the industry-wide categories from PAR 1402.  If no further risk reduction progress is possible through the source specific rule, staff will consider whether the industry should remain subject to Rule 1402 requirements.  This approach will best utilize the industry and SCAQMD resources to develop risk reduction strategies that are specific to the industry.  Facilities in these industry groups, however, would be subject to PAR 1402 requirements three years after the date of adoption , unless a source-specific rule is adopted or amended by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board that specifically exempts the industry from the emissions inventory provisions of PAR 1402.  Those facilities that are included in the specific industry groups that submit individual facility-wide inventories under AB2588 are subject to the requirements of PAR 1402.  

The emission reporting thresholds in Tables 2-3 and 2-4 are conservative estimates of the minimum emissions that could result in either a cancer risk of 100 in a million or a non-cancer hazard index of 5.0.  The reporting thresholds are based upon the screening emission levels developed for the SCAQMD document Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 (Version 5.0, September 1999).

Table 2-4

Emissions Reporting Thresholds for Industry-specific Facilities or Equipment

INDUSTRY
TAC
THRESHOLD


· 
· 





· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Biomedical Sterilizing Operations
· Ethylene Oxide

· Propylene Oxide
· 4038 lb/yr

· 90089.4 lb/yr

Dry Cleaning and Degreasing
· Percholorethylene

· Methylene Chloride
· 560 lb/yr

· 3,300 lb/yr


· 
· 

Gasoline Stations
· Benzene in Gasoline
· 100114 lb/yr

Metal Finishing 



· Hexavalent Chromium

· Cadmium

· Nickel

· Copper
· 0.02 lb/yr

· 0.8 lb/yr

· 13 lb/yr

· 500 lbs/yr

Motion Picture Production
· Percholorethylene
· 560 lb/yr

Rubber
· Chlorinated Dibenzofurans, Benzene, Xylenes, Toluene, Phenol, and Methylene Chloride
· 1,000 lb of rubber product cured/ processed per year

Wood Stripping/Refinishing, 


· Methylene Chloride

· 
· DEHP
· 3,300 lb/yr

· 
· 1,400 lb/yr

Phase I Facility Health Risk Assessment Revision Requirements

To ensure data contained in HRAs are based on the most recent emissions data, PAR 1402 specifies emissions inventory revision requirements for any Phase I facility that submitted an HRA that is pending approval due to the need for an updated inventory or other information.  A Phase I facility is any facility that either emitted more than 25 tons in 1989 of any criteria pollutant or was listed in a toxics emitters list and was required to submit an emissions inventory report pursuant to the Hot Spots Act (AB2588).  PAR 1402 requires these Phase I facilities to provide a revised total facility inventory for the year 1995 or later by July 1, 2000.  The emissions inventory requirements must be consistent with the emissions inventory requirements of the Hot Spots Act (AB2588), state regulations, and SCAQMD guidelines.

Under PAR 1402, any Phase I facility that is awaiting approval of an HRA that does not submit revised information by July 1, 2000, will be subject to public notification requirements based on the original risk assessment that the facility submitted to the SCAQMD.  This provision is intended to provide an incentive to facilities that request a revision to their toxic emissions inventories to expedite their data submittal and to minimize potential delays in reviewing and approving HRAs.  Notification requirements include, but are not limited to, those required under the Hot Spots Act.

Public Notification During Risk Reduction

PAR 1402 establishes two types of public noticing requirements depending on the facility’s risk level.  These notifications are in addition to notices required by the Hotspots Act.  The purpose of the public notice is to report progress made in achieving risk reductions.  Based on comments received, public notification requirements have been strengthened.  The first type of public noticing applies to facilities with a facility-wide cancer risk between 10  and 100 in one million (10-100 x 10-6), cancer burden greater than equal to 0.5, or a HI greater than or equal to 3.0.  The second type of public noticing applies to those facilities with a facility-wide cancer risk that exceeds 100 in a million (100 x 10-6). 

PAR 1402 facilities with an approved HRA that exceed the threshold for notification shall provide written notification to their neighboring communities of their risk level.  The frequency for public notification must occur at a minimum of 12 months from the date that their reduction plan is approved by the SCAQMD, and every 12 months thereafter until facility-wide emissions are below the threshold for notification. 

PAR 1402 requires facilities with a facility-wide risk greater than 100 in a million (100 x 10-6) to provide written notification and consultation meetings with the neighboring community.  The frequency for both written notices and public meetings are 12 months from the date the facility’s risk reduction plan is approved, and 12 months thereafter, until the facility’s risk is less than the significant threshold levels.  Upon completing risk reduction requirements, the facility must provide written public notification until the facility-wide emissions are below the threshold for notification. 

Procedures for conducting written public notifications and consultation meeting requirements are based on the SCAQMD’s Governing Board-approved document, “Public Notification Procedures for Phase I and II Facilities under the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act.”  The specific sections of the Hot Spots Procedures document that must be followed when conducting written public notifications are:  Section III.C.2. Public Notice Materials which requires notice materials written in both English and Spanish, and additional languages as deemed appropriate by the Executive Officer; Section III.C.3. Area of Distribution (Area of Impact); Section III.C.4. Method of Distribution; and Section III.C.5. Verification of Distribution.  The specific sections of the Hot Spots Procedures document that must be followed when conducting public meetings are in Section III.D. Public Meetings. 

Table 2-5

Summary of PAR 1402 Notification Requirements

Risk Level
Written Notice
Public Meetings


Initial*
Every 12** Months
Initial*
Every 12** Months

10 in a million – 100 in a million
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

> 100 in a million
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

*
Required under AB2588 upon approval of facility HRAs

**
18 months from the approval of the reduction plan to report on the progress in risk reduction

Proposed Amendments to Rule 1401

Currently, Rule 1401 requires that new source review for toxics include emissions (that were permitted on and after June 1, 1990) from sources within 100 meters of the new emissions source.  This requirement is proposed to be removed from Rule 1401.  The current cumulative requirement in Rule 1401 is 10 in a million (10 x 10-6) for all emissions within 100 meters permitted after June 1990.  In addition, facilities whose emissions were permitted before June 1990 are not included in the Rule 1401 cumulative risk requirement.

PAR 1401 would remove cumulative risk assessment requirement from Rule 1401 because it is more limited and similar to of the cumulative facility risk assessment requirement in PAR 1402.  Approximately 80 percent of the facilities with permits have only one piece of permitted equipment, so this provision will not affect most facilities since it is expected that they will not add equipment.  For the remaining 20 percent fraction of facilities in the district, staff anticipates that including all facility-wide permitted and unpermitted emission sources instead of only those permitted after June 1, 1990, and reducing the overall facility risk threshold to 10 in a million (10 x 10-6) in PAR 1402, as well as existing source specific rules and established toxic programs, will address cumulative risk protection by providing a more stringent facility-wide risk standard for existing sources.  Historically, very few applications have been denied under the Rule 1401 cumulative requirement, therefore, a minimal number of facilities are foreseen to be affected by the requirement deletion.

expected PUBlic health BENEFITS from THE PROPOSED amendmentS

The proposed amendments to Rule 1402 will benefit public health by reducing exposure to TACs from existing stationary sources in the district.  Specifically, the proposed amendment would limit increases in cancer risk due to emissions of previously unregulated carcinogenic air contaminants from existing permit units and limit increases in the risk of non-cancer health effects due to emissions of other toxic air contaminants from such permit units.  Because current risk levels are only known of the HRA facilities, the risk reduction from the proposed amendment can be calculated from those facilities.  On the average, HRA facilities that exceed the MICR threshold level will reduce risk by 50 percent.  HRA facilities that exceed the HI threshold level will reduce risk by 30 percent, on the average.

As the overall toxic risk is reduced, the proposed amendments will also lower VOC and PM10 pollutant emissions in the district.  Credit, however, will not be taken for these criteria pollutant emission reductions because the amendments will not be submitted to the state for inclusion in the State Implementation Plan.

Statement of Objectives

CEQA Guidelines §15124(b) requires a CEQA document to include a statement of objectives, which describes the underlying purpose of a proposed project.  The purpose of the statement of objectives is to aid the decision-makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary.  The specific objectives of the Proposed Amended Rules 1402 and 1401 are as follows:

1. Fulfill the SCAQMD Governing Board’s Environmental Justice (EJ) Initiative #10 which states that the “Board will re-open for public comment the toxics significance thresholds for cancer and non-cancer impacts contained in Rule 1402, and consideration of adding additional compounds and non-carcinogenic impact prevention into Rule 1401.”

2. Consider the comments and considerable input of the Rule 1401/1402 Working Group, comprised of industry representatives, environmental groups, government agencies and the public.  The working group was formed as a result of EJ initiative #10. 

3. Incorporate amendments to Rule 1402 and 1401 in order to better protect public health by reducing the risk from TACs that can cause cancer or have non-cancer adverse health effects.  The objectives of the proposed amendments include the following:

a) Establish a significant threshold level for cancer burden of 0.5:

b) Establish an interim action level for carcinogens of 25 in one million (25 x 10-6);

c) Establish an interim action level for non-carcinogens 3.0;

d) Establish final action levels for carcinogens of 10 in one million (10 x 10-6) and for non-carcinogens of 3.0;

e) Reduce the timeframe for implementing risk reduction measures to attain the action levels from five years to three years;

f) Provide provisions for technical and possibly economic considerations for extending the three-year risk reduction period to five years in some cases;

g) Add inventory requirements for facilities above significant threshold levels for key toxic compounds;

h) Adding public notification requirements; and 

i) Eliminating similar cumulative risk requirements in Rule 1401.

Intended Uses of this document

In general, a CEQA document is an information document that: informs a public agency’s decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to minimize the significant effects, etc. (CEQA Guidelines §15121).  A public agency’s decision-makers must consider the information in a CEQA document prior to making a decision on the project.

In addition to its use as a public disclosure document as described in the preceding paragraph, CEQA Guidelines §15124 (d) requires a public agency to identify the following specific types of intended uses:

A) A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EA in their decision making;

B) A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project; and 

C) A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies.

To the extent that local public agencies, such as cities, county planning commissions, etc., are responsible for making land use and planning decisions, they could possibly rely on this EA during the decision making process.  Similarly, public agencies approving projects at facilities complying with proposed amended Rules 1402 or 1401 may rely on this EA.

Existing facilities, which pose a health risk by exceeding the significant risk levels of a MICR of 25 in one million or a total acute or chronic HI of 3.0, are subject to the requirements of the rule.  The requirements include submitting and implementing a risk reduction plan that will reduce below the significant risk levels as quickly as feasible but by no later than three years from the date of the plan.  The rule also requires the operator of certain facilities to provide total facility-wide toxic emissions inventories and public notification.

Rule development and rule amendments are required to have a CEQA analysis.  A CEQA document prepared for a rule is part of the administrative record under which the rule was originally proposed.  

control technologies for toxics

To comply with the risk limits, certain existing sources that have been identified as exceeding the significant risk levels in Rule 1402 may need to implement risk reduction measures that include the following:

· Product reformulation and substitution 

· Production system modifications, operational standards or practices modifications

· System enclosure and emission capture, exhaust, control or conversion

· Alternative technologies

Several of these risk reduction measures are facility specific (i.e., operational standards and reduction in operating hours).

The use of the most appropriate control technologies is dependent on:

· the physical characteristics and chemical properties of the regulated substances;

· the concentration of the regulated substance;

· design parameters such as the exhaust flow rate, temperature, and pressure of the air to be controlled; and 

· the removal and destruction efficiency of the collection and control equipment needed to comply with the requirements of the appropriate rule.

In order to determine which control technology will be used to control a specific TAC, the regulated TACs were categorized by physical and/or chemical properties.  Generally, the TACs comprise the following general categories and sub-categories.

· Toxic inorganic aerosols and particulate matter (T-PM)

( Metal particles

( Mineral/fiber particles

( Inorganic acid aerosols

· Toxic volatile organic compounds (VOC)

( High boiling point (>150oC) 

( Medium boiling point (100 - 150oC)

( Low boiling point (<100oC)

( Polar organic compounds

( Nonpolar organic compounds

( Aromatic compounds

( Carbonyls

· Toxic halogenated organic compounds (T-HOC)

( Fluorinated compounds

( Chlorinated compounds

( Brominated compounds

( Dioxins and furans

Control technologies that can be applied to control TACs generally are categorized into the following groups:

· Filtration for toxic aerosols and particulate matter (T-PM)

· Wet scrubbing for inorganic compounds

· Thermal and catalytic oxidation

· Refrigerated condensation

· Carbon adsorption and combined adsorption-oxidation systems

· Chemical absorption for toxic volatile organic compounds (VOC)

· Special combination systems for the control of toxic halogenated organic compounds (T-HOC).

A description of available control technologies expected to be used by affected facilities to comply with proposed amended Rule 1402 is provided in the following section.

Control Technology for Toxic Aerosols and Particulate Matter (T-PM)

Table 2-6 identifies typical filtration control equipment for T-PM.  Filtration control techniques are characterized by high removal efficiency and moderate- to high-energy requirements in most applications.  In order to achieve high removal efficiencies, dry filters must be made of extremely low porosity materials which impose a high resistance to the flow of gas, or pressure drop (expressed in inches of water column where one inch of water column equals 0.43 pounds per square inch absolute) through the filter media.  The higher the pressure drop across a control device, the higher the electrical energy requirement to operate larger fan motors needed to overcome the flow resistance.  Therefore, high-efficiency controls are also high-energy controls with correspondingly high operating costs.

Table 2-6

Filtration Controls for T-Particulate Matter and T-Aerosols

control technology
substance group
control efficiency

PTFE membrane baghouse
Dry particulate
99-99.9 %

Cartridge filter
Dry particulate
99-99.9 %

HEPA filter and prefilter
Dry particulate
99.9-99.99 %

Dry scrubber and PTFE membrane baghouse
Combustion byproducts
90-99.9 %

Mist suppression
Aerosols (plating/anodizing)
50-80* %

Wet packed scrubber
Aerosols
90-98 %

High-efficiency mist eliminator
Aerosols
99-99.9 %

*
First stage control to be used in conjunction with scrubber/MRT eliminator.

Polytetrafluoroethylene Membrane Baghouse

Baghouses remove particulate matter from gas streams in the same manner as a household vacuum cleaner bag, using the principle of aerodynamic capture by fibers.  In lieu of conventional natural or synthetic bag fabrics such as cotton or Nomex, polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE, trade name Gore-Tex) fabric consists of a very thin laminate of microporous Teflon on a suitable substrate.  PTFE bags are capable of a particulate collection efficiency of 99 to 99.9 percent for particle sizes down to 1.0 micron (µm) when properly operated and maintained.  Because of the microporous nature of PTFE, air-to-cloth ratios for these applications are lower than with conventional fabrics, requiring more collector area for a given volume flow rate of gas at a higher relative pressure drop.  PTFE can tolerate moderately high temperatures (400oF) at the expense of shortened bag life.  The current trend in bag cleaning is the pulsejet technology, where tubular bags are supported from the inside by metal wire frames.  Gas flows across the fabric from the outside inward, exiting at the top of the bags.  Periodically, a blast of compressed air from a fixed nozzle located inside the wire frame causes the bag to inflate outward, thus knocking the accumulated toxics-bearing dust off the bag exterior and into the baghouse hopper, ready for collection and disposal as dry potentially hazardous solid waste.

Cartridge Filters

Cartridge filters resemble pleated circular automotive air cleaner elements, though longer in length, using the same principal of aerodynamic capture by fibers as baghouses.  Cartridge filters are capable of particulate collection efficiencies of 99 to 99.9 percent for particle sizes down to 1 µm when properly operated and maintained.  Because of the pleated construction of the filter elements, filter enclosures tend to be more compact than baghouses of comparable capacity, an advantage where space is at a premium.  Air-to-cloth ratios for cartridge filter applications depend upon the density of the pleated media, denser media having a lower porosity and a higher pressure drop.  Cartridge filters can tolerate moderate temperatures (200o F), limited by the rubberized gasket material used to seal the filter ends.  Because the cartridge filters are rigid, they are cleaned using pulsejet technology.  Gas flows across the filter from the outside inward, exiting at the top of the cartridge.  Periodically, a blast of compressed air from a fixed nozzle located inside the cartridge knocks the accumulated toxics-bearing dust off the filter exterior and into the hopper, ready for collection and disposal as dry solid waste (possibly hazardous).

High-efficiency Particulate (HEPA) Filters

Used in conjunction with a baghouse or cartridge filter as a prefilter, high-efficiency particulate (HEPA) filters can trap toxic particles as small as 0.1 µm at an efficiency of 99.99 percent or greater.  Like cartridge filters, HEPA filter elements are of pleated construction.  Air-to-cloth ratios for HEPA filters are low due to high media density, low porosity, and resulting high-pressure drop.  HEPA filters are generally limited to ambient temperature (100oF), though special applications for higher temperatures are available.  Unlike bags or cartridge filters, HEPA filters are not automatically cleaned.  When a HEPA filter element becomes loaded with particulate matter, the element is changed out and disposed of as dry solid waste (possibly hazardous).

Dry Scrubber with PTFE Baghouse

A technology for controlling emissions of a wide range of toxic air contaminants is spray adsorption (dry scrubbing) followed by PTFE baghouse filtration.  Both particulate matter and gaseous emissions can be controlled through careful equipment design and process control.  Dry scrubbing can remove acid gases, metals, and chlorinated hydrocarbons (e.g., dioxins) from combustion byproduct streams such as those from thermal oxidation, particularly process vent or hazardous waste incinerators.  Removal efficiency ranges from 90 to 99.9 percent, depending on the species being controlled and the scrubbing reagent selected.  The waste stream from this control technique is a dry solid which may need to be disposed of as hazardous waste.

The first stage of this two-step process is a spray dryer, a cyclone-like device fitted with a specially designed atomizing nozzle-injector at the top.  Hot gas (less than 500o F) enters the spray dryer tangentially.  As the hot gas spirals around the cyclone, atomized droplets of aqueous reagent mix with the gas and evaporate, leaving behind the solid portion of the condensed reagent/contaminant mix​ture.  These fine particles offer an adsorption surface to further trap gaseous contaminants.  As the mois​ture present in the reagent evaporates, the gas is cooled and its relative humidity increases.  In the second stage of the process, the fine particles resulting from the condensation/adsorption stage are removed from the gas stream by a PTFE baghouse.  The spray drying process stage must be carefully monitored and controlled to avoid cooling the gas below the dew point, or wet con​densation will occur, rendering the system ineffective and possibly damaging the dry filtering media.

Mist Suppression

Applicable to electroplating and anodizing, mist suppression is a low-cost, zero-energy, first-step method of mitigating heavy metal (including hexavalent chromium) bearing aerosols before they become entrained in ventilation air and put an unnecessary load on a wet packed caustic scrubber controlling metal and acid aerosol emissions.  Mist suppression is accomplished by floating polyethylene "ping-pong" balls covering the wet surface of a plating or anodizing tank.  Tanks remain fully functional with respect to work piece submergence and removal, and aerosol generation is reduced from 50 to 80 percent.  Since aerosols are prevented from leaving the tank surface, there is no waste stream associated with this technology.

Wet Packed Scrubber

The standard air pollution control system for electroplating and anodizing, these devices consist of a vertical column made of fiberglass or other non-corrosive material loosely filled with specially shaped plastic packing material which maximizes gas-to-liquid contact and minimizes pressure drop across the column.  Exhaust air from a plating or anodizing tank line enters at the bottom of the scrubber and exits at the top.  The scrubbing solution is pumped from a reservoir at the base of the scrubber and sprayed down into the packing from the top.  This flow scheme is called counter-current scrubbing and is the dominant method in use today due to its high pollutant removal efficiency, ranging from 90 to 98 percent, depending on residence (contact) time and solution freshness. 

Wet packed scrubbers typically use a caustic solution (dilute sodium hydroxide) for absorbing acid mists.  For absorbing caustic mists, acid solutions (dilute sulfuric acid) are typically employed.  Scrubber solutions are maintained at the proper pH by automatic addition of concentrated sodium hydroxide or sulfuric acid solutions to scrubber make-up water, whichever is applicable.  Usually, just slightly acidic or basic conditions are maintained with pH in the 5 to 6 range for acid solutions or 8 to 9 range for caustic solutions.  As the scrubber solution becomes loaded with absorbed air contaminants, including trace metals and salts resulting from neutralization reactions, scrubber efficiency is diminished and the risk of clogging the packing increases.  Therefore, scrubber solutions must be refreshed by either continuously draining off a small flow of solution and replacing it with fresh water and reagent (the engineering term for this is "blowdown") or by periodically replacing the entire contents of the scrubber solution reservoir.  In either case, a liquid/sludge waste stream containing metals and salts is generated.  With continuous blowdown, the liquid effluent may need on-site pretreatment prior to discharge into municipal sewers to remove heavy metals.  With periodic change out, the spent solutions may need to be disposed of as liquid hazardous waste. 

High-efficiency Mist Eliminator

This air pollution control device is available in different functional designs, the most common being a chevron-shaped baffle pattern which forces mist-laden air to make several abrupt changes in direction between the entry and exit points of baffle material.  Since mist droplets are much heavier than air molecules, they have too much linear momentum to make sharp turns without impacting the baffles.  Since many mist droplets impact on the baffles, a liquid film forms causing large droplets to coalesce and drop back down into the piece of equipment being controlled.  Mist eliminators are used at the exhaust points of tank vents and wet packed scrubbers to prevent excessive emissions of aerosols and to conserve process and scrubbing solutions, respectively.  With careful attention to exhaust velocity and sizing, high-efficiency mist eliminators can trap from 99 to 99.9 percent of residual aerosol emissions from primary controls such as wet packed scrubbers, thus increasing their overall efficiency.  Since the liquid droplets formed by mist eliminators return to the controlled device, there are no waste streams resulting from their application.

Control Technology for Toxic Volatile Organic Compounds (T-VOC) and Combined Controls for Toxic Halogenated Organic Compounds (T-HOC)

Table 2-7 summarizes feasible air pollution control technologies for T-VOC and T-HOC.  These control techniques are characterized by moderate to high-energy requirements in most applications.  Pressure drops can range from very low (afterburners) to very high (carbon adsorption), with corresponding energy requirements.  In general, high DRE controls are also high-energy controls with correspondingly high operating costs.

Table 2-7

Controls for T-VOC and Halogenated T-VOC

control technology
substance group
control efficiency

Combined Controls:

Regenerative thermal oxidizer with dry scrubber and PTFE membrane baghouse
Halogenated T-VOC
(high concentration)
99.9 - 99.99 %

Moving bed carbon adsorption concentrator with regenerative thermal oxidizer, dry scrubber and PTFE membrane baghouse
Halogenated T-VOC
(high concentration)
90 - 99 %

Carbon Absorption Controls:

Fixed bed with regenerative solvent reclaimer
T-VOC
Halogenated T-VOC
50-99 %

Moving bed with regenerative solvent reclaimer
T-VOC
Halogenated T-VOC
50-99 %

Moving bed with regenerative thermal oxidizer
T-VOC
50-99 %

Fluidized bed with regenerative thermal oxidizer
T-VOC
50-99 %

Fixed bed disposable
T-VOC
Halogenated T-VOC
50-99 %

Table 2-7 (CONTINUED)

Controls for T-VOC and Halogenated T-VOC

control technology
substance group
control efficiency

Chemical Adsorption Controls:

Acid solution
Packed column
Plate column
Ethylene oxide (EtO)
Caustics
90-98 %

Caustic solution
Packed column
Plate column
Acid
Gases
90-98 %

Water solution
Packed column
Plate column
Polar/soluble/miscible
90-98 %

Solvent solution
Packed column
Plate column
Soluble T-VOC
90-98 %

Condensation Controls:

Refrigerated surface condenser
T-VOC
50-95 %

Oxidation

Oxidation is the process of converting VOC gases to carbon dioxide and water through combustion.  Of the various types of oxidizers available, the two basic types of equipment used most often are thermal oxidizers and catalytic oxidizers (Table 2-8).  Thermal oxidizers rely on direct contact between toxic gases and high-temperature flames to disassociate and destroy toxic substances. Catalytic oxidizers rely on an active catalyst bed at moderate temperatures to break intramolecular bonds, also causing disassociation and destruction of toxic substances.

Table 2-8

Thermal and Catalytic Controls for T-VOC

control technology
substance group
control efficiency

Direct flame afterburner
1,200 - 1,400 oF, t> 0.3 sec*
T-VOC
EtO
95-98 %

Recuperative heat exchanger oxidizer
1,400 - 1,600 oF, t > 0.5 sec
T-VOC
98-99 %

Regenerative heat exchanger oxidizer
1,800 - 2,000 oF, t > 0.8 sec
T-VOC
99-99.9 %

Catalytic oxidizer
700 - 800 oF, t > 0.1 sec
T-VOC
EtO
90-95 %

*   t  is the residence time

Thermal Oxidizers

There are three main categories of thermal oxidizers that could be used to control VOCs: afterburners with no heat recovery, thermal oxidizers with recuperative heat recovery and highly efficient regenerative heat recovery oxidizers.  When thermal oxidizers are used to destroy halogenated organic compounds, special materials or construction are often required, such as fiber-reinforced plastic (FRP) or stainless steel.  In addition, a downstream scrubber is frequently needed to minimize releases of halogenated acid gases.  The extent and type of these additional items depend upon the level of the halogenated compounds in the inlet stream and applicable regulatory requirements.  The following paragraphs briefly describe the three types of thermal oxidizers.

Afterburners: Afterburners are most commonly used to control intermittent and emergency releases of VOCs.  Due to factors such as noise and the lack of heat recovery, (which results in high energy consumption and high NOX and CO2 emissions) their use for steady-state control of VOCs is not widespread.  They are most often used for controlling intermittent releases of ethylene oxide from medical or food product sterilizers.  Afterburners operate in the 1,200 oF to 1,400 oF range with a residence time of at least 0.3 seconds and DREs of 95 to 98 percent.

Both recuperative or regenerative thermal oxidation systems generally consist of a refractory-lined chamber, one or more burners, a temperature-control system and heat-recovery equipment.  Contaminated gases are collected by an industrial ventilation system and delivered to the preheater inlet, where they are heated by indirect contact with the hot oxidizer exhaust.  Gases are then mixed thoroughly with the burner flame in the upstream portion of the unit, and then pass through the combustion zone where the combustion process is completed.  The VOC concentrations in most industrial process vent-streams are too low for self-sustaining combustion.  Therefore, a supplemental fuel (natural gas) is required.  Depending on the heat recovery efficiency, this supplemental fuel requirement may or may not translate into significant annual operating costs.

Recuperative thermal oxidizers: Recuperative thermal oxidizers recover 60 to 80 percent of the system's energy demands with a shell and tube type heat exchanger.  Recuperative units operate in the 1,400oF to 1,600oF range with a residence time of at least 0.5 seconds and DREs of 98 to 99 percent.  Thermal oxidizers with recuperative heat exchangers can recover 80 to 95 percent of the energy requirement.  These recuperative thermal oxidizers use a ceramic medium for heat transfer, which is stored in three or more dedicated beds that feed a central combustion chamber.  Valves control which bed is being preheated by exhaust gases and which bed is transferring its heat to incoming VOC contaminated air.

Regenerative thermal oxidizers:  Regenerative units operate in the 1,800 oF to 2,000 oF range with a residence time of at least 0.8 seconds and DREs of 99 to 99.9 percent.  Regenerative oxidizers cost more than recuperative designs of equal capacity.  However, their life-cycle costs are less because annual fuel costs are less than for recuperative units.

Catalytic oxidizers

Catalytic oxidation is similar to thermal oxidation in that heat is used to convert the VOC contaminants to carbon dioxide and water.  However, a catalyst is used to lower the oxidation activation energy, allowing combustion to occur at 600oF to 800oF, significantly lower temperatures than those of thermal units.  In catalytic oxidation, the preheated gas stream is passed through a catalyst bed, where the catalyst initiates and promotes the oxidation of the VOC without being permanently altered itself.  Catalyst units have a residence time of at least 0.1 seconds and DREs of 90 to 95 percent.  The primary advantage of catalytic oxidation over thermal oxidation is lower fuel cost, depending on the efficiency of the air preheater.  Disadvantages include higher capital costs, periodic catalyst replacement, and the inability to handle halogenated organics.

The most common catalyst configuration is the plate-and-frame arrangement, in which blocks of catalyst material are held in place within the oxidizer body by a metal frame.  The catalyst consists of a reactive material (such as platinum, platinum alloys, copper chromite, copper oxide, chromium, manganese or nickel) on an inert substrate (such as honeycomb-shaped ceramic).  For the catalyst to be effective, the reactive sites upon which the VOC gas molecules react must be accessible.  The build-up of polymerized material or reaction with certain metal particulates will prevent contact between reactive sites and the exhaust gas.  A catalyst can be reactivated by removing such a coating.  Cleaning methods vary with the type of catalyst and include air blowing, steam blowing and operating at elevated temperatures (100oF above the operating temperature) in a clean air stream.  As with other catalytic processes, oxidation catalyst material can be lost by erosion, attrition, and vaporization at high temperatures.

Refrigerated Surface Condensation

Condensation is a basic separation technique in which a VOC contaminated gas stream is first brought to saturation and then the contaminants are condensed to a liquid.  The conversion of vapor to the liquid phase can be accomplished either by increasing the pressure while holding the temperature constant or by reducing the temperature while holding the pressure constant.  Generally, condensation systems are operated at a constant pressure.  Condensation offers the advantages of product recovery, reduced disposal problems and no additional liquid or solid waste generated.  The advantages include its limited applicability to streams with relatively high VOC concentrations or to those streams with single components if the product is to be recycled and reused.

The design and operation of a condensation system is significantly affected by the concentration and type of VOCs in the emission stream.  Before condensation will occur, the dew point of the system (where the partial pressure of the VOC is equal to its vapor pressure) must be reached.  As condensation continues, the VOC concentration in the vapor decreases, and the temperature must be lowered even further.  For gas streams that have highly variable compositions, evaluating the feasibility of condensation is complex and requires an adequate characterization of the gas stream.

Refrigerated surface condensers are either shell-and-tube, cross-flow, or counter-flow heat exchangers.  Vapors condense on the outside of the tubes while coolant flows through the inside of the tubes.  The condensed vapor drains to a collection tank for disposal.  In contact condensers, the vapors are cooled by spraying a cool liquid directly into the gas stream.  The removal efficiency of condensers ranges from 50 to 95 percent, and depends upon the partial pressure of the VOC in the gas stream, which is a function of the concentration of the VOC and the condenser tempera​ture.  For a given temperature, the greatest potential removal efficiencies are achieved with the highest initial concentrations.  Plots of vapor pressure versus temperature (called Cox charts) are used to determine the temperature required to achieve the desired removal efficiency.  The choice of coolant depends directly on the lowest temperature required.  For high removal effi​ciencies, coolants such as a brine solution (-30oF to 40oF) or chlorofluorocarbon refrigerants (-90oF to -30oF) are used.

Carbon Adsorption

Adsorption is a process by which VOCs are retained on the surface of granular solids.  The solid adsorbent particles are highly porous and have very large surface-to-volume ratios.  Gas molecules penetrate the pores of the adsorbent and contact the large surface area available for adsorption.

Materials such as activated carbon, silica gel, or alumina may be used as adsorbents.  Activated carbon is the most common adsorbent for VOC removal.  Carbon may also be used to remove other compounds such as sulfur-bearing or odorous materials.  Advantages of carbon adsorption include the recovery of a relatively pure product for recycle and reuse and a high removal efficiency with low inlet concentrations.  In addition, if a process stream is already available onsite, additional fuel costs are low, the main energy requirement being electrical power to run fan motors.  Disadvantages are the potential generation of a hazardous organic waste if the recovered product cannot be reused, the generation of potentially contaminated wastewater that must be treated (when regeneration is by steam), and potentially higher operating and maintenance costs for the disposal of these two waste streams.

Fixed, moving, or fluidized-bed regenerative carbon adsorption systems operate in two modes, adsorption and desorption.  Adsorption is rapid and removes from 50 to 99 percent of VOCs in the air stream, depending on their composition, concentration, temperature, and bed characteristics.  Well-designed and operated systems, however, can usually achieve removal efficiencies in the 90 to 99 percent range.  Eventually, the adsorbent becomes saturated with the vapors and system efficiency drops.  At this point (called "breakthrough," since the contaminants "break through" the saturated bed), the VOC contaminated stream is directed to another bed containing regenerated adsorbent, and the saturated bed is then regenerated.   Although it is possible to operate a nonregenerative adsorption system (i.e., the saturated carbon is disposed of and fresh carbon is placed into the bed), most applications, especially those with high VOC loadings, are regenerative.

The adsorption/regeneration cycle can last from a few hours to many days, depending on the inlet VOC concentration, the variability of VOC loading and the design parameters of the carbon bed (e.g., the amount of carbon and the bed's depth).  Saturated carbon beds can be regenerated with steam, hot air, or a combination of vacuum and hot gas.  Although the bed can be regenerated, complete desorption is not possible, and a small amount of VOC (called a "heel") will remain on the bed after each regeneration.  After time, the bed can no longer be used and must be replenished with fresh carbon.  Carbon life of five years is typical.  The concentrated VOCs in the regeneration stream must be reclaimed (decanted or distilled), destroyed (oxidized), or otherwise disposed of in an environmentally sound manner. 

An important consideration in the design of a carbon adsorption system is the temperature of the gas stream.  Adsorption capacity of the carbon, and thus the performance of the adsorber, are directly related to this temperature -- adsorption capacity decreases with increasing temperature.  Operating temperature must be less than 100oF.  Otherwise, the gas will have to be cooled in a heat exchanger prior to being passed through the absorber.  Also, the relative humidity of the gas stream can affect the operating capacity of the carbon, and should not exceed 50 percent.  Entrained liquid and particulate matter can also cause operating problems, such as plugging, and should be removed by mist eliminators or a packed filter upstream of the absorber.  In addition, VOCs with boiling points above 300oF (such as phenol) will be collected by the carbon, but will not be removed during regeneration of the bed.  These compounds should be removed upstream of the absorber inlet or captured on a sacrificial bed in the absorber.

Equipment has been developed that combines moving-bed activated carbon adsorption with thermal or catalytic oxidation.  VOCs are collected by rotating-wheel carbon beds and subsequently desorbed with hot air.  The concentrated exhaust stream is then sent to a thermal or catalytic oxidizer, where the VOC is combusted.  The benefit of this configuration is that the volume of the desorption air stream is as much as fifteen times less than the original VOC stream, which translates into a smaller and less expensive oxidizer.  Fuel costs are also lower than for a full-sized oxidizer for the same application.  This approach is particularly useful for VOC streams with low concentrations and high volumes [concentrations less than 100 ppm and flow rates over 10,000 cubic feet per meter (CFM)], such as paint spray booths.  Combination systems provide the inherent advantages of the individual techniques - the high destruction efficiency and no generation of liquid or solid waste of oxidation, and the low fuel consumption and good control efficiency of adsorption - without many of the disadvantages of each system.  The ability of combination units to concentrate the VOC emission stream and thus lower the flow rate requiring oxidation not only minimizes the capital costs associated with the oxidizer, but also maximizes the energy input derived by combusting the VOC.  In addition, by eliminating the steam for regeneration (and the subsequent condensate), the system does not generate contaminated wastewater.

Chemical Absorption or Wet Scrubbing

Absorption is the mass transfer of selected components from a gas stream into a nonvolatile liquid.  Such systems are typically classified by the absorbent used (water or organic liquid, such as mineral oil or low-volatility hydrocarbon solvent).  The choice of absorbent depends on the solubility of the gaseous VOC compounds and the cost of the absorbent.  Absorption will occur when the concentration of the organic species in the liquid phase is less than the equilibrium concentration of the gaseous component.  The gradient between the actual and the equilibrium concentrations is the driving force.  Absorption is a function of both the physical properties of the system and the operating parameters of the absorber.  The best absorption systems are characterized by low operating temperatures, large contacting surface areas, high liquid-to-gas (L/G) ratios and high VOC concentrations in the gas stream.  Removal efficiencies in the 90 to 98 percent range may be achieved for well-designed and operated systems.  Absorption is also efficient for dilute streams provided the VOC is highly soluble in the absorbent.  Packed columns and plate columns are commonly used for high-efficiency pollution control applications.

The efficiency of absorption as a VOC control technique depends on several factors:  the solubility of the VOC in the solvent; the concentration of the VOC in the gas stream; temperature; the L/G ratio; and the contact surface area.  Higher gas solubilities and inlet concentrations provide a larger driving force for more efficient absorption.  Since lower temperatures correspond to higher gas solubilities, absorption is also enhanced at reduced temperatures.  The solvent flow rate is determined from the minimum L/G ratio, which can be found from material balances and equilibrium data.  Generally, the most economical absorption factor is 1.25 to 2 times the minimum L/G.  Absorption efficiency increases with contact surface area.  Increasing the surface area, however, also raises the pressure drop through the packed bed.  Thus, while a larger contact surface area may increase the overall removal efficiency, the higher energy consumption (fan power) may make it uneconomical.

Two modes of operation are typical for absorption systems: simple absorption and complex absorption.  Simple absorption uses a single liquid pass system, where the VOC contaminated liquid is disposed of directly after exiting the absorber.  In complex absorption, the VOC contaminant is recovered via stripping or other desorption techniques and the cleaned absorbent is recycled to the absorber.  This option is generally feasible for organic-based systems employing expensive absorbents.  In either case, waste streams are generated.  In simple absorption systems where the absorbent is water, dilute acids, or dilute caustics, the spent solution, called "blowdown," is continuously bled off and replenished with fresh reagent.  Typical blowdown rates are one to 10 percent of the solution recirculation rate, depending on the concentration of VOC air contaminants being absorbed.  In complex absorption systems, a concentrated VOC stream is generated and must be reclaimed, destroyed, or otherwise disposed of in an environmentally sound manner.
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INTRODUCTION

In order to determine the significance of the impacts associated with a proposed project, it is necessary to evaluate the project’s impacts against the backdrop of the environment as it exists at the time the notice of preparation is published.  The CEQA Guidelines define “environment” as “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance,” etc. (CEQA Guidelines §15360; see also Public Resources Code §21060.5).  Furthermore, a CEQA document must include a description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project, as it exists at the time the notice of preparation is published, from both a local and regional perspective (CEQA Guidelines §15125).  Therefore, the “environment” or “existing setting” against which a project’s impacts are compared consists of the immediate, contemporaneous physical conditions at and around the project site (Remy, et al; 1996).

The following sections set forth the existing setting for each environmental topic analyzed in this EA, i.e., air quality, geophysical, water resources, transportation/circulation, energy, hazards, public services and solid/hazardous wastes.  In Chapter 4, potential adverse impacts are then compared to the existing setting to determined whether the effects of the proposed amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401 are significant.

AIR QUALITY

It is the responsibility of the SCAQMD to ensure that state and federal ambient air quality standards are achieved and maintained.  Health-based air quality standards have been established by California and the federal government for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead.  These standards were established to protect sensitive receptors with a margin of safety from adverse health impacts due to exposure to air pollution.  The California standards are more stringent than the federal standards and in the case of PM10 and SO2, far more stringent.  California has also established standards for sulfate, visibility, hydrogen sulfide and vinyl chloride.  The state and national ambient air quality standards for each of these pollutants and their effects on health are summarized in Table 3-1.  The 1998 air quality data from SCAQMD’s monitoring stations are presented in Table 3-2.

TABLE 3-1

Ambient Air Quality Standards


STATE STANDARD
FEDERAL PRIMARY STANDARD
most relevant effects

AIR POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATION/
AVERAGING TIME
CONCENTRATION/
AVERAGING TIME


Ozone
0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >
0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg.>
(a) Short-term exposures:  (1) Pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in humans and animals.  (2) Risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary morphology and host defense in animals; (b) Long-term exposures:  Risk to public health implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically exposed humans; (c) Vegetation damage; (d) Property damage 

Carbon Monoxide
9.0 ppm, 8-hr avg. >
20 ppm, 1-hr avg. >
9 ppm, 8-hr avg.>
35 ppm, 1-hr avg.>
(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other aspects of coronary heart disease; (b) Decreased exercise tolerance in persons with peripheral vascular disease and lung disease; (c) Impairment of central nervous system functions; (d) Possible increased risk to fetuses

Nitrogen Dioxide
0.25 ppm, 1-hr avg. >
0.053 ppm, ann. avg.>
(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in sensitive groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical and cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes; (c) Contribution to atmospheric discoloration

Sulfur Dioxide
0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg.> 
0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >
0.03 ppm, ann. avg.>
0.14 ppm, 24-hr avg.>

(a) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms which may include wheezing, shortness of breath and chest tightness, during exercise or physical activity in persons with asthma

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10)
30 µg/m3, ann. geometric mean >
50 µg/m3, 24-hr average>
50 µg/m3, annual
arithmetic mean >
150 µg/m3, 24-hr avg.>

(a) Excess deaths from short-term exposures and exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory disease; (b)  Excess seasonal declines in pulmonary function, especially in children 

Sulfates
25 µg/m3, 24-hr avg. >=

(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; (b) Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; (c) Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; (d) Vegetation damage; (e) Degradation of visibility; (f) Property damage

Lead
1.5 µg/m3, 30-day avg. >=
1.5 µg/m3, calendar quarter>
(a) Increased body burden; (b) Impairment of blood formation and nerve conduction

Visibility-
Reducing
Particles
In sufficient amount to reduce the visual range to less than 10 miles at relative humidity less than 70%, 8-hour average (10am - 6pm)

Visibility impairment on days when relative humidity is less than 70 percent

Table 3-2 

1998 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District


Carbon Monoxide


No. Days Standard 

Exceededa)

Federal
State




Max.
Max.

Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.

Receptor
of
Days
in
in

(9.5
>9.0
> 20

Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm

ppm
ppm
ppm

No.
Station
Data
1-hour
8-hour

8-hr.
8-hr.
1-hr

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
364
8
6.1

0
0
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
358
7
4.5

0
0
0


3
SW Coast LA Co
363
11
9.4

0
1
0


4
S Coast LA Co
353
8
6.6

0
0
0


6
W Sn Fernan V
365
11
9.3

0
1
0


7
E Sn Fernan V
365
8
7.5

0
0
0


8
W Sn Gabrl V
348
8
6.3

0
0
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V1
359
6
3.9

0
0
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V2
--
--
--

--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln 
325
10
7.3

0
0
0


11
S Sn Gabrl V
357
17
13.4

10
11
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
151*
18*
13.5*

8*
9*
0*


12
S Cent LA Co 2
151*
18*
13.5*

8*
9*
0*


13
Sta Clarita V
350
8
3.4

0
0
0

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
365
15
6.1

0
0
0


17
Cent Orange Co
348
8
5.3

0
0
0


18
N Coast Orange
358
9
7.0

0
0
0


19
Saddleback V
319*
6*
3.1*

0*
0*
0*

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--

--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
342
5
4.6

0
0
0


23
Metro Riv Co 2
365
6
4.6

0
0
0


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--

--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--

--
--
--


29
Banning/San Gor
--
--
--

--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--

--
--
--

30
Coachella V1**
363
3
1.6

0
0
0


30
Coachella V2**
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB V
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

33
SW SB V
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

34
Cent SB V 1
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

34
Cent SB V 2
360
6
4.6
0
0
0
0

35
E SB V
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
- 
Salton Sea Air Basin
a)
-
The federal 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO > 35 ppm) was not exceeded.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

1998 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District

Ozone


No. Days Standard 

Exceeded


Federal

State




Max.
Max
Fourth
Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.
High
Receptor
of
Days
in
in
Conc.> .
12
> .08
> .09
Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
No.
Station
Data
1-hour
8-hour
8-hour
1-hr.
8-hr.
1-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
362
0.15
0.11
0.096
5
9
17


2
NW Coast LA Co
365
0.13
0.08
0.070
1
0
7


3
SW Coast LA Co
363
0.09
0.07
0.064
0
0
0


4
S Coast LA Co
361
0.12
0.08
0.065
0
0
2


6
W Sn Fernan V
365
0.16
0.12
0.100
7
13
23


7
E Sn Fernan V
355
0.18
0.13
0.101
7
14
34


8
W Sn Gabrl V
349
0.17
0.14
0.118
14
17
31


9
E Sn Gabrl V1
352
0.20
0.15
0.126
19
23
43


9
E Sn Gabrl V2
352
0.22
0.17
0.143
28
38
61


10
Pomona/Wln V1
365
0.18
0.13
0.120
18
21
41


11
S Sn Gabrl V
364
0.18
0.12
0.103
10
13
31


12
S Cent LA Co 1
361
0.09
0.06
0.051
0
0
0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
160*
9.13*
0.10*
0.085*
1*
4*
7*


13
Sta Clarita V
352
0.18
0.15
0.128
16
35
38

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
365
0.18
0.11
0.094
5
4
16


17
Cent Orange Co
365
0.14
0.11
0.088
2
4
10

18 N Coast Orange
361
0.12
0.08
0.076
0
0
5

19 Saddleback V
355
0.16
0.11
0.083
2
3
15

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
361
0.20
0.17
0.136
32
57
70


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
365
0.15
0.13
0.115
8
28
38


25
Lake Elsinore
358
0.17
0.14
0.129
22
44
52


29
Banning/San G P
181*
0.12*
0.10*
0.084*
0*
3*
4*


29
Banning Airport
357
0.17
0.14
0.124
25
52
67


30
Coachella V 1**
361
0.17
0.14
0.109
8
38
40


30
Coachella V 2**
364
0.13
0.12
0.098
2
16
16

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB V
364
0.21
0.17
0.138
30
40
60


33
SW SB V
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
362
0.20
0.17
0.133
32
43
60


34
Cent SB V 2
353
0.21
0.18
0.145
39
50
65


35
E SB V 
365
0.22
0.19
0.149
43
60
76


37
Cent SB Mtns 
364
0.24
0.21
0.190
57
97
97

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.

--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

1998 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District


Nitrogen Dioxide


Average

Compared to
No. Days

Federal
Std. Exc'd

Standardb)
State





Max.

Source/
Location
No.
Conc.

Receptor
of
Days
in
AAM

> .25

Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
in

ppm

No.
Station
Data
1-hour
ppm

1-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
362
0.17
0.0398
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
351
0.13
0.0270
0


3
SW Coast LA Co
333
0.15
0.0295
0


4
S Coast LA Co
349
0.16
0.0339
0


6
W Sn Fernan V
359
0.14
0.0266
0


7
E Sn Fernan V
365
0.14
0.0416
0


8
W Sn Gabrl V
349
0.16
0.0351
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
353
0.14
0.0364
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
353
0.13
0.0276
0


10
Pomona/Wln V
363
0.15
0.0433
0


11
S Sn Gabrl V
358
0.14
0.0369
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
357
0.26
0.0393
0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
361
0.13
0.0344
0


17
Cent Orange Co
362
0.13
0.0336
0


18
N Coast Orange Co
365
0.12
0.0200
0


19
Saddleback V
--
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
321*
0.10*
0.0225*
0*


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
358
0.09
0.0174
0


29
Banning/San Gor P
--
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
359
0.26
0.0215
1


30
Coachella V 1**
347
0.07
0.0170
0


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB V
349
0.14
0.0359
0


33
SW SB V
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
365
0.15
0.0362
0


34
Cent SB V 2
355
0.11
0.0339
0


35
E SB V
--
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.
AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

b)
-
The federal standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm.  No location exceeded this
 

standard.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

1998 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District


Sulfur Dioxide


Average Compared






to Federal





Max.
Max.
Standardd)


Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.



Receptor
of
Days
in
in
AAM


Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm
in


No.
Station
Data
1-hourc)
24-hour c)
ppm

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
364
0.14
0.010
0.0008


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
359
0.03
0.014
0.0039


4
S Coast LA Co
363
0.08
0.013
0.0018


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
365
0.01
0.009
0.0002


8
W Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
--
--
--
--


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--

12
S Cent LA Co 1
--
--
--
--

12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--

13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--

17
Cent Orange Co
--
--
--
--

18
N Coast Orange
358
0.02
0.008
0.0004

19
Saddleback V
--
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--

23
Metro Riv Co 1
361
0.03
0.010
0.0011

23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--

24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--

25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--


29
Banning/San Gor P
--
--
--
--

29
Banning Airport
--
--
--
--

30
Coachella V 1**
--
--
--
--

30
Coachella V 2**
--
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB V
--
--
--
--

33
SW SB V
--
--
--
--

34
Cent SB V 1
294*
0.02*
0.010*
0.0007

34
Cent SB V 2
--
--
--
--

35
E SB V
--
--
--
--

37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.    AAM - Annual arithmetic mean.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.   May not be representative.    ** - Salton Sea Air Basin.

c) -
The state standards are 1-hour average > 0.25 ppm and 24-hour average >0.04 ppm.  No location exceeded state 
standards.

d) -
The federal standard is annual arithmetic mean SO2 greater than 80 µg/m3 (0.03 ppm).  No location exceeded this 
standard.  The other federal standards (3-hour average > 0.50 ppm, and 24-hour average > 0.14 ppm) were not 
exceeded either

Table 3-2 (Continued)

1998 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District

Suspended Particulates PM10e)

No. (%) Samples

Exceeding
Annual

Standard
Averagesg)

Source/
Location
No.
Max.
Federal
State

Receptor
of
Days
Conc.


AAM
AGM

Area
Air Monitoring
of
in µg/m3
>150 µg/m3
>50 µg/m3
Conc.
Conc.

No.
Station
Data
24-hour
24-hour
24-hour
µg/m3
µg/m3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
59
80
0
10(19.9)
37.4
34.2


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
59
66
0
7(11.9)
32.7
30.3


4
S Coast LA Co
59
69
0
6(10.2)
32.3
29.2


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
59
75
0
9(15.3)
36.0
32.8


8
W Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--
--
--


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
57
87
0
16(28.1)
40.6
35.7


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--
--
--


12
S Cent LA Co 1
--
--
--
--
--
--


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
55*
60*
0*
3(5.5)*
30.0*
27.3*

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
61
81
0
12(19.7)
35.9
33.0


18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V
59
70
0*
6(10.2)
30.6
28.0

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
57
93
0
23(40.4)
46.7
41.0


23
Metro Riv Co 1
78
116
0
42(53.8)
56.2
48.7


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
53*
98*
0*
14(26.4)*
38.1*
33.3*


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--
--
--


29
Banning/San Gor P
55*
76*
0*
5(9.1)*
27.9*
23.9


29
Banning Airport
52*
62*
0*
2(3.8)*
27.0*
23.5*


30
Coachella V 1**
58
72
0
3(5.2)
26.4
23.8


30
Coachella V 2**
80j)
114j)
0j)
32(40.0)j)
48.1j)
43.8j)
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB V
--
--
--
--
--
--


33
SW SB V
59
92
0
20(33.9)
46.5
40.2


34
Cent SB V 1
60
101
0
28(46.7)
50.2
43.3


34
Cent SB V 2
58
114
0
22(37.9)
46.3
39.3


35
E SB V
60
97
0
19(31.7)
40.5
33.9


37
Cent SB Mtns
58
45
0
0
24.5
21.2

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.

AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.  AGM - Annual geometric mean.

--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

e)
-
PM10 samples were collected every 6 days using the size-selective inlet high volume sampler with quartz filter media

g)
-
Federal PM10 standard is AAM > 50 µg/m3; state standard is AGM > 30 µg/m3

j)
-
The data for the sample collected on a high-wind-day (158 µg/m3 on 6/16/98) was excluded according to the U.S. EPA’s 

Natural Events Policy

Table 3-2 (Continued)

1998 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District
Particulates TSPf)

Annual

Averages

Source/
Location
No.
Max.


Receptor
of
Days
Conc.
AAM


Area
Air Monitoring
of
in µg/m3
Conc.


No.
Station
Data
24-hour
µg/m 3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
64
126
61.7


2
NW Coast LA Co
55*
91*
45.4*


3
SW Coast LA Co
60
94
55.5


4
S Coast LA Co
61
101
52.2


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--
--


8
W Sn Gabrl V
58
87
46.1


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
46*
167*
74.8*


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
60
140
76.3

12
S Cent LA Co 1
60
158
77.7

12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--

13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--

17
Cent Orange Co
--
--
--

18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--

19
Saddleback V
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
56
216
98.5


23
Metro Riv Co 2
62
138
71.7


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--


29
Banning/San Gor P
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB V
62
132
67.0


33
SW SB V
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
62
175
89.6


34
Cent SB V 2
60
278
84.8


35
E SB V
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.
AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.  AGM - Annual geometric mean.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.
f)
-
Total supended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days 


by the high volume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.  Federal TSP standard superseded by 


PM10 standard, July 1, 1987.

i)
-
Includes make-up sampling days.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

1998 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District
Leadf)

Quarters/Months

Exceeding

Standardh)

Source/
Location
Max.
Max.
Federal
State

Receptor
of
Mo.
Qtrly.

Area
Air Monitoring
Conc.
Conc.
>1.5 µg/m3
>=1.5 µg/m3

No.
Station
µg/m3
µg/m3
Qtrly. Avg.
Mo. Avg.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
.0.06
0.04
0
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
0.06
0.04
0
0


4
S Coast LA Co
0.07
0.04
0
0


6
W SN Fernan V
--
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--
--
--

8
W Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--

9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
--
--
--
--

9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--

10
Pomona/Wln V
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
0.07
0.05
0
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
0.04
0.04
0
0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--

--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--

17
Cent Orange Co
--
--
--
--

18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--
--

19
Saddleback V
--
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
0.08
0.04
0
0


23
Metro Riv Co 2
0.10
0.05
0
0


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--


29
Banning/San Gor P
--
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB V
0.05
0.04
0
0


33
SW SB V
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 2
0.05
0.03
0
0


35
E SB V
--
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

µg/m3 
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.      -- - Pollutant not monitored.    

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea or Majave Desert Air Basin.
f)
-
Total supended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days by the high 

lume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.  Federal TSP standard superseded by M10 standard, July 1, 1987.

h)
-
Special monitoring immediately downwind of stationary sources of lead was carried out at several locations in 

1998.  The maximum monthly average concentration was 1.24 µg/m3 and the maximum quarterly average 


concentration was 0.75  µg/m3 , both recorded in Area 5, Southeast Los Angeles County.

Table 3-2 (Concluded)

1998 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District

Sulfatef)

No. (%) Samples

Exceeding

Standard




Source/
Location
Max.
State

Receptor
of
Conc.


Area
Air Monitoring
in µg/m3
>=25 µg/m3

No.
Station
24-hour
24-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
10.6
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
11.2*
0*


3
SW Coast LA Co
13.5
0


4
S Coast LA Co
14.5
0


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--


8
W Sn Gabrl V
9.2
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
10.2*
0*


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
12.0
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
12.0
0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
--
--


18
N Coast Orange
--
--


19
Saddleback V
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
10.1
0


23
Metro Riv Co 2
12.8
0


24
Perris Valley
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--


29
Banning/San Gor P
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB V
10.5
0


33
SW SB V
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
10.1
0


34
Cent SB V 2
11.5
0


35
E SB V
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.
f)
-
Total supended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days 


by the high volume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.  Federal TSP standard superseded by 


PM10 standard, July 1, 1987.

Ozone

Unlike primary criteria pollutants that are emitted directly from an emissions source, ozone is a secondary pollutant.  It is formed in the atmosphere through a photochemical reaction of VOC, NOx, oxygen, and other hydrocarbon materials with sunlight.  

Ozone is a deep lung irritant, causing the passages to become inflamed and swollen.  Exposure to ozone produces alterations in respiration, the most characteristic of which is shallow, rapid breathing and a decrease in pulmonary performance.  Ozone reduces the respiratory system's ability to fight infection and to remove foreign particles.  People who suffer from respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and chronic bronchitis are more sensitive to ozone's effects.  In severe cases, ozone is capable of causing death from pulmonary edema.  Early studies suggested that long-term exposure to ozone results in adverse effects on morphology and function of the lung and acceleration of lung-tumor formation and aging.  Ozone exposure also increases the sensitivity of the lung to bronchoconstrictive agents such as histamine, acetylcholine, and allergens. 

The national ozone ambient air quality standard is exceeded far more frequently in the district than any other area in the United States
.  In the past few years, ozone air quality has been the cleanest on record in terms of maximum concentration and number of days exceeding the standards and episode levels.  Maximum 1-hour average and 8-hour average ozone concentrations in 1998 (0.24 ppm and 0.21 ppm) were 200 percent and 263 percent of the federal 1-hour and 8-hour standards, respectively.  Ozone concentrations exceeded the 1-hour state standard at all but two monitored locations in 1998. 

The 1-hour federal ozone standard was exceeded a number of days in different areas of the Basin in 1997.  The number of days exceeding the federal standard varies widely between different areas of the Basin.  The standard was exceeded most frequently in the Basin’s inland valleys in an area extending from the East San Gabriel Valley eastward to the Riverside-San Bernardino area and into the adjacent mountains.  The Central San Bernardino Valley recorded the greatest number of exceedances of the national ozone standard (57 days). 

In 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for ozone.  However, a recent court decision has ordered that the U.S. EPA cannot enforce the new standard until U.S. EPA provides adequate justification for the new standard.  U.S. EPA is in the process of appealing the decision.  Meanwhile, the CARB and local air districts continue to collect technical information in order to prepare for an eventual State Implementation Plans (SIP) to reduce unhealthful levels of ozone in areas violating the new federal standard.  California has previously developed a SIP for the current ozone standard.  The new federal air quality standard for ozone will be analyzed in the 2000 AQMP.  

Carbon Monoxide

CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels.  CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus reducing the blood's ability to transport oxygen to vital organs in the body.  The ambient air quality standard for carbon monoxide is intended to protect persons whose medical condition already compromises their circulatory systems’ ability to deliver oxygen.  These medical conditions include certain heart ailments, chronic lung diseases, and anemia.  Persons with these conditions have reduced exercise capacity even when exposed to relatively low levels of CO.  Fetuses are at risk because their blood has an even greater affinity to bind with CO.  Smokers are also at risk from ambient CO levels because smoking increases the background level of CO in their blood. 

CO was monitored at 21 locations in the district in 1998.  The national and state 8-hour CO standards were exceeded at two and four locations, respectively.  The highest 8-hour average CO concentration of the year (13.5 ppm) was 179 percent of the federal standard.  Source/Receptor Area No. 12, South Central Los Angeles County, reported by far the greatest number of the exceedances of the federal and state CO standards (14 and 18 days, respectively) in 1997. 

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO2 is a brownish gas that is formed in the atmosphere through a rapid reaction of the colorless gas nitric oxide (NO) with atmospheric oxygen.  NO and NO2 are collectively referred to as NOx.  NO2 can cause health effects in sensitive population groups such as children and people with chronic lung diseases.  It can cause respiratory irritation and constriction of the airways, making breathing more difficult.  Asthmatics are especially sensitive to these effects.  People with asthma and chronic bronchitis may also experience headaches, wheezing and chest tightness at high ambient levels of NO2.  NO2 is suspected to reduce resistance to infection, especially in young children. 

By 1991, exceedances of the federal standard were limited to one location in Los Angeles County.  The Basin was the only area in the United States classified as nonattainment for the federal NO2 standard under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.  No location in the area of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction has exceeded the federal standard since 1992 and the South Coast Air Basin was designated attainment for the national standard in 1998.  The state NO2 standard has been met each year since 1994.  In 1998, the maximum annual arithmetic mean (0.0433ppm) was 81 percent of the federal standard (the federal standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm.).  The more stringent state standard was exceeded on one day; with a maximum 1-hour average NO2concentration (0.26 ppm) that was 104 percent of the state standard (0.25 ppm).  In 1998, the South Coast Air Basin was redesignated to attainment of the federal NO2 ambient air quality standard.  Despite declining NOx emissions over the last decade, further NOx emissions reductions are necessary because NOx emissions are PM10 and ozone precursors.

Particulate Matter

PM10 is defined as suspended particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter and includes a complex mixture of man-made and natural substances including sulfates, nitrates, metals, elemental carbon, sea salt, soil, organics and other materials.  PM10 may have adverse health impacts because these microscopic particles are able to penetrate deeply into the respiratory system.  In some cases, the particulates themselves may cause actual damage to the alveoli of the lungs or they may contain adsorbed substances that are injurious.  Children can experience a decline in lung function and an increase in respiratory symptoms from PM10 exposure.  People with influenza, chronic respiratory disease and cardiovascular disease can be at risk of aggravated illness from exposure to fine particles.  Increases in death rates have been statistically linked to corresponding increases in PM10 levels. 

In 1998, PM10 was monitored at 20 locations in the district.  There were no exceedances of the federal 24-hour standard (150 (g/m3), while the state 24-hour standard (50 (g/m3) was exceeded at all 20 locations.  The federal standard (annual arithmetic mean greater than 50 (g/m3) was exceeded in two locations, and the state standard (annual geometric mean greater than 30 (g/m3) was exceeded at 13 locations.

In 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for PM2.5, particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter.  The PM2.5 standard complements existing national and state ambient air quality standards that target the full range of inhalable PM10.  Efforts to characterize PM2.5 and comply with the federal standards will provide further progress towards attaining California’s own PM10 standards.  The CARB and local air districts will be developing SIPs to reduce unhealthful levels of PM2.5 in areas violating the new federal standards.  These standards will be analyzed in the 2000 AQMP.  A new SIP for PM2.5 will be prepared in the 2006 to 2008 timeframe. 

Sulfur Dioxide

SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels.  Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and difficulty in breathing for children.  Though SO2 concentrations have been reduced to levels well below state and federal standards, further reductions in emissions of SO2 are needed to comply with standards for other pollutants (sulfate and PM10). 

Sulfates

Sulfates are a group of chemical compounds containing the sulfate group, which is a sulfur atom with four oxygen atoms attached.  Though not exceeded in 1993, 1996, and 1997, the state sulfate standard was exceeded at three locations in 1994 and one location in 1995.  There are no federal air quality standards for sulfate. 

Lead

Lead concentrations once exceeded the state and national ambient air quality standards by a wide margin, but have not exceeded state or federal standards at any regular monitoring station since 1982.  Though special monitoring sites immediately downwind of lead sources recorded very localized violations of the state standard in 1994, no violations were recorded at these stations since that time. 

Visibility

Since deterioration of visibility is one of the most obvious manifestations of air pollution and plays a major role in the public’s perception of air quality, the state of California has adopted a standard for visibility or visual range.  Until 1989, the standard was based on visibility estimates made by human observers.  The standard was changed to require measurement of visual range using instruments that measure light scattering and absorption by suspended particles. 

It has been determined that the calibration of the instruments used to measure visibility was faulty, and no reliable data are available for 1998. 

Volatile Organic Compounds

It should be noted that there are no state or national ambient air quality standards for VOCs because they are not classified as criteria pollutants.  VOCs are regulated, however, because reduction in VOC emissions reduces the rate of photochemical reactions that contribute to the formation of ozone.  They are also transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to higher PM10 and lower visibility levels. 

Although health-based standards have not been established for VOCs, health effects can occur from exposures to high concentrations of VOCs because of interference with oxygen uptake.  In general, ambient VOC concentrations in the atmosphere are suspected to cause coughing, sneezing, headaches, weakness, laryngitis, and bronchitis, even at low concentrations.  Some hydrocarbon components classified as VOC emissions are thought or known to be hazardous.  Benzene, for example, one hydrocarbon component of VOC emissions, is known to be a human carcinogen.

Non-criteria Pollutant Emissions

Although the SCAQMD's primary mandate is attaining the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards for criteria pollutants within the district, SCAQMD also has a general responsibility pursuant to the Health and Safety Code, Section 41700, to control emissions of air contaminants and prevent endangerment to public health.  As a result, over the last few years the SCAQMD has regulated pollutants other than criteria pollutants such as TACs, greenhouse gases and stratospheric ozone depleting compounds.  The SCAQMD has developed a number of rules to control non-criteria pollutants from both new and existing sources.  These rules originated through state directives, CAA requirements, or the SCAQMD rulemaking process.

In addition to promulgating non-criteria pollutant rules, the SCAQMD has been evaluating AQMP control measures as well as existing rules to determine whether or not they would affect, either positively or negatively, emissions of non-criteria pollutants.  For example, rules in which VOC components of coating materials are replaced by a non-photochemically reactive chlorinated substance would reduce the impacts resulting from ozone formation, but could increase emissions of toxic compounds or other substances that may have adverse impacts on human health.

Health Effects from Toxic Air Contaminants

Cancer Risk

One of the primary health risks of concern due to exposure to TACs is the risk of contracting cancer.  The carcinogenic potential of TACs is a particular public health concern because it is currently believed by many scientists that there is no "safe" level of exposure to carcinogens.  Any exposure to a carcinogen poses some risk of causing cancer.  It is currently estimated that about one in four deaths in the United States is attributable to cancer.  About two percent of cancer deaths in the United States may be attributable to environmental pollution (Doll and Peto 1981).  The proportion of cancer deaths attributable to air pollution has not been estimated using epidemiological methods.  The SCAQMD estimated the added cancer risk to an individual from lifetime exposure to ambient levels of 14 carcinogenic air contaminants based on ARB monitoring data.  The results of this analysis indicate that the estimated lifetime risk of cancer for residents of the Basin due to exposure to carcinogens in the ambient air at the monitored locations ranges from about 223 in one million (223 x 10-6) to about 417 in one million (417 x 10-6).

Non-cancer Health Risks

It is only relatively recently that regulatory agencies have begun to address TACs that are associated with health effects other than cancer.  A preliminary study by USEPA found that exposures to TACs have a significant potential to cause adverse non-cancer health impacts (U.S. EPA, 1990b).  The study found that of 150 chemicals for which health data and quantitative exposure data were available, about half exceeded RELs at numerous sites throughout the country.  The study also found that exposure to chemical mixtures may result in adverse non-cancer health risks that might not be predicted if only the impacts of individual pollutants are considered.

Unlike carcinogens, for most noncarcinogens it is believed that there is a threshold level of exposure to the compound below which it will not pose a health risk.  The California-EPA OEHHA develops RELs for TACs that are health-conservative estimates of the levels of exposure at or below which health effects are not expected.  The non-cancer health risk due to exposure to a TAC is assessed by comparing the estimated level of exposure to the REL.  The comparison is expressed as the ratio of the estimated exposure level to the REL, called the hazard index (HI).  

geophysical

The district consists of approximately 10,743 square miles of land with very diverse topographical features.  A series of six mountain ranges and many smaller ranges and hills make up a large percentage of the district's surface, while flat land makes up a large percentage of the desert portions of the district.

Geomorphic Provinces

A geomorphic province is a specific feature or group of features on the surface of the earth.  There are three distinct geomorphic provinces in the district, including the Transverse Ranges, the Peninsular Ranges and the Mojave Province.  The Transverse Ranges are series of mountain ranges that cross the district in an east-west direction.  The ranges include the Santa Monica (2,824 feet) and San Gabriel Mountains (8,859 feet) in Los Angeles County; and the San Bernardino Mountains (11,502 feet) in San Bernardino County.

South of the Transverse Ranges are the Peninsular Ranges.  The Peninsular Ranges are located toward the southern end of the district and continue into San Diego County.  Unlike the Transverse Ranges, the Peninsular Ranges lie in a north-south direction near the coast.  The portion of this range within the district includes the Santa Ana Mountains (5,700 feet) in Orange and Riverside counties; the San Jacinto (10,800 feet) and Santa Rosa Mountains (8,700 feet) in Riverside County; and other smaller ranges and hills.

The third geomorphic province, which is partially within the district, is the Mojave Province.  The Mojave Province is located north and east of the Transverse Ranges.  The Mojave Province is generally flat desert land that extends across California into Nevada and Arizona.

Faulting and Tectonic Activity

The district is located in a seismically active area and is subject to frequent earthquake activities.  Major faults within the area include the San Andreas Fault, the San Gabriel Fault, the Elsinore Fault, the Newport-Inglewood Fault, the Santa Monica Fault, and the Transverse Ranges Fault System.  Several faults lie within the Transverse Ranges and comprise the Transverse Ranges Fault System. The most active faults in the district, the San Andreas and the Transverse Ranges Fault System, have created diverse topographical features within the district.

The San Andreas Fault is the boundary between the two tectonic plates.  On the northeast side of the San Andreas fault is the North American Plate, and on the southwest side of the San Andreas Fault is the Pacific Plate, which are in constant motion relative to one another.  The average rate of motion between the two plates over the last three million years is 56 millimeters per year.  These plates are moving in a right lateral direction relative to each other, which means they are moving horizontally, typically in opposite directions.  This type of movement causes earthquakes and faulting.

Subsidence and Liquefaction

Subsidence or the downward displacement of soils occurs chiefly in areas with extensive removal of oil or water and in marsh or bog areas.  Known subsidence areas within the district include Los Angeles Harbor due to oil production, the Santa Ana and La Verne areas from water pumping, and the Beverly Hills area from unknown causes.

Liquefaction involves the changing of granular material, typically fine-grained, low-density deposits, from a solid to a liquid.  Liquefaction occurs as a result of earth shaking in areas saturated with water that is usually due to a high groundwater tables coastal areas, such as the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, as well as other low marshy areas could experience liquefaction due to ground shaking.

Geology

Rock Formations

There are several different rock types within the district, and a discussion by county is detailed below.

Los Angeles County

The majority of rock materials in Los Angeles County consist of alluvial, lake, playa, and terrace deposits that are both consolidated and unconsolidated.  Most of the rocks are of non-marine origin, although some marine rock formations are located along the coast.  These rocks were formed approximately 11,000 years before the present time during the Holocene Epoch of the Quaternary Period of the Cenozoic Era.  Other rock types found in the mountainous regions of Los Angeles County include Mesozoic granite, quartz monzonite, granidiorite, and quartz diorite.

Orange County

Northern Orange County consists of primarily alluvial, lake, playa and terrace deposits as found in most parts of Los Angeles County.  However, in southern Orange County, the mountains of the Peninsular Ranges are composed of metavolcanic rock formations created during the Mesozoic era, estimated to be between 136 to 225 million years before the present.

Riverside County

Of the four counties that comprise the district, Riverside County has the largest land area.  Within Riverside County, there are several types of rock formations with different origins.  Eastern Riverside County is mostly desert land of alluvial, lake, playa and terrace deposits of the Cenozoic Era, estimated to be 65 million years old.  The portion of the Peninsular Ranges that crosses western and central Riverside County is composed primarily of gneiss and other metamorphic rocks injected by granitic rocks and partially of granitic and metamorphic rocks.  These rocks were formed between the late Mesozoic Era and the Precambrian Era.  The Precambrian Era occurred between 4,500 to 570 million years before the present.  Other rock formations in the Peninsular Ranges include Mesozoic granite, quartz monzonite and granidiorite.

San Bernardino County

A portion of the Transverse Ranges is found within the area of San Bernardino County included within the district boundaries.  Big Bear Lake and Baldwin Lake are in this region.  The major rock types in this area are Mesozoic granite, granite monzonite, granidiorite, and quartz diorite.

Soils

There are three basic soil types in the district.  All three are generally dry with subsurface horizons of clay.  The Los Angeles Coastal Region is characterized by alfisol soils with a gray to brown surface horizon (layer) and subsurface horizons of clay.  These soils are typically associated with climates with rainy winters and dry summers.  Los Angeles County south of Palos Verdes Peninsula, the northern portion of Orange County, inland Los Angeles County and a portion of northwestern Riverside County are areas characterized by loamy or clayey soils that have a regular decrease in organic matter content with increasing depth.  Southern Orange County and western Riverside County typically consist of soils that are dry for long periods of time during the warm seasons.  These soils typically have organic-rich horizons. 

Soil Erosion

Erosion from wind and water occurs when material from a position of higher energy or elevation get transported to a position of lower energy or elevation.  Excessive erosion usually occurs as a result of manmade changes to soil including removal of vegetative cover and overall reduction of pervious areas.  Soils that are considered to have high erosion potential generally are loose in texture and have steep slopes.  Clay soils are considered to have low erosion potential.  Erosion caused by wind is common in arid regions where sandy or loamy sediments are unvegetated.  

The majority of soils in the district exhibit moderate to high erosion potential.  The percent of soils that exhibit high erosion potential for each of the four county areas of the district are as follows:  Los Angeles, 50 percent; Orange, 26 percent; San Bernardino, 86 percent; and Riverside, 55 percent.  Eastern portions of San Bernardino and Riverside counties are particularly susceptible to wind erosion (SCAG, 1993).

Increased surface runoff may cause water erosion if previously unpaved areas of the district are paved or chemically stabilized.  It is difficult to estimate the volume of surface runoff presently occurring within the district because of unknown variables including amount and type of precipitation, conditions preceding a rainfall and the area of impervious surfaces. 

WATER RESOURCES

California has an extensive regulatory program to control water pollution.  The most important statute affecting water quality issues is the Porter-Cologne Act, which gives the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine RWQCBs broad powers to protect surface and groundwater supplies in California, regulate waste disposal, and require cleanup of hazardous conditions (California Water Act §§13000 - 13999.16).  In particular, the SWRCB establishes water-related policies and approves water quality control plans, which are implemented and enforced by the RWQCBs.  Five RWQCBs have jurisdiction over areas within the boundaries of the district.  These Regional Boards include: Los Angeles, Lahontan, Colorado River Basin, Santa Ana, and San Diego. 

It is the responsibility of each regional board to prepare water quality control plans to protect surface and groundwater supplies within its region.  These plans must identify important regional water resources and their beneficial uses, such as domestic, navigational, agricultural, industrial, and recreational; establish water quality objectives, limits or levels of water constituents or characteristics established for beneficial uses and to prevent nuisances; and present an implementation program necessary to achieve those water quality objectives.  These plans also contain technical information for determining waste discharge requirements and taking enforcement actions.  The plans are typically reviewed and updated every three years (California Water Act §13241).

California dischargers of waste, which “could affect the quality of the waters of the state” are required to file a report of, waste discharge with the appropriate regional water board (California Water §13260).  The report is essentially a permit application and must contain information required by the regional board.  After receipt of a discharge report, the regional board will issue "waste discharge requirements" analogous to a permit with conditions prescribing the allowable nature of the proposed discharge (California Water Act §§13263, 13377, and 13378).

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Requirements

Most discharges into state waters are regulated by the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), a regulatory program under the federal Clean Water Act.  The NPDES is supervised by USEPA, but administered by SWRCB.  NPDES requirements apply to discharges of pollutants into navigable waters from a point source, discharges of dredged or fill material into navigable waters, and the disposal of sewage sludge that could result in pollutants entering navigable waters.  California has received USEPA approval of its NPDES program. 

Pursuant to California's NPDES program, any waste discharger subject to the NPDES program must obtain an NPDES permit from the appropriate RWQCB.  The permits typically include criteria and water quality objectives for a wide range of constituents.  The NPDES program is self-monitoring, requiring periodic effluent sampling.  Permit compliance is assessed monthly by the local RWQCB and any NPDES violations are then categorized and reported to USEPA on a quarterly basis. 

USEPA has also published regulations that require certain industries, cities and counties to obtain NPDES permits for storm water discharges [(55 Fed. Reg. (1990)].  The new regulations set forth permit application requirements for classes of storm water discharges specifically identified in the federal Clean Water Act.  The regulated storm water discharges include those associated with industrial activity and from municipal storm sewer systems serving a population of 100,000 or more. 

Discharges to Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs)

Water discharges to a public sewage system (referred to generically as a POTW), rather than directly to the environment, are not subject to the NPDES discharge requirements.  Rather, such discharges are subject to federal pretreatment requirements under §§ 307(b) and (c) of the Clean Water Act [(33 U.S.C., §1317(b)-(c))].  Though these pretreatment standards are enforced directly by USEPA, they are implemented by local sanitation districts (Monahan et al., 1993).  The discharger, however, has the responsibility to ensure that the waste stream complies with the pretreatment requirements of the local system.  Any facility using air pollution control equipment affecting water quality must receive a permit to operate from the local sanitation district.  In cases where facilities modify their equipment or install air pollution controls that generate or alter existing wastewater streams, owner/operators must notify the local sanitation district and request that their existing permit be reviewed and modified. 

In order to ensure compliance with wastewater pretreatment regulations, local sanitation districts, such as the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, sample and analyze the wastewater streams from facilities approximately two to four times per year.  Persons who violate the state's water quality laws are subject to a wide array of enforcement provisions. 

In 1990, USEPA revised and extended existing regulations to further regulate hazardous waste dischargers and require effluent testing by POTWs.  To comply with revised permit limits, POTWs may alter their operations or impose more stringent local limits on industrial user discharges of hazardous wastes (Monahan, et al., 1993).  POTWs in California are operated by sanitation districts that adopt ordinances establishing a permit system and fee structure.  There are 47 agencies providing wastewater treatment in the district, the largest three being the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Los Angeles City Sanitation District, and the Orange County Sanitation District.  These three agencies account for 71 percent of influent wastewater in the district (SCAG, 1993d). 

There are a variety of advanced chemical and physical treatment techniques and equipment that remove chemical contaminants from waste streams.  Depending upon the characteristics of the contaminants in the wastewater stream, it may be necessary for the wastewater to undergo a series of treatment processes.  Table 3-3 identifies some examples of wastewater treatment methodologies and the appropriate sequence in the wastewater treatment process in which they would occur. 

TABLE 3-3

Examples of Wastewater Treatment Methods

Initial Treatment
Intermediate Treatment
Advanced Treatment

Sedimentation
Trickling Filters
Carbon Adsorption

Neutralization
Activated Sludge
Ion Exchange

Chemical Coagulation
(aerobic bacteria)
Air Stripping

Precipitation
Chemical Oxidation
Reverse Osmosis


(chlorination & ozonation)
Electrodialysis

Source: Lippmann and Schlesinger, 1979; Vembu, 1994.

Existing Water Sources and Uses

Local water districts are the primary water purveyors in the district.  These water districts receive some of their water supply from surface and groundwater resources within their respective jurisdictions, with any shortfall made up from supplemental water purveyors.  In some cases, 100 percent of a local water district's water supply may come from supplemental sources.  The main sources of surface water used by local water districts within the district are the Colorado, Santa Ana, and Santa Clara Rivers.  The primary groundwater sources used by local water districts are as follows: 

· Los Angeles County:  Raymond, San Fernando, and San Gabriel Water Basins.

· San Bernardino and Riverside counties:  Upper Santa Ana Valley Water Basin.

· Riverside County:  Coachella Valley Water Basin.

· Orange County:  Coastal Plain Water Basin.

The major supplemental water importer in the district is the Southern California Metropolitan Water District (MWD), which is made up of 12 member agencies, 14 member cities, and one County Water Authority. 

Water Resources

Estimating total water use in the district is difficult because the boundaries of supplemental water purveyors' service areas bear little relation to the boundaries of the district and there are dozens of individual water retailers within the district. 

Total water demand within the district was approximately 4.22 million-acre feet (MAF) or about 1.4 trillion gallons in fiscal year 1995
 (July 1994 through June 1995).  About two-thirds of that demand occurred in the service area of the MWD.  The MWD's service area includes southern Los Angeles County, including the San Gabriel and San Fernando Valleys, all of Orange County, the western portion of Riverside County, and the Chino Basin in southwestern San Bernardino County.  The MWD supplied 1.54 MAF and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) supplied 0.36 MAF in the fiscal year 1995 (MWD, 1996).  The remaining water was drawn from local water sources by local water districts within the MWD service area.  About 89 percent of water consumed in the MWD region goes to urban uses with the rest going to agriculture (Rodrigo, 1996).  Sixty-six percent of urban water use occurs in the residential sector, with another 17 percent in the commercial and six percent in the industrial sectors.  Remaining water uses include public entities, fire fighting, etc.  Smaller water purveyors supplied water to northern and eastern areas of the district.  Table 3-4 shows water demand by water district.

Most of the outlying regions of the district are heavily dependent on local surface and groundwater resources as major sources of supply for both domestic and agricultural uses.  Supplemental supplies are also available in some areas through California State Water Project (SWP) contractors.  The largest water supply source in this subregion is the Colorado River. 

Past population growth and agricultural development in the outlying regions have resulted in groundwater pumping beyond safe yield levels.  The Antelope Valley Basin (north Los Angeles County), Mojave Basin (San Bernardino County), and the Coachella Valley Basin (Riverside County) are all in overdraft condition. 

Local Water Supplies

Local surface water sources and groundwater basins provide about one-third of the water supply in the district (calculated from data in SCAG, 1993d).  The largest surface water sources in the region are the Colorado, the Santa Ana, and the Santa Clara River systems.  Major groundwater basins in the region include the Central, Raymond, San Fernando, and San Gabriel basins (Los Angeles County); the Upper Santa Ana Valley Basin system (San Bernardino and Riverside counties); the Coastal Plain Basin (Orange County); and the Coachella Valley Basin (Riverside County). 

TABLE 3-4

1994/1995 Water Demand

Water District
1994/1995 Water Demand (MAF)

Metropolitan Water District Service Area:


MWD
1.54

Los Angeles Aqueducts
0.36

Local Supplies
1.83

Local Supplies:


Coachella Valley Water District
0.73

Palo Verde Irrigation District
0.90

San Bernardino Valley Municipal
0.30

Antelope Valley/East Kern Water Agency
0.10

Desert Water Agency
0.037

Castaic Lake Water Agency
0.016

Palmdale Water Agency
0.018

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
0.018

Crestline/Lake Arrowhead Water Agency
0.002

Little Rock Creek Irrigation District
0.002

Source: MWD, 1996
Local water resources are fully developed and are expected to remain relatively stable in the future on a region-wide basis.  However, water supplies may decline in certain localized areas and increase in others.  Several groundwater basins in the region are threatened by overdraft conditions, increasing levels of salinity, and contamination by toxics or other pollutants.  Local supplies may also be reduced by conversion of agricultural land to urban development, thereby reducing the land surface available for groundwater recharge.  Increasing demand for groundwater may also be limited by water quality, since levels of salinity in sources currently used for irrigation could be unacceptably high for domestic use without treatment. 

Imported Water Supplies

Several major conveyance systems bring water to the urbanized portion of the region from: northern California via the SWP; the Sierra Nevada via the Los Angeles Aqueduct; and the Colorado River via the Colorado River Aqueduct.  The All-American/Coachella Canals deliver agricultural irrigation water from the Colorado River to the Coachella Valley.  The continued availability of water from these sources is uncertain at current levels.  The yield of the SWP system is expected to decline in the future as water use in areas of origin increases, Central Valley Project (CVP) contractual obligations increase, and users with prior rights to northern California water supplies begin to exercise those rights (SCAG, 1987).  The following subsections detail some of the major sources of water supplied to the area within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. 

State Water Project

The SWP supplied 0.57 MAF to the MWD in 1995 (Muir, 1996).  Contractors in the MWD service area hold contracts for 1.86 MAF.  California's total apportionment of SWP water is 4.23 MAF per year, with a dependable supply of about 2.1 MAF.  If additional water supplies are not secured, SWP contractors in the region will face increasing risks of water supply deficiencies during dry years.  Efforts to increase dependable yields through the SWP have included a Coordinated Operation Agreement between the State and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, completion of additional pumping capacity in the San Francisco Bay Delta, and development of additional off-stream storage facilities.  If these efforts are successful, annual net use of SWP may increase by 0.8 MAF by 2010. 

Los Angeles Aqueduct
The Los Angeles Aqueduct provided about 0.17 MAF of water in 1992 (RWQCB, 1993).  Recent court decisions (September, 1994) have required that minimum stream flows be established in four of the streams feeding Mono Lake so that fish and waterfowl habitats can be restored and protected (Frink, 1996).  In addition, California courts have ruled that the average lake surface elevation of Mono Lake be restored to 6,392 feet above mean sea level.  To comply with these rulings, the City of Los Angeles anticipates it will have to ultimately reduce diversion of Mono Lake water by as much as 60,000 AF per year. 

Colorado River Aqueduct
Currently, California's basic apportionment of Colorado River water is 4.4 MAF.  However, due to above-normal runoff in the Colorado River Basin, and the states of Arizona and Nevada not taking their full apportionment, California has received an average of 4.8 MAF per year in recent years (SCAG, 1993d). 

With the Central Arizona Project operational and, therefore, diverting Colorado River water, MWD staff has conservatively projected future supply at 0.62 MAF per year from existing programs and facilities and is considering programs to increase its dependable Colorado River supplies (Schempp, 1996). 

Subregional Water Quality

The following subsections consider the quality of surface and groundwater sources that lie within the coastal subregion and the outlying subregion.  Water quality of the major water basins in each subregion is discussed for both surface and groundwater sources.

Coastal Subregion Water Quality

The Los Angeles River Basin area is located in southern Los Angeles County and is drained by the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, and Malibu Creek (RWQCB, 1993).

· Surface water quality of the Los Angeles River system has minor problems that are attributable to high pH, nitrate/nitrite, chlorine levels, and low dissolved oxygen.  The Los Angeles River drainage basin includes large recreation and wildlife habitat areas in the San Fernando Valley.  Urban runoff and illegal dumping are the major sources of water quality problems in this river system. 

· Minor water quality problems caused by urban runoff and point source discharges have occurred in urbanized portions of the San Gabriel River drainage system, but water quality is good in the source areas of the San Gabriel Mountains. 

· Malibu Creek and its tributaries are an intermittent stream system that drains a portion of the western Santa Monica Mountains.  This drainage area has high total dissolved solids (TDS) levels and, in general, water quality has declined as a result of wastewater discharge into the creek.  Non-point source pollutants of concern include excess nutrients, sediment and bacteria.

Groundwater sources of the Los Angeles River Basin include the Los Angeles Coastal Plain, San Fernando Valley, and San Gabriel Valley Basins (RWQCB, 1993). 

· Water quality in the Los Angeles Coastal Plain Basin is generally good, although saltwater intrusion has been a problem along the coast.  This problem is currently being addressed by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District through the Dominguez Gap Barrier project.  The purpose of the project is to create a fresh water pressure ridge to prevent further landward movement of seawater.

· Hydrocarbons from industry, and nitrates from subsurface sewage disposal and past agricultural activities are the primary pollutants in much of the groundwater throughout the San Gabriel and San Fernando Valley Groundwater Basins.  Pollution has shut down at least 20 percent of municipal groundwater production capacity in both basins.  The California Department of Toxic Substances Control has designated large areas of these basins as high priority Hazardous Substances Cleanup sites.  The U.S. EPA has designated both areas as Superfund sites.  Both the RWQCB and U.S. EPA are overseeing investigations to further define the extent of pollution, identify the responsible parties and begin remediation.

Santa Ana River Basin

The Santa Ana River Basin area is located in Orange County and the western (non-desert) portion of San Bernardino and Riverside counties.  Improper operation of individual sewage storage or treatment systems in the upper Santa Ana River area has degraded surface water quality.  High Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) and nutrient levels have affected lower portions of the river due to low quality rising groundwater, urban runoff, and nonpoint agricultural pollution.  Lakes in the area receive water from the SWP and Colorado River and have fair to good water quality. 

Primary groundwater basins in the Santa Ana River Basin include Orange County Coastal Plain, Upper Santa Ana River Valley, San Jacinto, Elsinore, and San Juan Creek.  Groundwater quality is generally good in this area.  Some deterioration has occurred due to recharge by Colorado River water, percolation of irrigation wastewater, overdrafting, seawater intrusion, and mineralization.  Water quality has been compromised further by municipal, industrial, and agricultural waste disposal.  Saltwater intrusion problems have been somewhat alleviated by injection of water into wells of the Talbert Gap Barrier Project and increased use of Colorado River water by southern Orange County. 

Outlying Subregional Water Quality

Santa Clara River Basin

The Santa Clara River Basin area is located in Ventura County and northern Los Angeles County and is drained by the Santa Clara River, which empties into the Pacific Ocean near the city of Oxnard.  Surface water sources are provided mainly by reservoirs in the area, which are in turn supplied by water from the SWP and the Los Angeles Aqueduct.  These water sources provide water that is generally of high quality.  Tributary creeks typically possess good water quality except during low flows.  Water quality in the Santa Clara River is relatively poor and further degrades downstream when groundwaters rise, resulting in high TDS levels, irrigation return flows, and other contaminants.  Threats to water quality include increasing urban development in floodplain areas, which requires flood control measures.  These measures result in increased flows and erosion and loss of habitat (RWQCB, 1993). 

Nine groundwater basins are located in the Santa Clara River Basin.  Groundwater quality is generally good in the upper Santa Clara River Basin (Los Angeles County) but worsens near the Los Angeles County-Ventura County line.  High TDS concentrations are common in the Santa Clara River Valley area. 

Desert Basins

The desert subregion includes most of San Bernardino County, eastern Riverside County, and Imperial County.  Few water quality problems exist in this area with the exception of the Salton Sea vicinity, which has high and increasing salinity as a result of irrigation return flows, increasing salinity of Colorado River water, and inadequately treated municipal discharges (particularly from sources in Mexico) (Coachella Valley Water District, 1993). 

Groundwater quality problems in the South Lahontan Basin, located in desert subregion portions of Los Angeles and San Bernardino counties, include overdrafting and pollution from mining and sewage wastes.  West Colorado River Basin has increasingly high salinity near the Colorado River.  Local groundwater supplies along the Colorado River are also poor where they are affected by saline river water, failing septic tanks and leachfield systems, and irrigation return flows. 

Transportation/Circulation

The agencies that share authority for transportation-related programs in the district include SCAG, the county transportation authorities, local government transportation departments and Caltrans.  SCAG develops transportation plans for the region, including the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), which detail all of the capital and non-capital improvements to the transportation system that will occur between now and 2010. 

SCAG, as the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for a major portion of Southern California, SCAG is required to adopt and periodically update a long-range transportation plan for the area of its jurisdiction [(Title 23 United States Code §134(g)(1)].  SCAG also is required, under §65080 of the Government Code, to prepare a regional transportation plan (RTP) for the area.  These subsections also specify that actions by transportation agencies must be consistent with an adopted RTP that conform with air quality requirements in order to obtain federal and state funding.

By law, the 1998 Regional Transportation Plan must meet federal and state air quality (conformity) requirements.  Failure to meet these standards will result in a loss of transportation funding from these sources.  Failure to meet these standards also results in serious health risks.  Air quality planning in the region is directed at meeting ambient air requirements and deadlines set by the federal Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Resources Board.  These standards are set at levels that are meant to protect the health of the most sensitive population groups, particularly the elderly, children and people with respiratory diseases. Currently there are seven federally designated non-attainment areas--South Coast Air Basin, Ventura County, San Bernardino County, Searles Valley, Coachella Valley, North Los Angeles County (Antelope Valley) and Imperial County.  These areas have serious air quality problems.  The South Coast Air Basin faces the most serious air quality problems in the region.  Despite improvements, it has the worst air pollution in the United States.  In the South Coast Air Basin, the RTP is required to reduce the amount of VOC emissions by approximately 15 tons per day and NOx emissions by 16 tons a day.

The transportation system utilized in the district is a multi-faceted and multi-modal system for moving people and goods.  It includes an extensive network of freeways, highways and roads; public transit; air and sea routes; and non-motorized modes of travel (walking and biking).  The routes of travel to move people and goods are briefly summarized below.  Please consult SCAG’s 1998 Regional Transportation Plan for further detail.

Freeways, Highways and Arterials 

There are almost 8,000 miles of freeway and high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes linking the region. Additionally, there are 27,500 lane miles of arterials and highways.  These roadways are an integral part of the transportation system, often acting as alternative routes to freeway driving.

On an annual basis, transit rider ship peaked in the mid-eighties at somewhat less than 600 million passenger trips annually and since then slowly has declined to slightly less than 500 million passenger trips per year.  Despite this downward trend, rider ship has increased on the recently introduced rail services and for several smaller bus operators.  However, in the critical home-to-work trips category, according to census data, transit's share declined almost 12 percent between 1980 and 1990.  By comparison, drive-alone, home-to-work trips increased from 70.2 to 72.4 percent for an increase of 3.1 percent.

Transit service is provided by approximately 17 separate public agencies, with nine of these providing 98 percent of the existing public bus transit service. Local service is supplemented by municipal lines and shuttle services and additional regional service is provided by private bus companies.

ENERGY RESOURCES 

Electricity

The following information was compiled prior to deregulation of California’s electric utility industry.  The influence of deregulation is still not completely known. The SCAQMD will update the existing setting relative to electricity if appropriate information becomes available before this EA is certified.

A decade ago, California's electric power generating utilities were heavily dependent on oil and natural gas for power generation.  Current electricity supply within the state, however, is generated by a number of energy resources: natural gas, petroleum, coal, hydroelectric, biomass, geothermal, fuel cell, wind, solar, and nuclear.

There are a variety of commercial, residential, and industrial end-users of electricity in the region.  Electricity is transmitted to end-users through an extensive electricity distribution system.  Electricity distribution is provided for the Southern California planning area by Southern California Edison (SCE), the LADWP and the municipal utilities of Burbank, Glendale, and Pasadena (BGP).  The LADWP and BGP service areas are located entirely within the boundaries of the SCAQMD, while SCE's territory extends above the northern borders of Los Angeles County and San Bernardino County to include Ventura, Inyo, Mono and portions of Kings and Kern counties.  Although the SCE planning area is large, most of the electricity sold by SCE is to areas within the SCAQMD’s area of jurisdiction.  In 1993 electricity sales within this area made up 86 percent of SCE's residential, 88 percent of its commercial, and 88 percent of its industrial electricity sales.  The cities of Anaheim, Azusa, Banning, Colton, Riverside and Vernon do not generate their own power, but may in some instances be responsible for electricity distribution.  Such cities are identified as "Resale Cities" by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).

Annual energy demand is the total amount of electricity consumed in a year.  Peak power demand is an instantaneous maximum power demand that could occur at any time during a specific year.  Peak power demand normally occurs during hot summer afternoons, most likely due to the increased load from air conditioning used to cool homes and places of businesses.

Between 1990 and 2010, projected growth in total annual energy demand in SCAQMD’s area of jurisdiction is expected to increase by 48,622 gigawatt hours (GWh) to 166,346 GWh, a 41 percent increase.  During the same time period, peak electricity demand is expected to grow by 8,610 megawatts (MW) to 32,533 MW, a 36 percent increase.

The forecasted total annual supply for the region is expected to increase (from 1992 to 2010) by 47,435 GWh to 167,409 GWh.  The maximum instantaneous peak power supply is expected to increase during the same period by 9,142 MW to 40,128 MW.  The forecasted supply resources are expected to adequately supply total annual energy demand and maximum instantaneous peak power demand for forecasted baseline years.

Natural Gas

Natural gas is a fossil fuel widely used by stationary sources in the district.  It is consumed by end-users in the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors.  Its use is also increasing in the transportation sector.

The residential sector uses natural gas primarily for water and space heating equipment.  In addition to use for water and space heating equipment, commercial facilities such as office buildings, grocery stores, schools, hotels and motels, hospitals, and restaurants use natural gas for space heating and cooling, refrigeration and food preparation.  Industrial processes consume natural gas in a variety of processes including water heating and steam generation, drying and curing processes, metal melting, heat treatment and general space heating, as well as cogeneration.  Because of its clean burning characteristics, natural gas-powered technology is considered to be BACT for most combustion sources in the district and, therefore, it is required by the SCAQMD to be the primary fuel for most combustion sources.  The transportation sector is beginning to use compressed natural gas (CNG) as an alternative clean motor vehicle fuel.  In the utility electric generation (UEG) sector, natural gas is used as the primary combustion fuel in power generating equipment such as utility boilers and gas turbines (California Gas and Electric Utilities, 1994).

Although natural gas (consisting primarily of methane) can be synthetically produced, current supplies are obtained primarily from naturally occurring accumulations within the earth.  Natural gas is produced from wells and is processed to remove the "wet" portions.  Natural gas is plentiful in the continental U.S. and Alaska, and extensive additional supplies are located in Canada and Mexico.  Southern California has some natural gas supplied from on-shore and offshore sources, but it relies on out-of-state production for 89 percent of its supply (California Gas and Electric Utilities, 1994).  Out-of-state supplies, however, will increase with time.  Fields in the southwestern U.S., the Rocky Mountain area, and Canada are expected to be secure and reliable sources to meet demand through the forecast period ending in 2010.  The Southern California Gas Company’s gas balance forecast indicates an ability to provide high levels of gas service to all market sectors, even under cold-temperature conditions.  No curtailment is forecast.

In general, Southern California has an extensive gas transmission and distribution system.  The Southern California Gas Company alone maintains over 43,300 miles of pipeline with service connections to well over four million industries, business and residences.  The Southern California Gas Company's service territory extends beyond the northern border of Los Angeles County to include Ventura, San Luis Obispo, Kings, Kern, Tulare, and Fresno counties.  Prior to February 1992, natural gas was distributed to the Southern California Gas Company service territory through three major interstate pipelines (Transwestern, El Paso, and California) with a total estimated delivery capacity of 2,800 million (MM) cubic feet per day (cf/day).  That capacity has now been increased to 3,680 MMcf/day with the opening of the Kern River/Mojave pipeline system, delivering gas from southwestern Wyoming.  In November of 1993, when Pacific Gas & Electric's (PG&E) new Pacific Gas Transmission (PGT) pipeline became operational, another 350 MMcf/day became available to Southern California, for a total supply capacity of 4,030 MMcf/day.  The Southern California Gas Company can meet an "instantaneous" demand of approximately seven billion cubic feet (Bcf) in winter months, for short periods of time when the weather is unusually cold (California Gas and Electric Utilities, 1994).

HAZARDS

Hazardous Materials Management Planning

State law requires detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled, used, stored, and disposed of to prevent or mitigate injury to health or the environment in the event that such materials are accidentally released.  These requirements are enforced by the California Office of Emergency Services (OES).  Federal laws, such as the Emergency Planning and Community-Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (also known as Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act or SARA) impose similar requirements. 

Hazardous Materials Transport

The U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S.DOT) has the regulatory responsibility for the safe transportation of hazardous materials between states and to foreign countries.  U.S.DOT regulations govern all means of transportation, except for those packages shipped by mail.  Hazardous materials sent by U.S. mail are covered by the U.S. Postal Service (USPS) regulations.  U.S.DOT regulations are contained in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 49 (49 CFR); USPS regulations are in 39 CFR. 

Common carriers are licensed by the California Highway Patrol (CHP), pursuant to the California Vehicle Code, §32000.  This section requires licensing of every motor (common) carrier who transports, for a fee, in excess of 500 pounds of hazardous materials at one time and every carrier, if not for hire, who carries more than 1,000 pounds of hazardous material of the type requiring placards.  Common carriers conduct a large portion of their business in the delivery of hazardous materials. 

Under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the USEPA sets standards for transporters of hazardous waste.  In addition, the State of California regulates the transportation of hazardous waste originating or passing through the state; state hazardous waste regulations are contained in CCR, Title 13. Hazardous waste must be regularly removed from generating sites by licensed hazardous waste transporters.  Transported materials must be accompanied by hazardous waste manifests. 

Two state agencies have primary responsibility for enforcing federal and state regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies: the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

The CHP enforces hazardous materials and hazardous waste labeling and packing regulations, which were enacted to prevent or minimize leakage and spills of material in transit and provide detailed information to cleanup crews in the event of an accident.  Vehicle and equipment inspection, shipment preparation, container identification, and shipping documentation are all part of the responsibility of the CHP.  The CHP conducts regular inspections of licensed transporters to assure regulatory compliance. Caltrans has emergency chemical spill identification teams at 72 locations throughout the state. 

Hazardous Material Worker Safety Requirements

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) and the Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Fed/OSHA) are the agencies responsible for assuring worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals in the workplace.  In California, Cal/OSHA assumes primary responsibility for developing and enforcing workplace safety regulations. 

Under the authority of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, Fed/OSHA has adopted numerous regulations pertaining to worker safety (contained in 29 CFR - Labor).  These regulations set standards for safe workplaces and work practices, including the reporting of accidents and occupational injuries.  Some OSHA regulations contain standards relating to hazardous materials handling, including workplace conditions, employee protection requirements, first aid, and fire protection, as well as material handling and storage.  Because California has a federally approved OSHA program, it is required to adopt regulations that are at least as stringent as those found in 29 CFR. 

Cal/OSHA regulations concerning the use of hazardous materials in the workplace (which are detailed in CCR, Title 8) include requirements for employee safety training, availability of safety equipment, accident and illness prevention programs, hazardous substance exposure warnings, and emergency action and fire prevention plan preparation.  Cal/OSHA enforces hazard communication program regulations, which contain training and information requirements, including procedures for identifying and labeling hazardous substances.  The hazard communication program also requires that Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) be available to employees and that employee information and training programs be documented.  These regulations also require preparation of emergency action plans (escape and evacuation procedures, rescue and medical duties, alarm systems, and emergency evacuation training). 

Both federal and state laws include special provisions for hazard communication to employees in research laboratories, including training in chemical work practices.  The training must include instruction in methods for the safe handling of hazardous materials, an explanation of MSDS, use of emergency response equipment and supplies, and an explanation of the building emergency response plan and procedures. 

Chemical safety information must also be available at the workplace.  More detailed training and monitoring is required for the use of carcinogens, ethylene oxide, lead, asbestos, and certain other chemicals listed in 29 CFR.  Emergency equipment and supplies, such as fire extinguishers, safety showers, and eyewashes, must also be kept in accessible places.  Compliance with these regulations reduces the risk of accidents, worker health effects, and emissions from accidental releases. 

The National Fire Code (NFC), Standard 45 (published by the National Fire Protection Association) contains standards for laboratories using chemicals, which are not requirements, but are generally employed by organizations in order to protect workers.  These standards provide basic protection of life and property in laboratory work areas through prevention and control of fires and explosions, and also serve to protect personnel from exposure to non-fire health hazards. 

While NFC Standard 45 is regarded as a nationally recognized standard, the California Fire Code (24 CCR) contains state standards for the use and storage of hazardous materials and special standards for buildings where hazardous materials are found.  Some of these  regulations consist of amendments to NFC Standard 45.  State Fire Code regulations require emergency pre-fire plans to include training programs in first aid, the use of fire equipment, and methods of evacuation. 

Hazardous Waste Handling Requirements

The federal RCRA of 1976 created a major new federal hazardous waste regulatory program that is administered by the U.S. EPA.  Under RCRA, U.S. EPA regulates the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. 

RCRA was amended in 1984 by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act (HSWA), which affirmed and extended the concept of regulating hazardous wastes from generation through disposal.  HSWA specifically prohibits the use of certain techniques for the disposal of some hazardous wastes. 

Under RCRA, individual states may implement their own hazardous waste programs in lieu of RCRA as long as the state program is at least as stringent as the federal RCRA requirements.  U.S. EPA approved California's program to  implement federal regulations as of August 1, 1992. 

The Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL) is administered by the California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC).  Under HWCL, DTSC has adopted extensive regulations governing the generation, transportation, and disposal of hazardous wastes.  HWCL differs little from RCRA; both laws impose "cradle to grave" regulatory systems for handling hazardous wastes in a manner that protects human health and the environment.  Regulations implementing HWCL are generally more stringent than regulations implementing RCRA. 

Regulations implementing HWCL list over 780 hazardous chemicals as well as nearly 30 more common materials that may be hazardous.  HWCL regulations establish criteria for identifying, packaging and labeling hazardous wastes.  They prescribe management practices for hazardous wastes; establish permit requirements for hazardous waste treatment, storage, disposal and transportation; and identify hazardous wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills.

Under both RCRA and HWCL, hazardous waste manifests must be retained by the generator for a minimum of three years.  Hazardous waste manifests list a description of the waste, its intended destination and regulatory information about the waste.  A copy of each manifest must be filed with DTSC.  The generator must match copies of hazardous waste manifests with certification notices from the treatment, disposal, or recycling facility.

Emergency Response to Hazardous Materials and Wastes Incidents

Pursuant to the Emergency Services Act, the State has developed an Emergency Response Plan to coordinate emergency services provided by federal, state, and local government agencies and private persons.  Response to hazardous materials incidents is one part of this plan.  The Plan is administered by OES, which coordinates the responses of other agencies including U.S. EPA, CHP, Department of Fish and Game, RWQCB, and local fire departments (see California Government Code, §8550).

In addition, pursuant to the Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 1985 (the Business Plan Law), local agencies are required to develop "area plans" for response to releases of hazardous materials and wastes.  These emergency response plans depend to a large extent on the business plans submitted by persons who handle hazardous materials.  An area plan must include pre-emergency planning of procedures for emergency response, notification and coordination of affected government agencies and responsible parties, training, and follow-up.

Hazardous Materials Incidents

The California Hazardous Materials Incident Reporting System (CHMIRS) is a post-incident reporting system to collect data on incidents involving the accidental release of hazardous materials.  During 1997, the counties of Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and Los Angeles reported 1,527 spills.  The breakdown is as follows: 761 spills in Los Angeles County, 243 spills in Orange County, 306 spills in Riverside County, and 217 spills in San Bernardino County.  Of the spills that occurred in these counties in 1997, 640 were petroleum spills.

PUBLIC SERVICES - fire Protection
The implementation of the proposed amendments may result in potential impacts to fire protection because in the event of an accidental release of hazardous materials or wastes, local fire departments are generally responsible for emergency response and clean up procedures.  Local fire departments may also be needed to respond to emergency situations at facilities subject to the proposed amended rules.

Public services offered and available within the District are extensive and numerous.  The only public service agency identified that might be adversely affected by PAR 1402 is fire protection.  Fire protection services are generally provided by city and county fire departments with some cities contracting with the county for services.  The U.S. Forest Service provides fire protection on all national forest lands while the California Department of Forestry has jurisdiction over wild land fire protection in various unincorporated areas of Riverside and San Bernardino counties.  The northeastern area of Los Angeles County is served by the Los Angeles County Department of Forestry.  Approximately 17,914 personnel (1 employee per 765 civilians) were employed in fire protection within the four county region comprising the district, as of June 1993.

SOLID / HAZARDOUS WASTE

Solid Waste

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 14, Division 7 provides the state standards for the management of facilities that handle and/or dispose of solid waste. CCR Title 14, Division 7 is administered by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) and the designated Local Enforcement Agency (LEA).  The designated LEA for each county is the County Department of Environmental Health.  CCR Title 14, Division 7 establishes general standards to provide required levels of performance for facilities that handle and/or dispose of solid waste.  Other requirements included in CCR Title 14, are operational plans, closure plans, and post-closure monitoring and maintenance plans. This regulation covers various solid waste facilities including, but not limited to: landfills, materials recovery facilities (MRFs) and transfer stations and composting facilities.

The district's four-county region has permitted capacity to accept over 111,198 tons of municipal solid waste (MSW) each day.  Solid wastes consist of residential wastes (trash and garbage produced by households), construction wastes, commercial and industrial wastes, home appliances and abandoned vehicles, and sludge residues (waste remaining at the end of the sewage treatment process).

A total of 39 Class III active landfills and two transformation facilities are located within the district with a total capacity of 111,198 tons per day.  Los Angeles County has 14 active landfills with a permitted capacity of over 58,000 tons per day.  San Bernardino County has nine public and private landfills within the district’s boundaries with a combined permitted capacity of 11,783 tons per day.  Riverside County has 12 active sanitary landfills with a total capacity of 14,707 tons per day.  Each of these landfills is located within the unincorporated area of the county and is classified as Class III.  Orange County currently has four active Class III landfills with a permitted capacity of over 25,000 tons per day.

Hazardous Waste

Hazardous materials as defined in 40 CFR 261.20 and California Title 22 Article 9 (including listed substances, 40 CFR 261.30) are disposed of in Class I landfills.  California has enacted strict legislation for regulating Class I landfills (California Health and Safety Code, Sections 25209 - 25209.7).  For example, the treatment zone of a Class I landfill must not extend more than five feet below the initial surface and the base of the zone must be a minimum of five feet above the highest anticipated elevation of underlying groundwater [H&S Code, Section 25209.1(h)].  The Health and Safety Code also requires Class I landfills to be equipped with liners, a leachate collection and removal system, and a groundwater monitoring system (H&S Code, Section 25209.2(a)).  Such systems must meet the requirements of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the California Water Resources Control Board (H&S Code, Section 25209.5). 

Currently, the area within the district does not have any Class I landfills approved that accept hazardous wastes.  There are currently two Class I landfills located in California.  Chemical Waste Management Corporation in Kettleman City is a treatment, storage and disposal facility, which has a capacity of 13 million cubic yards.  At current disposal rates, this capacity would last for approximately 26 years (Turek, 1996).  Laidlaw Environmental has a Class I facility in Buttonwillow with a permitted capacity of 13 million cubic yards.  At current disposal rates, this capacity would last for approximately three years.  In addition, treatment services and landfill disposal are available from the Laidlaw facility located in Westmoreland (Buoni, 1996).

In addition, hazardous waste can also be transported to permitted facilities outside of California.  The nearest out-of-state landfills are U.S. Ecology, Inc., located in Beatty, Nevada; USPCI, Inc., in Murray, Utah; and Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc.; in Mountain Home, Idaho.  Incineration is provided at the following out-of-state facilities:  Aptus, located in Aragonite, Utah and Coffeyville, Kansas; Rollins Environmental Services, Inc., located in Deer Park, Texas and Baton Rouge, Louisiana; Chemical Waste Management, Inc., in Port Arthur, Texas; and Waste Research & Reclamation Co., Eau Claire, Wisconsin (Kirby, 1996).

Consistency

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the SCAQMD have developed, with input from representatives of local government, the industry community, public health agencies, the USEPA - Region IX and the California ARB, guidance on how to assess consistency within the existing general development planning process in the Basin.  Pursuant to the development and adoption of its Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), SCAG has developed an Intergovernmental Review Procedures Handbook (June 1, 1995).  The SCAQMD also adopted criteria for assessing consistency with regional plans and the AQMP in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The following sections address analyzes consistency between the proposed amendments and relevant regional plans pursuant to the SCAG Handbook and SCAQMD Handbook.
Consistency with Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) Policies

The RCPG provides the primary reference for SCAG’s project review activity.  The RCPG serves as a regional framework for decision making for the growth and change that is anticipated during the next 20 years and beyond.  The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the RCPG contains population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council and reflect local plans and policies that shall be used by SCAG in all of its phases of project implementation and review.  It states that the overall goals for the region are to (1) re-invigorate the region’s economy, (2) avoid social and economic inequities and the geographical isolation of communities, and (3) maintain the region’s quality of life.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve the Regional Standard of Living

The Growth Management goals include: developing urban forms that enable individuals to spend less income on housing cost, minimizing public and private development costs, and enabling firms to be more competitive, which strengthen the regional strategic goal to stimulate the regional economy.  Proposed amended Rules 1402 and 1401 in relation to the GMC would not interfere with the achievement of such goals, nor would they interfere with any powers exercised by local land use agencies.  PAR 1402 and 1401 will not interfere with efforts to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.  

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Provide Social, Political and Cultural Equity

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social polarization promotes the regional strategic goals of minimizing social and geographic disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society.  Local jurisdictions, employers and service agencies should provide adequate training and retraining of workers, and prepare the labor force to meet the challenges of the regional economy.  The plan encourages employment development in job-poor localities through support of labor force retraining programs and other economic development measures.  Local jurisdictions and other service providers in their efforts to develop sustainable communities provide, equally to all members of society, accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care, social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.  Implementing PAR 1402 and 1401 is not expected to interfere with the goals of providing social, political and cultural equity.

One anticipated benefit of PAR 1402 is that it will reduce future exposures to TAC emissions.  Since sources of TACs are often located in poor or minority communities, the poor and minorities may derive a greater benefit from PAR 1402 and 1401 than other groups in the region.  For all the above reasons, PAR 1402 and 1401 are consistent with SCAG’s GMC social equity policies.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve the Regional Quality of Life

The Growth Management goals also include attaining mobility and clean air goals and developing urban forms that enhance quality of life, accommodate a diversity of lifestyles, preserve open space and natural resources, are aesthetically pleasing, preserve the character of communities, and enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality of life.  The RCPG encourages planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental impacts, as well as supports the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered plants and animals.  While encouraging the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites, the plan discourages development in areas with steep slopes, high fire potential, flood and seismic hazards, unless complying with special design requirements.  Finally, the plan encourages measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would reduce exposure to seismic hazards and minimize earthquake damage, and measures to develop emergency response and recovery plans.  Proposed Amended Rules 1402 and 1401 in relation to the GMC is not expected to interfere with attaining these goals and, in fact, promotes improving air quality in the region.

Consistency with Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP)

Proposed amended Rules 1402 and 1401 are consistent with the RTP and CMP since no significant adverse impact to transportation/circulation will result from further controls on toxic emissions facilities within the district.  While slight increases in traffic and congestion may occur from the transport offsite of wastes for disposal or recycling, the construction and operation of the control equipment will not require a substantial increase number of employees or result in substantial increase in traffic congestion.  Potential truck trips are not expected to significantly adversely affect circulation patterns, as the volume of additional annual track traffic anticipated from PAR 1402 and 1401 is negligible over the area of the district. 
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Effects Found Not to be Significant

INTRODUCTION

The CEQA Guidelines require environmental documents to identify significant environmental effects that may result from a proposed project [CEQA Guidelines §151269(a)].  Direct and indirect significant effects of a project on the environment should be identified and described, with consideration given to both short- and long-term impacts.  The discussion of environmental impacts may include, but is not limited, to, the resources involved; physical changes; alterations of ecological systems; health and safety problems caused by physical changes; and other aspects of the resource base, including water, scenic quality, and public services.  If significant environmental impacts are identified, the CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of measures that could either avoid or substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible (CEQA Guidelines §15126 (c)].

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA document depends on the type of project being proposed (CEQA Guidelines §15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, this Draft EA analyzes impacts on a regional level and impacts on the level of individual industries or individual facilities where feasible.

The categories of environmental impacts to be studied in a CEQA document are established by CEQA (Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines as promulgated by the State of California Secretary of Resources.  Under the CEQA Guidelines, there are approximately 15 environmental categories in which potential adverse impacts from a project are evaluated.  Projects are evaluated against the environmental categories in an environmental checklist and those environmental categories that may be adversely affected by the project are further analyzed in the appropriate CEQA document.

Pursuant to CEQA, an Initial Study, including an environmental checklist, was prepared for this project (see Appendix B).  Of the 15 potential environmental impact categories, air quality, geophysical, water resources, transportation/circulation, energy, hazards, public services (fire departments) and solid/hazardous waste.  Included for each impact category is a discussion of project-specific impacts, project specific mitigation (if necessary and available), impacts remaining after mitigation (if any), cumulative impacts and cumulative impact mitigation (if necessary and available).

analysis methodology and General ASSUMPTIONS 

In general, environmental impacts from the implementation of the proposed amendments to Rule 1402 are comprised primarily of cross-media impacts resulting from installing air pollution control equipment.  To analyze potential adverse environmental impacts from installing add-on air pollution control equipment, it is necessary to estimate the number of facilities expected to install add-on air pollution control equipment and determine the type of control equipment to be used.  The following paragraphs describe the methodology and assumptions used to estimate the number of affected facilities and types of add-on air pollution control equipment.  Additional analysis assumptions were also made relative to a particular environmental topic.  These additional assumptions are provided in the specific environmental topic sections.  The three elements of the project subject to PAR 1402 are from HRA facilities, industry-specific facilities subject to the inventory requirements and facilities emitting TACs of concern subject to the inventory requirements.

To identify facilities that may be subject to risk reduction requirements in PAR 1402, the SCAQMD first evaluated facilities subject to AB2588 noticing requirements.  AB2588 requires an update of facility-wide TAC emissions every four years from affected facilities.  This program has generated individual toxic emission inventories for approximately 2,000 facilities in the district and approximately 8,000 facilities where emission inventories are addressed through “industry-wide” inventories for categories of smaller sources.  Facilities that exceed the significant threshold levels (Table I and II in Rule 1402) are required to provide facility-wide emission inventories.  These thresholds are based on a MICR of 100 in one million (100 x10-6) and a HI of 5.0.  Using the AB2588 inventory information, staff estimated the number of facilities with a MICR greater than 25 in one million (25 x 10-6), but less than 100 in one million (100 x 10-6) and facilities with a MICR between 10 and 25 in one million (25 – 10 x 10-6) (Table 4-1).  Table 4-1 also includes facilities with an HI greater than 3.0, but less 5.0.  Facilities with MICR greater than 100 in one million (100 x 10-6) or an HI greater than 5.0 are currently subject to Rule 1402 requirements and therefore, not included in the proposed amendments.  Table 4-1 also identifies types of affected industries and possible methods of control.

In addition to facilities subject to AB2588, staff evaluated non-AB2588 facilities that have not yet been identified by the AB2588 program, but could be subject to the emission inventory requirements of PAR 1402.  These facilities would be subject to the risk reduction requirements of PAR 1402 if they exceed any emission thresholds listed in Tables 2-3 or 2-4.  During the previous round of AB 2588 reporting requirements, one-third of the facilities submitting their inventory data were required to perform an HRA.  The screening level to determine which facilities would be required to perform an HRA under AB2588 is 100 in one million (100 x 10-6), which is equivalent to the proposed screening level in PAR 1402 that triggers the inventory reporting requirement.  Slightly less than 15 percent (approximately 12 percent) of these HRA facilities exceeded a MICR of 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) or a HI of 3.0 because owners/operators at these facilities voluntarily reduced TAC emissions from their facilities to avoid the AB2588 public notification requirements.  To provide a conservative analysis, 15 percent was used as the maximum number of facilities, not only subject to the inventory requirement, but also anticipated to exceed the interim action level, that is, a MICR between 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) and 100 in one million (100 x 10-6) and an HI between 3.0 and 5.0. 

Table 4-1

AB2588 HRA Facilities

Industry Types
Possible Methods of Control
# of Affected HRA Facilities 



Reduce to 25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0
Reduce to 10 in One Million plus HI of 3.0

Chemical/allied products, stone, clay and glass production
Thermal oxidizers
2
0

Fabricated metal, chemical/allied products, transportation equipment, national security
HEPA filters
8
6

Fabricated metal, transportation equipment
Scrubbers
2
0

Industrial organic chemicals, petroleum refining, launderers and motion pictures
Material or process substitution
5
2

Fugitive emissions
Increased inspection
1
2

Misc. facilities
Other (canceled, shutdown, none)
6 
5


Total
24 
15


Combined Total
39 

To determine the number of facilities with a MICR greater than 10 in one million (10 x 10-6), but less than 25 in one million (25 x 10-6), staff used the same methodology that was used to identify the number of facilities that exceeded 25 in one million (25 x 10-6).  The results indicate that approximately five percent of the HRA facilities would have a MICR greater than 10 in one million (10 x 10-6), but less than 25 in one million (25 x 10-6).  To provide a conservative analysis it was assumed that seven percent of the non-AB2588 facilities would have a MICR greater than 10 in one million (10 x 10-6), but less than 25 in one million (25 x 10-6).

Table 4-2

Industry-specific Categories Potentially Subject to Rule 1402 if Source-Specific Rule Is Not Adopted or Amended

Industry Type
Potential # of Affected Facilities with MICR and HI at: 
Process to be Controlled
Possible Method of Control


Reduce to  25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0
Reduce to 10 –in One Million plus HI of 3.0















Dry Cleaners
136
63 
Dry cleaning machines
Non-perchloroethylene alternative substitution (wet cleaning, hydrocarbon dry cleaning, dry wash cleaning process)







Gas Stations
7
3 
Transfer equipment
Work practices and “CARB certified” vapor recovery systems







Metal Plating
14
7 
Processing tanks, plating operations
HEPA filters, packed wet scrubbers, reformulation of cleaner; process alteration; polyballs, anti-mist additives

Motion Picture
5
3 
Film cleaners and printing
Chemical reformulation or substitution, carbon adsorption







Rubber
N/A 
N/A 
Tire or non-tire rubber goods
Material substitution, oxidation, HEPA filters

Sterilizers
4
2
Biomedical sterilizers
Afterburners, carbon adsorption

Wood Furniture Stripping
1
1
Wood product stripping operations
Chemical reformulation or substitution, ventilation systems

TOTAL
167 
79 



As discussed in Chapter 2, there are 7  industry-specific categories that are either currently subject to a source specific rule that would need to be amended in the future or would be subject to a new source specific rule in the future (Table 4-2).  To further maximize potential adverse environmental impacts from PAR 1402, it is assumed that all affected facilities would be subject to PAR 1402 rather than a source specific rule.  This means that facilities in the 7  industry-specific categories would not be exempted from applicable PAR 1402 requirements.

Table 4-2 includes estimates of the number of facilities from the 7  industry-specific categories that would be subject to the inventory-reporting requirement.  Table 4-2 also identifies the process or equipment to be controlled and the possible methods of control to reduce risk.  To provide a conservative analysis, it is assumed that 15 percent of facilities identified would exceed the relevant interim action levels and, therefore, would have implement risk reduction measures to reduce TAC emissions.  To determine the number of facilities exceeding the final action levels, it was assumed that seven percent of the total number of non-AB2588 facilities would fall between the interim action levels and the final action levels.  These assumptions are consistent with the results of the evaluation of AB2588 facilities, which indicated that approximately 15 percent of the AB2588 facilities would have risk levels between a MICR of 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) and 100 in one million (100 x 10-6) and an HI between 3.0 and 5.0.

Similarly, it was assumed that seven percent of the identified industry-specific facilities would implement some type of risk reduction measures to comply with the final action levels.  This approach is consistent with percentage of AB2588 facilities for which the HRA indicated a MICR between 10 in one million (10 x 10-6) and 25 in one million (25 x 10-6).  It should be noted that this approach overestimates the number of facilities with risks that fall between the final and interim action levels because some of these facilities also have a MICR greater than 25 in one million (25 x 10-6).  It is likely that facilities exceeding both the interim and final action levels would implement a single set of risk reduction measures to comply with the final action level rather than implement risk reduction measures to comply with the interim action levels and then implement a separate set of risk reduction measures to comply with the final action level.

Table 4-3 identifies the number of facilities emitting TACs of concern with emissions that exceed the screening levels that trigger the inventory requirements in Rule 1402.  For a conservative analysis, all of the identified facilities exceeding the threshold level in Table 2-3 would be required to perform an HRA.  Similar to the analysis of industry-specific facilities, 15 percent of the total number of facilities in the facilities emitting TACs of concern category were assumed to have risk levels between 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) and 100 in one million (100 x 10-6) and an HI between 3.0 and 5.0 (Table 4-3).  Further, seven percent of the total number of facilities were assumed to have a MICR between 10 in one million (10 x 10-6) and 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) (Table 4-3).  Table 4-3 also lists the possible methods of controlling TAC emissions by general industry type.  

Table 4-3

Facilities Emitting TACs of Concern Potentially Subject To PAR 1402

Specific TAC
Potential # of Affected Facilities
Industry or Process to be Controlled
Possible Method of Controls


Reduce to 25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0
Reduce to 10 –in One Million plus HI of 3.0



Benzene
5 
2 
Storage tanks, combustion
Technology or process substitution 

Formaldehyde
5
3 
Boiler
Technology or process substitution

Hexavalent Chromium
8 
4
Plasma arc cutting; metal melting
Technology or process substitution; baghouses 

Methylene Chloride
5
2 
Cleaning operations
Chemical reformulation or substitution, ventilation systems

Nickel
3
2 
Plasma arc cutting
Technology substitution

Perchloro-
ethylene
13
6 
Storage tanks, degreasers, soil treatment vapor extract
Non-perchloroethylene alternative substitution 

TOTAL
39 
19 



Similar to the analysis for industry-specific facilities, the number of facilities with risks between the final and interim action levels is an overestimation because some of these facilities also have a MICR greater than 25 in one million (25 x 10-6).  It is likely that facilities exceeding both the interim and final action levels would implement a single set of risk reduction measures to comply with the final action level rather than implement risk reduction measures to comply with the interim action levels and then implement a separate set of risk reduction measures to comply with the final action level.

Once the number of facilities have been estimated, it is necessary to determine the type of control technology expected to be used.  In practice, there are typically a number of ways to comply with the requirements of SCAQMD rules, but only a single type of control equipment will actually be installed.  To provide a conservative analysis of the impacts for each environmental topic, staff assumed that applicable control options would be used in equal proportions by affected facilities.  For example, if ten facilities could either reformulate their product or install an afterburner, it was assumed five facilities would reformulate their products and five facilities would install control equipment.  Cost effectiveness was not used as a factor because cost impacts vary by facility because each facility has a distinct operation and process equipment.  For example, the cost to reformulate a product at one facility could be inexpensive because a new, alternative product is readily available and the process equipment may only need minor modifications.  Alternatively for some facilities, new alternative products may not be available and would need to be developed.  Similarly, switching to alternative products may require costly equipment modifications that could be cost prohibitive, especially for small businesses.  Because each company has a different business strategy regarding regulatory requirements, it was assumed that control equipment would be equally distributed among the total number of facilities expected to use control equipment to comply with the action levels of PAR 1402.

Inventory requirements are triggered when a facility using a specific TAC (listed in Tables 2-3 and 2-4) exceeds the relevant emission thresholds.  Therefore, the inventory requirement is triggered initially by only one TAC at a facility exceeding the emission thresholds, although a facility may be emitting more that one TAC.  Under the proposed amendments, a facility would need to reduce risk from total facility-wide TAC emissions and thus could choose from among all of the facility’s TACs to comply with risk reduction requirements for that facility.  In order to decide which control equipment the facility would use to reduce risk, it was assumed the facility would install the control equipment that would reduce the TAC that triggered the inventory requirement.

Based on the information in Tables 4-1 through 4-3, it is estimated that, ultimately, approximately 343  facilities could potentially be affected by PAR 1402; however, it is assumed that only 39  facilities will install add-on control equipment to comply with risk reduction requirements (Table 4-4).  Of the total number of potentially affected facilities, approximately 250  are expected to comply with the relevant action levels by using reformulated products that generate no, or lower risks than currently used products.  The remaining 54 facilities are expected to switch to substitute technologies; install valves, flanges and seals to reduce fugitive emissions; or alter the facility’s process or work practices.

Table 4-4 identifies the total number of different types of add-on control equipment that could potentially be installed in the district as a result of the proposed amendments.  The table breaks out the number of control equipment from the three categories of facilities evaluated that could trigger the need to install control equipment.  

Table 4-4

Total Estimated Number of Add-on Control Equipment

Control Equipment
HRA Facilities
Industry-specific Facilities
Facilities Emitting TACs of Concern
Total Number of Add-On Control Equipment


Greater Than 25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0
Between 10 – 25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0
Greater Than 25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0
Between 10 – 25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0
Greater Than 25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0
Between 10 – 25 in One Million plus HI of 3.0


Oxidation Devices
2
0
2 
1 
0
0
5 

Carbon Adsorber
0
0
2 
0 
0
0
2 

HEPA Filters/ Filtration
8
6
4 
3 
1 
1 
23

Wet
Scrubber
2
0
4
3
0
0
9

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADD-ON CONTROL EQUIPMENT
39 

Product Reformulationa
5
2
141 
69 
18
15
250 

a It is assumed that product reformulation does not require installation of new equipment.

Air quality

Air Quality Assumptions

1. Affected facilities were assumed to operate the control equipment for eight hours per day, six days per week, and 52 weeks per year.  These parameters represent a "worst-case” scenario, especially for the thermal oxidizer users because it overestimates the typical hours of high-fired load operation.  For example, during some hours of operation incinerators operate on low-fired load when VOC emissions are not being vented to the combustion chamber, which results in lower combustion emissions from the thermal oxidizer. Additionally, not taken into consideration is the fact that hybrid technology has emerged that allows more efficient use of thermal oxidizers.
2. Because those facilities using thermal oxidizers, such as printing/publishing and sterilizing operations, are small- to medium-sized, the exhaust emission flowrate (in cubic feet per minute, cfm) was estimated to be at 10,000 cubic feet per minute (cfm).
Air Quality Significance Criteria

To determine whether or not air quality impacts from adopting and implementing the proposed amendments are significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the following criteria.  If impacts exceed any of the following criteria, they will be considered significant.  All feasible mitigation measures will be identified and implemented to reduce significant impacts to the maximum extent feasible. The project will be considered to have significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the thresholds in Table 4-5 are equaled or exceeded.

Table 4-5

Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant
Construction
Operation

NOx
100 lbs/day
55 lbs/day

VOC
75 lbs/day
55 lbs/day

PM10
150 lbs/day
150 lbs/day

SOx
150 lbs/day
150 lbs/day

CO
550 lbs/day
550 lbs/day

Lead
3 lbs/day
3 lbs/day

TAC, AHM, and Odor Thresholds

Toxic Air Contaminants

(TACs)

Accidental Release of Acutely Hazardous Materials (AHMs)
MICR > 10 in 1 million 

HI > 1.0 (project increment)
HI > 5.0 (facility-wide)

CAA §112(r) threshold quantities



Odor
Project creates an odor nuisance
 pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

NO2

1-hour average
annual average
20 ug/m3 (= 1.0 pphm)
1 ug/m3 (= 0.05 pphm)

PM10

24-hour

annual geometric mean
2.5 ug/m3

1.0 ug/m3

Sulfate

24-hour average
1 ug/m3

CO

1-hour average

8-hour average
1.1 mg/m3 (= 1.0 ppm)

0.50 mg/m3 (= 0.45 ppm)

MICR = maximum individual cancer risk;  HI = Hazard Index;  ug/m3 = microgram per cubic meter;  pphm = parts per hundred million;  mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter;  ppm = parts per million; AHM = acutely hazardous material; TAC = toxic air contaminant;

Direct Air Quality Impacts

Direct air quality impacts of adopting the proposed amendments would result from the reduction of the risk levels.  The MICR level would ultimately decline from a possible high level of 100 in one million (100 x 10-6) to 10 in one million (10 x 10-6), the HI level will be reduced to 3.0 from 5.0, and a new cancer burden significant threshold level would be established at 0.5.  The reduction in risk levels will require facilities higher than these significant threshold levels to reduce their toxic risk.  Lowering toxic risk at affected facilities will provide air quality and human health benefits to the public in two ways.  

First, overall toxic risks from stationary sources in the district would decline because any facility exceeding any significant threshold level or any of the proposed action levels would be required to implement risk reductions measures to below the final action levels.  Affected facilities include HRA facilities, industry-specific facilities subject to the inventory requirements, or facilities emitting TACs of concern subject to the inventory requirements.  To estimate toxic risk reduction from the proposed amendments, the proposed MICR final action level of 10 in one million (10 x 10-6) is subtracted from the current risk at each facility.  Using AB2588 data, the estimated toxic risk reduction from HRA facilities was calculated and listed in Table 4-6.  Additional toxic risk will be lowered from the inventoried facilities but the reduction is not quantifiable because the current risk at those facilities is not yet known.

Table 4-6

Air Quality Benefits from Regulating HRA Facilities


Number of Affected HRA Facilities
Average Toxic Risk Reduction from HRA Facilities*

HRA Facilities with Cancer Risk (between 25x10-6 and 100x10-6 to reduce to 25x10-6)
24 
50 %





HRA Facilities with Cancer Risk (greater than 100x10-6 to reduce to 10x10-6)
13
90%

HRA Facilities with Cancer Risk (between 25x10-6 and 100x10-6 to reduce to 10x10-6)
24
80%

HRA Facilities with Cancer Risk (between 10x10-6 and 25x10-6 to reduce to 10x10-6)
15
40 %

* - Although these affected facilities are triggered by cancer risk exceedances, risk reduction includes both their cancer and non-cancer risk decrease.
Because TACs are comprised of substances that may also classified as VOCs or PM10, reducing TAC emissions will also contribute to attaining and maintaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards for ozone and PM10.  Because the intent of the proposed amendments is specifically to reduce risks from facility-wide TAC emissions, and the fact that PAR 1401 and 1402 will not be forwarded to the U.S. EPA for incorporation into the SIP, the SCAQMD will not take credit for any VOC or PM10 emission reductions that result from implementing PAR 1401 and 1402.

Indirect Air Quality Impacts

Construction Emissions

The analysis of construction air quality impacts includes the following assumptions.  It is assumed that affected facilities that must comply with the interim action levels will complete any necessary construction prior to the January 1, 2005 date when risk reduction measures to comply with the final action levels must be implemented (phase 1).  Thus, it is assumed that there is no overlap in construction emissions for affected facilities complying with the interim action levels and facilities complying with the final action levels (phase 2).

In general, no or limited construction emissions from grading are anticipated because modifications or installation of new equipment would occur at existing industrial/commercial facilities and, therefore, would not be expected to require digging, earthmoving, grading, etc.  The proposed amendments have no effect on potentially affected new facilities in the district regarding installation of control equipment.  The reader should refer to the recent Rule 1401 EAs regarding the analysis of potential adverse impacts at new, modified and relocated facilities complying with recent amendments to Rule 1401.  Any process substitutions or product reformulations are not expected to require installation of new equipment.  Activities during construction that could potentially adversely affect air quality are those activities associated with the installation of control equipment.  

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS:  The primary source of construction air quality impacts would be from those facilities installing add-on controls (thermal oxidizers, scrubbers, etc.).  The type of construction-related activities attributable to facilities that would be installing control equipment would consist predominantly of cutting, welding, etc.  These construction activities would not involve large-scale grading, slab pouring, or paving activities, that would be undertaken at typical land use projects such as housing developments, shopping centers, new industrial facilities, etc.  Consequently NOx, SOx, and PM10 emissions from these types of construction activities would not occur as a result of implementing the proposed project.  For the purposes of this analysis, construction activities undertaken at affected facilities are anticipated to entail the use of portable equipment (e.g., generators and compressors) and hand held equipment by small construction crews to weld, cut, and grind metal structures.

To analyze the “worst-case” emissions from construction activities associated with the implementation of proposed amendments, the SCAQMD assumed that 25  pieces of control equipment would be installed at affected facilities complying with the interim action levels and 14  pieces of control equipment would be install at affected facilities complying with the final action level (Table 4-4).  Since it is assumed that there is no overlap in construction emissions between phase 1 and phase 2 and since it is estimated that more facilities will install equipment during phase 1, phase 1 construction emissions represent higher potential air quality impacts than phase 2.  Therefore, only phase 1 construction emissions will be calculated.

The SCAQMD assumed that the maximum daily emissions from construction-related activities for each phase would all occur on the same day.  Table 4-7 presents the results of the SCAQMD’s construction air quality analysis.  Appendix C contains the spreadsheets with the results and assumptions used by the SCAQMD for this analysis.  As shown in Table 4-7, the construction-related activities for the proposed amendments do not result in significant adverse air quality impacts for phase 1 construction activities.  Since phase 2 involves installation of fewer add-on controls, construction air quality impacts for this phase would be less than construction air quality impacts for phase 1 and, therefore, would also be insignificant.

It should be noted that the analysis of construction air quality impacts was a “worst-case” analysis because it assumes that all facilities would perform construction activities at the same time for the same duration.  There are a number of factors that would preclude concurrent construction activities including: 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.  Furthermore, as a “worst-case,” the SCAQMD’s air quality impacts analysis assumes that construction could take up to three months to complete.  Depending on the type and size of the control equipment to be constructed, actual construction time could be substantially less than three months.  Further, some affected facilities could reduce emissions through methods other than installing control equipment, thus, eliminating construction impacts at those facilities.  Construction emissions at any one facility would not exceed any of the significance thresholds identified in Table 4-7.  Finally, once construction is complete, construction air quality impacts would cease, while the toxic risk reductions associated with the implementation of the proposed amendments would be permanent.

TABLE 4-7

Phase 1 Construction Emissions

Peak Construction
Activity
CO
(lbs/day) 
VOC
(lbs/day) 
NOx
(lbs/day) 
SOx
(lbs/day) 
PM10
(lbs/day) 

Onsite Emissions*
24 
4 
40 
4 
3

Offsite Emissions**
42 
7 
5 
0
0.14

Total Offsite and Onsite
66 
11 
45 
4 
3

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD
550
75
100
150
150

SIGNIFICANT?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

*   Construction Activities

** Worker Commute

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  None required.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  CEQA requires that the analyses of cumulative impacts include reasonably anticipated past, present, and future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including those projects that would be outside the control of the SCAQMD (CEQA Guidelines §15130).  In the context of short-term construction-related activities, the SCAQMD cannot speculate on whether or not other construction projects may occur in the vicinity of the affected facilities at the same time, therefore, contributing to the project-specific construction impacts of the proposed amendments.  Because PAR 1402 is a regulatory program that will affect a relatively large number of sources, the project-specific construction air quality impact analysis is in effect a cumulative construction air quality impact analysis.  Since, according to Table 4-7 construction emissions do not exceed the relevant significance criteria, and the fact that the 1997 AQMP will generate a net reduction in district-wide emissions cumulative construction air quality impacts generated by the proposed amendments are considered not significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  Cumulative construction-related air quality impacts are considered to be not significant.  Therefore, cumulative impact mitigation measures are not required.

Operational Emissions

Secondary Impacts from the Operation of Add-on Control Equipment

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT: Four different types of add-on control equipment were identified to reduce toxic risk at the affected facilities.  Two of the control devices, oxidizers and carbon adsorbers, have the potential to generate adverse secondary air quality impacts during operation.  To maximize air quality impacts, it was assumed that for each operation needing to incinerate, the add-on control equipment would be a thermal oxidizer because they generate the highest emissions compared to other types of oxidizers.  Thermal oxidizers destroy VOC emissions, but the process produces secondary criteria pollutant emissions such as CO, NOx, VOC, SOX, and PM10.  Carbon adsorbers possess a carbon bed that requires regeneration for reuse.  Emissions are produced when the spent carbon is regenerated.

Thermal Oxidizers

To estimate criteria pollutant emissions from thermal oxidizers, the SCAQMD used general default emission factors.  Currently, SCAQMD permitting staff requires that thermal oxidizers less than two million British thermal units (MMbtu) per hour to comply with a NOx concentration of 30 parts per million as BACT.  This translates to an emission factor of 36 pounds per million cubic feet (MMcf) of natural gas used as the combustion fuel.  The actual emission factors were derived from the Annual Emissions Reporting (AER) default emission factor of 130 pounds per MMcf (SCAQMD 1998-1999 AER Program).  For CO, VOC, PM10, and SOx, the SCAQMD permitting staff uses the general AER default emission factors for all sizes of thermal oxidizers.

As shown in Table 4-4, five facilities were identified as having the potential to use thermal oxidizers as a means of reducing risks to comply with both the interim and final action levels in PAR 1402.  To calculate daily emissions, the number of affected facilities is multiplied by the assumed operating schedule and the amount of natural gas consumed, and then divided by the heating value of natural gas.  The result is multiplied by the criteria pollutant emission factor to determine the pounds per day of emissions.  At 10,000 cfm, the amount of natural gas consumed by a thermal oxidizer is 0.488 MMBTU per hour.  The heating value of natural gas is 1050 MMBTU/MMcf.

(5  facilities x 8 hrs/day x 0.488 MMBTU/hr)/(1050 MMBTU/MMcf) = 0.019 MMcf/day

Table 4-8 shows total criteria pollutant emissions generated by the facilities anticipated to install thermal oxidizers to reduce TAC emissions.  Table 4-8 shows that secondary criteria pollutant emissions from thermal oxidizers would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds.

Table 4-8

Estimated Operational Emissions from Thermal Oxidizers 

Criteria Pollutant
Emission Factor (lb/MMcf)
MMcf/day
Total Emissions (lb/day)

NOx
130
0.019 
2.47 

VOC
7
0.019 
0.13 

CO
35
0.019 
0.67 

PM10
7.5
0.019 
0.14 

SOx
0.83
0.019 
0.02

Carbon Adsorbers

Approximately two industry-specific facilities were identified that could use carbon adsorption devices to comply with the proposed amendments instead of thermal oxidizers.  For these facilities, thermal oxidizers were not considered to be applicable as a method of controlling TAC emissions.  As described in Chapter 2, the initial control efficiency of carbon adsorption equipment is extremely high.  As the activated carbon becomes saturated with organic material over time, control efficiency drops until breakthrough occurs.  When breakthrough occurs, the saturated carbon must be removed and either disposed of or regenerated and the solvent recovered, or removed and destroyed.

Typically, the carbon is regenerated by raising the temperature of the carbon, evacuating the bed, or both.  A regenerant, either steam or a noncondensible gas, is heated and injected into the carbon bed to desorb the organic materials.  This procedure is usually performed daily, but may be done more or less frequently, depending on the capacity of the control unit and the concentration of the VOC being collected.  The resulting heated organic mixture is vented to a condenser where the organic material is separated from the regenerant by gravity or distillation, and recycled or disposed of properly.

Regenerating carbon typically requires a combustion source using natural gas as the combustion fuel for boilers or steam generators used to heat the regenerant and/or to heat the carbon beds.  Only 15 percent of the carbon bed volume collects toxic VOC emissions and a typical carbon bed is sized to reduce 55 pounds of VOC per day.  Based on these two characteristics, a typical carbon bed size is approximately 400 pounds (55/0.15).  According to the Standard Handbook of Environmental Engineering (Corbitt, 1990), the projected natural gas fuel use is 5.5 scf per pound of carbon and the carbon bed is assumed to be regenerated four times per day.  The amount of natural gas required per day is 0.018 MMcf. 

(400 lbs C) x (5.5 scf/lb C per regen) x (4 regen/day) x (2  facilities) = 0.018 MMcf/day
Using emission factors from the SCAQMD’s AER Program, the projected criteria pollutant emissions from the combustion equipment used to regenerate spent carbon are listed in Table 4-9.  

Table 4-9

Estimated Operational Emissions from Regenerating Spent Carbon

Criteria Pollutant
AER Emission Factor (lb/MMcf)
Amount of Natural Gas Consumed (MMcf/day)
Total Emissions (lb/day)

NOx
130
0.018 
2.34 

VOC
7.0
0.018 
0.13 

CO
35
0.018 
0.63 

Operation-related Mobile Source Emissions

project-specific Impact:  Some types of control equipment generate waste products that will need to be disposed of properly.  The wastes and controls include: spent carbon generated from the carbon adsorption process; solids and sludges from wet scrubbers; and dry solids from filtration controls.  Although thermal oxidizers produce little or no waste products, this part of the air quality analysis assumed that catalytic oxidizers could be used instead of thermal oxidizers.  The catalysts in catalytic oxidizers need to be replaced every few years so this potential waste product was considered to contribute to the waste transport impacts.

Any wastes generated will require transport to disposal or recycling facilities.  It is assumed here that enough waste could be generated as a result of PAR 1402 to require a “worst-case” scenario of one truck trip per day for each of the 39  facilities installing a control device to comply with PAR 1402.  To calculate transport truck trip emissions, it is assumed that two start-ups would be required, medium-duty trucks (5,000-8,500 pounds) transport wastes, and trucks would travel 20 miles each way.  

Table 4-10

Operation-Related Mobile Emission Factors from Medium-Duty Transport Trucks


CO
(g/mile)
VOC
(g/mile)
VOC
hot soak
(g/mile)
VOC
diurnal
(g/mile)
NOx
(g/mile)
PM10
combustion
(g/mile)
PM10
tire wear
(g/mile)
PM10
brake wear
(g/mile)

Running Emission Factors*
3.36
0.23
--
--
1.50
0.0
0.01
0.01

Start-up Emission Factors*
55.20
4.40
0.30
0.37
2.00
--
--
--

*Source: CARB’s EMFAC7G (MVEIG Program, 1999), Year 2000 Data Projection, Medium-Duty Truck – Cat, traveling 50 mph

{[(40 total miles x running emission factor) + (2 start-ups x start-up emission factor)]/454} x 39  truck trips per day

Based on CARB’s EMFAC7G emission factors, projected daily operation-related mobile source emissions are estimated as follows: 5.50 pounds of NOx, 1.55 pounds of VOC, 21.03 pounds of CO and 0.04 pounds of PM10.  These numbers do not exceed any SCAQMD air quality thresholds of significance.

Total Operational Emissions

Total operational emissions from both stationary sources (control equipment) and mobile sources (waste disposal trucks) are shown on Table 4-11.  As indicated in Table 4-11, operational emissions anticipated from implementing PAR 1402 do not exceed any significance threshold and therefore, are considered insignificant.

Table 4-11

Total Estimated Operational Emissions from PAR 1402

Criteria Pollutant
Emissions from Thermal Oxidizer (lb/day)
Emission from Regenerating Spent Carbon (lb/day)
Emissions from Mobile Sources (lb/day)
Total Emissions (lb/day)
Significance Threshold
Exceed Significance

NOx
2.47 
2.34 
5.50 
10.31 
55
No

VOC
0.13 
0.13 
1.55 
1.81 
55
No

CO
0.67 
0.63 
21.03 
22.33 
550
No

PM10
0.14 
--
0.04
0.18 
150
No

SOx
0.02
--
--
0.02
150
No

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  Since project-specific impacts are considered not significant, no mitigation is required.

REMAINING IMPACTS:  None.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  As demonstrated in the project-specific analysis, some secondary air quality impacts are expected to occur as a result of implementing the proposed amendments, but these impacts are not considered to be cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15130.  In addition, emission reductions anticipated from implementing control measures in the 1997 AQMP and existing rules with future compliance dates will result in overall emission reductions of criteria pollutants over the long term.  As a result, cumulative air quality impacts from the proposed amendments are considered to be not significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  Since cumulative air quality impacts are not significant, no mitigation measures are required.

Human Health-related Impacts from Material Replacement and Product Reformulation

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS: Certain source types are likely to use reformulation or material replacement as a method to comply with the proposed amendments to Rule 1402.  In general, product reformulation should result in lower levels of toxics exposure and health risk.  For past SCAQMD projects, staff has evaluated the possibility of switching to reformulated products that could generate adverse human health impacts.  However, since Rule 1402 is a risk-based rule, if a facility is subject to risk reduction requirements, it is not likely that replacement products would be more hazardous than the original product because this would not result in the facility complying with the relevant action levels.  The analysis of previous projects (e.g. Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings, 1136 - Wood Products Coatings, 1171 – Solvent Cleaning Operations, etc.) has shown that there is a general trend whereby the toxicity of reformulated products is declining.  Consequently human health-related impacts from material replacement and product reformation are not considered to be significant

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  None required.

REMAINING IMPACTS:  Since human health-related impacts are not significant, no adverse impacts remain.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  Since potential human health-related impacts are not anticipated as a result of implementing PAR 1402, they are not considered to be cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15130.  Further, the SCAQMD has examined a number of recently amended coating rules to determine potential significant cumulative human health-related impacts.  No significant additional human health impacts were identified as a result of implementing the proposed coating rules’ amendments.  This conclusion is consistent with the 1997 AQMP Final Program EIR, which concluded that implementing all AQMP control measures would not generate significant adverse cumulative odor impacts.  

Odor Impacts

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS: Due to the recent de-listing of some solvents as non-reactive VOCs as well as the emergence of less hazardous and less toxic coalescing solvents, it is likely that these solvents could be used at affected facilities to reformulate coatings to comply with significant threshold levels of PAR 1402.  Although some of these potential replacement solvents, such as acetone, have strong odors, their conventional solvent counterparts also have strong odors. 

Individuals can differ quite markedly from the population average in their sensitivity to odor, due to a variety of innate, chronic or acute physiological conditions.  This includes olfactory adaptation or smell fatigue (i.e., continuing exposure to an odor usually results in a gradual diminution or even disappearance of the smell sensation). 

Fiberglass products, metal plating, autobody shops, dry cleaning, printing/publishing and wood furniture stripping industries are anticipated to rely on reformulated products.  However, no commercially available low risk products are currently available so it is too early to estimate what chemical constituents will comprise the new formulations.  Recent coating reformulations, however, demonstrated that using replacements for other traditional solvents may actually result in less odor impacts compared to currently used solvents.

No significant additional odor impacts are expected to result from the use of acetone or other solvents in reformulating coatings. 

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  None required.

REMAINING IMPACTS:  Since odor impacts are not significant, no adverse impacts remain.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  The SCAQMD has examined a number of recently amended coating rules to determine potential significant cumulative odor impacts including odors.  No significant additional odor impacts are expected to result from implementing the proposed amendments, and no significant cumulative adverse odor impacts are anticipated because, in general, replacement products have equivalent or lower odor impacts compared to the products being replaced.  This finding is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15130(a),which states in part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable.”.  This conclusion is also consistent with the 1997 AQMP Final Program EIR, which concluded that implementing all AQMP control measures would not generate significant adverse cumulative odor impacts.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  None required.

Geophysical Impacts

Installation of certain pollution control equipment may, in some cases, have the potential to adversely affect the existing geophysical conditions from excavation, grading or filling.  These impacts may result from the modification of existing control equipment, or the construction and installation of new control equipment. 

Significance Criteria

Geophysical impacts, including substantial changes to geologic or seismic conditions, will be considered significant if any of the following conditions occur:

· Topographic alterations result in substantial changes that could include soil erosion, and drainage alteration;

· Unique geologic features or outcrops are disturbed; 

· Fault rupture, ground shaking, seiche or tsunami; or

· Subsidence of the land, landslides or mudslides.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  The placement of tanks and piping and other equipment associated with air pollution control technologies or process changes could involve the displacement of surrounding soils.  The installation of control equipment could occur at existing facilities that are often largely covered with concrete, asphaltic concrete or some impervious surface areas.  Installation of air pollution control equipment at these facilities is not expected to have substantial impacts on soil erosion, drainage patterns, or unique geologic features.  Based on the relatively small amount of disturbance that may be required for the installation of any of the control technologies, potential soil displacement impacts are not expected to be significant.

In general, soil disruption impacts are expected to be small because construction will be limited to industrial areas that may already have some form of overcovering.  Further, at most only 39  facilities dispersed throughout the district could require some type of construction activities as part of implementing risk reduction requirements.  Construction activities, however, are not expected to require grading, earthmoving, etc., but will only require minor construction activities such as metal cutting, welding, etc.  Therefore, potential geophysical impacts from construction activities will be insignificant.

Any facilities that store designated hazardous materials that could be generated by wet scrubbers or waste water from regenerating spent carbon must comply with the requirements of applicable local, state, and federal regulations for both tank and piping containment, as well as response action requirements in the event of an accidental release of hazardous wastes.  In particular, in 1983 California became one of the first states to regulate underground storage tanks (USTs) by adopting the Underground Storage Tank Act.  This Act was amended in 1989 to conform to stringent new federal UST requirements.  The UST statute sets forth specific stringent construction and monitoring requirements to minimize the possibility of an accidental release of product from new USTs.  For example, all new USTs must be constructed with primary and secondary containment systems.  The primary containment system must be "product tight" while the secondary containment must be capable of storing released hazardous substances for the maximum time expected to recover those substances.  In addition, the secondary containment must, at the very least, be large enough to contain at least 100 percent of the volume of the primary tank (for further information on UST requirements, see California Health and Safety Code Sections 25280 et seq.).  Some types of aboveground storage tanks are also regulated by state (California Health and Safety Code Sections 25270 et seq.) and federal regulations.  Finally, emergency response for accidental spills and clean-up activities would be followed in the event of a release; thus, it is expected that potential geophysical impacts would be minimized with respect to accidental releases of hazardous wastes.

By complying with any applicable storage tank regulations, as well as applicable state or federal emergency response requirements, the possibility of an accidental release of liquid wastes would be extremely small.  In addition, because of applicable requirements for collection and containment, (e.g., secondary containment, berms, dykes, etc.), an accidental release of liquid wastes to soils or groundwater would be further minimized.  Further, since only 13 facilities dispersed throughout the district have the potential to install either carbon adsorbers or wet scrubbers, the amount of waste water generated from these types of equipment and, therefore, additional storage capacity will be minimal.  Accordingly, potential geophysical impacts related to an accidental release of liquid wastes as a result of the implementation of the proposed amendments, would not be expected to be significant.

The proposed amended rule would further regulate TAC emissions and aside from the minor construction activities, has no potential to result in changes in topography or surface relief features, the erosion of beach sand, or a change in existing siltation rates.  In addition, the proposed project will not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards, since the proposed project would further regulate TAC emissions from existing facilities.  Therefore, potential geophysical impacts are considered to be insignificant.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  No mitigation is required.

REMAINING IMPACTS:  Geophysical impacts are expected to be insignificant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  Based upon the analysis of project-specific geophysical impacts above, the proposed amendments are not expected to substantially increase cumulative geophysical impacts within the district and, therefore, are not considered to be cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15130.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a) states in part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable.”  Further, this finding of insignificant cumulative geophysical impacts is consistent with the conclusion in the Final EIR for the 1997 AQMP (SCAQMD, 1997) that cumulative geophysical impacts resulting from all AQMP control measures are not expected to be significant.  The reason for that conclusion is that few control measures were identified that generated adverse geophysical impacts or sufficient mitigation measures were available to reduce adverse impacts to less than significant levels.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS MITIGATION:  None required.
water resources

The potential impacts to water resources from implementing the proposed amendments to Rule 1402 involve the potential for increased usage of water, possible discharges of hazardous materials to groundwater or surface water supplies, and possible increased discharge of wastewater to publicly owned treatment works (POTWs).

To maximize water resource impacts, the assumptions regarding types of control equipment anticipated to be used have been modified.  First, the water resource impacts analysis does not included installation of thermal oxidizers because this type if control equipment does not use water in the combustion process and, as a result, does not generate waste water requiring treatment of disposal.  Instead, it is assumed that facilities will install either carbon adsorbers or wet scrubbers or use reformulated products to comply with the relevant risk reduction requirements of PAR 1402.

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have significant adverse water demand impacts if any one of the following criteria is met by the project:

· The project increases demand for water by more than 5,000,000 gallons per day.

· The project requires construction of new water conveyance infrastructure.

The project will be considered to have significant adverse water quality impacts if any one of the following criteria is met by the project:

· The project creates a substantial increase in mass inflow of effluents to public wastewater treatment facilities.

· The project results in a substantial degradation of surface water or groundwater quality.

· The project results in substantial increases in the area of impervious surfaces, such that interference with groundwater recharge efforts occurs.

· The project results in alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters.

Water Demand Impacts

Project-specific Impacts:  The two groups of controls that have the potential to increase water demand in the district are carbon adsorption and wet scrubbers.  The removal of organic material from spent carbon from carbon adsorbers may involve the use of a steam stripping application.  The steam/organic mixture is vented to a condenser where the mixture is cooled.  The mixture can either be disposed of or the water can be separated from the organic mixture by decanting or distillation.

The absorption process involves the transfer of components from a gas stream into a liquid form.  The choice of absorbent is dependent on the physical properties of the pollutants to be controlled.  Water can be used as an absorbent media for soluble gases.  There are typically two modes of operation for an absorption process: simple and reclaiming/recycling.  The simple process uses a single-liquid-pass system, where the water containing the toxic emission is disposed of directly after exiting the absorber.  The water absorbent would need to be replaced periodically.  In the complex process, the toxic component is removed or stripped from the water, and the water is recirculated into the system.  In order for an absorption process to function efficiently, a certain volume of the water/toxic solution must be removed at a steady rate.  The portion that is removed, which is termed the wet scrubber blowdown, constitutes the wastewater component of the process. The water that is removed must also be replaced.

Staff has identified 11  facilities that could potentially employ either wet scrubbing or carbon adsorption to comply with the proposed amendments.  For the purposes of this analysis, a range of three average emission exhaust flowrates was evaluated to estimate potential water demand generated by the proposed amendments.  Three flowrates evaluated are 5,000, 10,000, and 20,000 CFM (Table 4-12).  Although three different flowrates were evaluated, the conclusion regarding significance is based on equipment with the largest flowrate, i.e., 20,000 CFM, as this would provide the most conservative estimate of water demand impacts.

If all 11  affected facilities are assumed to have operations that require control equipment to handle a flowrate of 20,000 CFM, as much as 426,000 gallons per day [0.426 million gallons per day (MMgal/day)] would be needed for all affected facilities.  This incremental daily increase in water demand anticipated for PAR 1402 is negligible compared to the total district supply of 4.22 million acre-feet (MAF) for 1995.  Further, this incremental increase in water demand does not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day and, therefore, is not considered to be significant.

It should also be noted that water providers throughout the state are currently exploring various strategies for increasing water supplies and maximizing the use of existing supplies.  Options include increasing storage capacity, acquiring additional supplies of water from existing sources such as unused water allocations to other states or agricultural agencies, and advance delivery of water to irrigation districts.  These continuing and future water management programs help to assure that the area’s full-service water demands will be met at all times.

TABLE 4-12

Wastewater Discharge Volumes/Freshwater Demand From Carbon Adsorption And Wet Scrubbing


A V E R A G E   S Y S T E M   F L O W R A T E

WASTEWATER STREAM TYPE
5,000 CFM
10,000 CFM
20,000 CFM

Wet Scrubber blowdown (MMgal/day)a
0.020 - 0.101
0.039 - 0.214
0.087 – 0.42

Wet Scrubber sludge dewatering (MMgal/day)b
0.005
0.005
0.005

Carbon Adsorption stream stripping condense (MMgal/day)c
0.0004 – 0.0006 
0.0004 – 0.0006 
0.0004 – 0.0006 

Total Wastewater discharge (MMgal/day)d
0.025 – 0.107
0.044 – 0.220
0.092 – 0.426

a
Assumes 0.75 - 3.7 gal  min per 1,000 CFM recirculation rate, 10 percent blowdown, nine units.

b
Assumes wet scrubber dewatered sludge 20 percent solids, 90-98 percent control efficiency.

c
Assumes 3/8 - 1/2 gal water per pound VOC collected, two units

d
Equal to additional freshwater demand.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  No mitigation is required.

REMAINING IMPACTS:  Water demand impacts are expected to be insignificant prior to mitigation.

CUMULATIVE WATER DEMAND IMPACT: Although implementing PAR 1402 is expected to incrementally increase water demand in the district, this increased demand does not generate a significant adverse water demand impact because it does not exceed the SCAQMD’s water resources thresholds of significance.  This incremental effect is not considered to be cumulatively considerable.  This conclusion is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), which states in part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable.”

The district is located in a region with limited water supply and factors such as climate, culture and economic conditions have resulted in a population that depends upon a significant amount of imported water.  However, the water supplies should be more than adequate to handle the increase demand from the control technologies.  Therefore, the water demand from implementing PAR 1401 is considered cumulatively not significant, which is consistent with the conclusion in the 1997 AQMP Final EIR (SCAQMD, 1996, SCH. No. 96011062) and with SCAG’s 1998 Regional Transportation Plan (SCAG, 1998, SCH. No. 97121017), which states future water supplies will meet future water demand in the region.  This conclusion is based on current and potential future projects involving water conservation, desalinization projects, increases in reclaimed water, or increase in storage capacity.

CUMULATIVE WATER SUPPLY IMPACT MITIGATION:  None required.

Water Quality Impacts

Groundwater and Surface Water Impacts

Add-On Control Equipment

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT: Carbon adsorbers and wet scrubbers are control technologies that can generate a hazardous liquid that could be identified as a hazardous waste depending upon the concentrations of its chemical components.  If these liquids were to be discharged as a result of an equipment failure or accidental release, the hazardous material could migrate into groundwater supplies or travel into surface waters.  If it is assumed that all of the water demand estimated in the proceeding water demand subsection ended up as wastewater, then a maximum volume of 0.426 MMgal of waste water could be generated on a daily basis.

It is not anticipated that the estimated amount of wastewater would create significant adverse groundwater or surface water quality impacts for a number of reasons.  First, as explained in the “Geophysical Impacts” section, there are a number state and federal laws regulating USTs and above-ground storage tanks that eliminate or minimize the possibility of accidental leaks from wastewater-containing storage vessels.

Activated carbon is often used as a method of removing organics from wastewater streams, with the organic waste either recovered and reused, or destroyed by oxidation (Fu, 1993).  If regenerative carbon adsorption equipment is used, the solvent is normally recovered rather than requiring disposal.  In the case of adsorption-incineration processes, the solvent is destroyed and never enters the waste stream.  

In the case of once-through adsorption, spent canisters are typically returned to the supplier for regeneration by a treatment, storage and disposal facility (TSDF).  These facilities are subject to strict regulatory limits for contaminated wastewater treatment.  The regulatory wastewater discharge limit for wastewater from carbon regeneration by TSDFs is 1 mg/liter of total toxic organics.  To ensure compliance with the 1.0 mg/liter limit, local sanitation districts monitor wastewater discharges using EPA Test Methods 601 or 602 (Lum, 1989).

It is likely that this analysis of wastewater substantially overestimates impacts because other control options exist that do not generate water quality impacts.  For high concentration VOC streams, solvent-vapor adsorption allows recovery of used solvent, or flares can be used for destruction.  For moderate concentration VOC streams, thermal, catalytic, or regenerative incinerators can be used to destroy waste VOCs.  For low concentration VOC streams, reduction of airflow rates is often feasible, resulting in the additional benefit of a higher VOC concentration stream.  In this case, controls for higher concentration streams would then be applicable (Spessard, 1993).  Thermal destruction of VOCs is a particularly cost-effective option in many cases (Renko, 1994).

For all of the reasons identified in the preceding paragraphs, potential groundwater or surface water quality impacts resulting from PAR 1402 are expected to be insignificant.

Product Reformulation

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT: Increased usage of low or non-hazardous low VOC waterborne technologies by affected facilities to comply with the risk reduction requirements also has the potential of generating groundwater or surface water quality impacts.  Groundwater impacts could occur as a result of waste material generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations being illegally dumped onto the ground and percolating to water-bearing formations.  Similarly, surface water impacts could occur from waste material generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations being illegally dumped into storm drains that flow to interconnected bodies of water.  There is, however, substantial evidence that improper disposal of low VOC coatings will not occur, as described in the following paragraphs.

First, there are a number of local, state, and federal laws that specifically prohibit illegal disposal of waste materials.  Second, there are numerous public outreach programs targeting the reduction of waste material entering ground water, sewer systems, and storm drainage systems (e.g., the public information bulletins and commercials alerting the public of the consequences of dumping liquid wastes down storm drains).

As part of the analysis for recent amendments to Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings, a survey was conducted by SCAQMD staff at industrial parks and new housing construction sites in an effort to evaluate coating and cleanup practices.  The survey demonstrated that a majority of the paint contractors either dispose of the waste material properly as required by the coating manufacturer’s MSDS and applicable laws or they recycle the waste material regardless of type of coating.  Based upon these results, it is not likely that operators of facilities subject to the proposed amendments will change their current disposal practices, especially because these facilities typically have more stringent state and federal disposal requirements than paint contractors.

As a result of research conducted for other recent SCAQMD rule making efforts (e.g., Rules 1106, 1106.1, 1107, 1113, 1122, 1130, 1130.1, 1136, 1171, etc.), SCAQMD staff has identified a trend by coating and solvent formulators of replacing conventional VOC coating and solvent formulations containing materials such as toluene, xylene, mineral spirits, acetone, MEK, tricholorethylene, and percholoroethylene with either exempt solvents (e.g., acetone, PCBTF, t-butyl acetate-when formally delisted) or waterborne formulations.  In addition to the above-mentioned VOC compounds, solvents such as texanol, propylene glycol, and ethylene glycol are being used more widely in low-VOC waterborne formulations as alternatives to low VOC solvents such as EGBE, EGEE, EGME, and their acetates, which have higher toxicity.  Staff has verified this trend toward less toxic formulations by reviewing hundreds of product data sheets and MSDSs for currently available low-VOC waterborne formulations.

If it is assumed that those facilities or individuals who currently dispose of coatings illegally by dumping them on the ground or into storm drains continue to dispose of future reformulated coatings products illegally, significant adverse surface and/or groundwater impacts are not anticipated from the implementation of the proposed amendments.  Replacement solvents have comparable or less hazardous ecological effects compared to conventional solvents.  Therefore, the use of replacement solvents in complaint low-VOC reformulations will not create incrementally significant adverse groundwater or surface water impacts over and above the existing effects associated with the use of conventional solvents.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  Water quality impacts from the specific project are not considered significant and, therefore, mitigation measures are not required.

Water Quality Impacts to Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs)

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  Water quality impacts to POTWs could occur as a result of wastewater material generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations from printing/publishing, autobody shops, strippers and film cleaning.  It is estimated that approximately 250  facilities could comply with risk reduction requirements in PAR 1402 using reformulated products.  The development of these reformulations is too early to be certain what are the constituents in the coating or solvents.

More water will be used for clean up and the resultant wastewater material that could be disposed of into the public sanitary sewer system.  Thus, the increased usage of waterborne low-VOC formulations could adversely affect local POTWs’ ability to handle the projected incremental increase in waste material.

U.S. EPA in its report to Congress entitled “Study of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Consumer and Commercial Products” (1995) evaluated consumer products to determine which categories were likely to be disposed of to POTWs.  The study found that the likelihood of paints, primers, and varnishes being disposed of to POTWs was low.  Therefore, this category was not evaluated for its VOC emission impacts on POTWs.  This suggests that the presence of solvents from this category of consumer products in wastewater streams is very low compared to the total volume of solvents being disposed of from other consumer product categories. 

In addition, as discussed earlier, waterborne formulations are increasingly becoming less toxic than current coating and solvent formulations.  To that extent, it is likely that adverse impacts to water quality from toxic constituents will actually decline as compared to the existing situation.

The potential increase in wastewater volume generated by the proposed amendments is well within the existing and projected overall capacity of POTWs in the district.  Therefore, wastewater impacts associated with the disposal of waterborne clean-up waste material generated from implementing the proposed amendments are not expected to significantly adversely affect POTW operations.  With the increasing trend toward less toxic waterborne formulations, it is likely that there will be fewer or less severe impacts to waste water streams.

Based upon the preceding analyses, the proposed amendments are not expected to create significant adverse water resource impacts for the following reasons.  First, the current trend in coating and solvent technologies is to move away from using hazardous materials to using less or non-hazardous waterborne technologies.  This trend may be the result of increasingly stringent state and federal regulations relative to hazardous materials, as well as the potential for increased liability associated with promoting or using hazardous materials.  Second, experienced users are expected to properly dispose of waste generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations.  Third, public outreach programs are anticipated to further inform the public and affected facilities as to the proper disposal methods for low-VOC waterborne formulations.  Fourth, even if waste materials generated from coatings application are disposed of improperly, the use of replacement solvents would not incrementally increase water quality impacts above the impacts associated with the use of current conventional solvents.  Fifth, based upon future projections, district POTWs are expected to be able to handle any incremental increase in waste materials generated from clean-up practices associated with the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations.  Finally, monitoring and sampling of industrial wastewater streams reveals no appreciable increase of waste materials generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne cleaning solvents.  As a result, water quality impacts will likely decline compared to current disposal practices.

In addition, the SCAQMD remains committed to continue the public outreach and consultation with local sanitation districts according to the mitigation measures for potential wastewater impacts as set forth in the SCAQMD Governing Board Resolutions for the 1996 amendments to Rule 1171 and 1997 amendments to Rule 1122.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  None required.
REMAINING IMPACTS:  Since water quality impacts are not significant, no adverse impacts remain.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  In the 1997 AQMP Final EIR (SCH #96011062), the SCAQMD concluded that the implementation of the 1997 AQMP would cumulatively result in significant water quality impacts.  In particular, the SCAQMD found that the implementation of control measures associated with coating and solvent reformulation, dust suppressants, and air pollution control equipment (e.g., carbon absorbers) would result in significant cumulative water quality impacts.  However, since the adoption of the 1997 AQMP by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board, SCAQMD staff has subsequently determined that cumulative water quality impacts from the implementation of the 1997 AQMP and the amendments to the 1997 AQMP have not occurred.  Specifically, in the context of surface water and ground water quality impacts, information obtained through various SCAQMD rule making efforts initiated after the adoption of the 1997 AQMP reveals that water quality impacts are not occurring (e.g., Rule 1171 monitoring and sampling) or are unlikely to occur (e.g., Rule 1113 waste material survey).  Based upon information from these subsequent rule-making efforts, the conclusion regarding water quality impacts is hereby revised from significant to unavoidable, but not significant.

Although implementing the proposed amendments may incrementally increase POTW water quality impacts in the district, this increased demand does not generate a significant adverse water demand impact, because it does not exceed any water resources threshold of significance.  Therefore, these incremental impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), states in pertinent part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant ….”  Therefore, cumulative water quality impacts are concluded to be not significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  None required.

Transportation/Circulation

The construction and installation of the add-on control technologies that could be used to ensure compliance with proposed amended Rule 1402 could generate short-term impacts to traffic and circulation.  For example, some types of control equipment generate solid waste products that may require transport offsite for disposal or recycling.  Transport of wastes could potentially adversely affect traffic and circulation.

Significance Criteria

Impacts to transportation and circulation will be considered significant if any of the following criteria are met:

· A major roadway is closed to all through traffic and no alternate route is available.

· There is an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.

· Demand for parking facilities is substantially changed.

· Substantial alterations to current circulation or movement patterns of people and goods are induced.

· Waterborne, rail or air traffic is substantially altered.

· Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians are substantially increased.

Construction-Related Impacts

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  Construction and installation of the various control technologies could adversely affect traffic and circulation patterns on streets or intersections within the immediate vicinity of the affected facilities.  These short-term impacts would last only for the duration of the construction.  The proposed amendments are expected to generate 75  additional phase 1 construction worker commute trips (three construction worker trips for each of the 25  affected facilities at one vehicle trip per construction worker) and 42  additional phase 2 construction worker commute trips (three construction worker trips for each of 14  phase 2 facilities).  Three additional construction worker vehicle trips per facility are not expected to contribute substantially to congestion on any roadways or adversely affect the level of service at intersections near the affected facilities.  In addition, these trips are temporary and are dispersed throughout the entire district.  The minor increase in commute trips is not anticipated to result in significant adverse changes to existing transit systems or transportation corridors.  Existing transit systems in the district will not be diminished, eliminated or affected in any way as a result of the implementation of the amendments to Rule 1402.  Therefore, the proposed amendments will not result in any significant adverse transportation/circulation impacts during either of the construction phases or during the operational phase.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC Mitigation:  No mitigation required.

remaining impacts:  Potential traffic/circulation impacts during either of the two construction phases are expected to be insignificant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT:  No significant adverse cumulative impacts to traffic and circulation during either of the construction phases are expected as a result of the implementation of proposed amended Rule 1402 because the number of truck trips is small and potentially spread out over a relatively large area.  Although implementing the proposed amendments may incrementally increase the number of daily vehicle trips during construction in the district, this small number of additional trips does not exceed any of the transportation/circulation thresholds of significance.  Therefore, these incremental impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), states in pertinent part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant ….”  Therefore, cumulative transportation/circulation impacts during the construction phases are concluded to be not significant.  This conclusion that cumulative adverse traffic/circulation impacts are not significant is consistent with the conclusion in the 1997 AQMP EIR (SCAQMD, 1996).

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  Since cumulative construction worker traffic/circulation impacts are not significant, no mitigations are required.

Operation-Related Impacts

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  Waste products may be generated from the use of several types of control technologies.  Wastes could include: spent carbon generated from the carbon adsorption process; spent metal catalysts from the catalytic oxidation process; solids and sludges from wet scrubbers; and dry solids from filtration controls.

The majority of wastes will likely need to be transported to disposal or recycling facilities.  For a “worst case” analysis, SCAQMD staff assumed that each facility required to install a control device to comply with PAR 1402 would need one additional truck trip per day in order to remove wastes, a substantial overestimation of the likely number of waste hauling trips.  Therefore, PAR 1402 would generate an additional 39  truck trips per day in the entire district (one trip for each of the 25  phase 1 and 14  phase 2 facilities).  These potential truck trips are not expected to significantly adversely affect circulation patterns on local roadways or the level of service at intersections near affected facilities.  In addition, this volume of additional daily truck traffic is negligible over the entire area of the district.  Finally, the number waste disposal transport trips substantially overestimates the number of anticipated trips because owners/operators at affected facilities may use other types of add-on control equipment that do not generate wastes and the actual volume of wastes is expected to much less than estimated here, resulting in fewer truck trips per day.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC Mitigation:  No mitigation required.

remaining impacts:  Potential operational traffic/circulation impacts are expected to be insignificant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT:  No significant adverse cumulative impacts to traffic and circulation are expected as a result of the implementation of proposed amended Rule 1402 because the number of additional truck trips per day, 39 , is small.  Although implementing the proposed amendments may incrementally increase the number of vehicle trips in the district, this increase does not generate significant adverse cumulative transportation circulation impacts because they do not exceed any transportation/circulation thresholds of significance.  Therefore, these incremental impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), states in pertinent part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant….”  Therefore, cumulative transportation/circulation impacts are concluded to be not significant.  This determination that cumulative adverse traffic/circulation impacts are not significant is consistent with the conclusion in the 1997 AQMP EIR (SCAQMD, 1996).

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  Cumulative impacts are not significant, therefore, cumulative impact mitigation measures are not required.

Energy/Mineral resources

In reviewing the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed amendments, SCAQMD staff identified possible energy/mineral resources impacts that could arise as a result of implementing PAR 1402.  It is assumed that some facilities subject to the proposed amendments will install air pollution control equipment (e.g., thermal oxidizers, filtration, etc.) to comply with the applicable action levels.  The construction and operation of air pollution control equipment will involve the consumption of fossil fuels such as a diesel, gasoline, and natural gas.

Significance Criteria

The proposed project will be considered to have significant adverse energy/mineral resources impacts if it: 

· Results in the use of fuel or energy in a wasteful manner, or

· Results in substantial depletion of existing energy resource supplies, or

· Encourages activities that will result in the use of large amounts of fuel or energy resources.

Construction-Related Impacts

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  During the construction phases, diesel and gasoline fuel will be consumed in construction equipment portable equipment (e.g., generators and compressors) used to weld, cut, and grind metal structures and by construction workers’ vehicles traveling to and from construction sites.  To estimate “worst-case” energy impacts associated with the construction phases of the proposed project, the SCAQMD assumed that portable equipment used to weld, cut, and grind metal structures would be operated up to 500 hours in a year (8 hours per day for 60 days).  The reader is referred to Appendix C for the assumptions used by the SCAQMD to estimate fuel usage associated with the implementation of the proposed amendments.

To estimate construction workers’ fuel usage per commute round trip, the SCAQMD assumed that workers’ vehicles would get 20 miles to the gallon and would travel 40 miles round trip to and from the construction site in one day.  Table 4-13 lists the projected energy impacts associated with the installation of all the control devices at 39 facilities.  

PROJECT-SPECIFIC Mitigation:  No mitigation required.

remaining impacts:  Potential energy impacts during the two construction phases combined are expected to be insignificant.

TABLE 4-13

Total Projected Fuel Usage for Construction Activities

Fuel Usage
Year 2000 Projected Basin Fuel Demanda
 mmgal/yr)
Fuel Usageb
(mmgal/yr)
Total % Above Baseline
Exceed Significance



Phase 1
Phase 2
Total



Diesel
1,035
0.032 
0.018 
0.050 
0.005 
No

Gasoline
5,589
0.039 
0.022 
0.061 
0.001 
No

a Figures taken from Table 3.3-10 of the 1997 AQMP Final EIR

b Estimated fuel usage from the implementation of the proposed amendments.  Diesel usage estimates are based on portable construction equipment operation.  Gasoline usage estimates are derived from workers’ vehicle daily trips to and from work.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT:  No significant adverse cumulative energy impacts during either of the construction phases, or both phases added together are expected as a result of implementing PAR 1402 because any increase in fuel demand, either for diesel or gasoline, is a considered to be a small incremental increase in demand for fuels that is expected to occur throughout the district.  Although implementing the proposed amendments may incrementally increase the demand for diesel and gasoline during construction in the district, this small increase in demand does not exceed any of the energy/mineral resources thresholds of significance.  Therefore, these incremental impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), states in pertinent part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant….”  Therefore, cumulative energy/mineral resources impacts during the construction phases are concluded to be not significant.  This conclusion that cumulative adverse energy impacts are not significant is consistent with the conclusion in the 1997 AQMP EIR (SCAQMD, 1996).

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  Since cumulative energy impacts during construction are not significant, no cumulative impact mitigation measures are required.

Operational Energy Impacts

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  Any operational natural gas impacts associated with implementing the proposed amendments are attributable to fuel consumed in thermal oxidizers used affected facilities to reduce toxic risk.  According to Table 4-3, approximately five facilities could use some type of oxidation device to comply with the risk reduction requirements in PAR 1402.  To estimate natural gas fuel usage from thermal oxidizer operation, the SCAQMD assumed that the five units (one unit per facility) would operate eight hours per day, six days per week, 52 weeks per year and fire natural gas only.  At an exhaust emission flow rate of 10,000 cfm, the amount of natural gas consumed is 0.488 MMBTU/hr and 28 kW of instantaneous power.

(5  facilities x 8 hrs/day x 6 days/wk x 52 wks/yr x 0.488 MMBTU/hr)/(1050 MMBTU/MMcf) = 5.8 MMcf per year

Table 4-14 lists the projected natural gas impacts associated with the operational phase of the proposed amendments.  The natural gas usage from the proposed project is negligible to the remaining capacity of natural gas available in the district.

TABLE 4-14

Total Projected Natural Gas Usage for Thermal Oxidizer Operations

Year
Projected
Natural Gas
Demanda
(mmcf/yr)
Projected
Natural Gas
Supplyb
(mmcf/yr)
Totalc
Natural Gas
Usage
(mmcf/yr)
Total Impact
% of
Remaining
Capacity
Significant?

2000
1,382,334
1,646,150
5.8 
0.002 
No

a Figures taken from Table 3.3-6 of the 1997 AQMP Final EIR

b Figure taken from Table 3.3-8 of the 1997 AQMP Final EIR.  The figure was multiplied by 365 days to get mmft3 per year.

c Estimated natural gas usage from the implementation of the proposed project. 

Electrical energy impacts (estimated to be approximately 140  kW = 5  facilities x 28 kW at 10,000 cfm) associated with ancillary equipment (e.g., fans, motors, etc.) used in conjunction with the thermal oxidizers are not considered in the determination of whether or not energy impacts are significant for the following reasons.  Almost 75 percent of the electricity used in the district is imported from out-of-state power plants.  Any additional electricity needed to power electric fans or motors would most likely be provided by out-of-state power plants, in part so they do not exceed their annual emissions allocations under Regulation XX - RECLAIM.  Therefore, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that additional fuel will be used in power plants in the district to provide electricity to affected facilities.  In the event that additional fuel is needed to meet affected facilities’ electrical demands, the consumption of fuel would be for the purpose of aiding facilities in complying with the proposed amendments.  The consumption of fuel to comply with air quality regulations is not considered a wasteful use of energy.  Therefore, fuel consumed in power plants in the district to generate additional electricity for electric fans or motors, etc., used in conjunction with thermal oxidizers used to comply with the risk reduction requirements of the proposed amendments is not considered to constitute significant adverse energy impacts.  Furthermore, the small amount of additional fuel that may be used to generate electricity would be negligible compared to existing supplies, and, thus, would not substantially deplete existing energy resources.

Therefore, based on the foregoing analysis, the SCAQMD has determined that operational-related activities associated with the implementation of the proposed amendments is necessary and will not use energy in a wasteful manner: will not result in substantial depletion of existing energy resource supplies; nor will significant amounts of fuel be needed when compared to existing supplies.  Furthermore, if additional fuel is needed to generate electricity for electric fans or motors used in conjunction with thermal oxidizers at affected facilities, it would not be a wasteful use of energy nor substantially deplete existing energy resources.  Thus, there are no significant adverse energy/mineral resources impacts associated with the implementation of PAR 1402.

PROJECT SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  No mitigation measures are required.

REMAINING IMPACTS:  Since energy/mineral resources impacts are not significant, no adverse impacts remain.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  In the context of energy impacts, cumulative energy impacts from the implementation of PAR 1402 is not considered to be cumulatively considerable as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15065(c) for the following reason.  Future energy supplies can accommodate increased natural gas demand from the proposed project.  Energy demand from the proposed project would constitute a small percentage of the total future energy demand in the district.  Finally, increased demand for energy resources generated by the proposed amendments is not considered to be a wasteful use of energy resources.  Therefore, these incremental impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), states in pertinent part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant….”  Therefore, cumulative energy impacts are concluded to be not significant.

Since project-specific energy/mineral resources impacts were found to be insignificant, significant adverse cumulative energy/mineral resources impacts from the amendments to Rule 1402 are not expected.  This conclusion is consistent with the conclusion regarding cumulative energy impacts in the Final EIR for the 1997 AQMP.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  No cumulative impact mitigation measures are required.

Hazards

Hazard impacts are typically related to the risks of explosions or the release of hazardous substances in the event of an accident or upset conditions.  Several of the potential control technologies that could be used to comply with proposed amended Rule 1402 could result in risk of upset conditions with resultant impacts to the workers or the public. It is assumed that 39  affected facilities will install some type of control device to comply with the risk reduction requirements of the proposed amendments.  It is possible that some of the affected facilities that could reduce facility risks by using reformulated products, could use products formulated with acetone.  Because acetone has a low flash point and high flammability rating, potential fire or explosion hazards could occur.

Hazard Significance Criteria

Hazard impacts will be considered significant if any of the following criteria are met:  

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

· 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; or

· Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response of emergency evacuation plan.

Potential Hazard Impacts and Mitigation

Add-On Control Equipment

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  Oxidation systems can be susceptible to compressor failure and flame flashbacks, particularly during startup and shutdown.  As a result, oxidation systems could pose potential hazard risks primarily to workers or to a lesser extent the public in the event of explosions or fires.  Oxidation systems historically have a good safety record when operated properly according to the manufacturers’ instruction.  Proper tune-up and maintenance is also important and necessary to avoid failures or explosions.  When installed, operated, and maintained properly, oxidation systems are not expected to create fire or explosion hazards to workers or the public in general. 

Operation of a carbon adsorption control system has potential hazard risks, primarily during the desorption cycle when there is a slight risk of explosion or release of VOC into the atmosphere.  Carbon adsorption systems may also represent a fire risk during operation when carbon particles are saturated with solvent.  Although most halogenated hydrocarbons have low flammability potential, use of such solvents is expected to decrease due to implementation of regulations to prevent global warming and stratospheric ozone depletion.  Therefore, fire risks associated with carbon adsorption systems could differ depending upon the solvents used in place of halogenated compounds.  Further, hazard risks would depend on the flammability of the material, concentration of VOC adsorbed into the activated carbon, ambient oxygen levels, characteristics of the specific system, and the operating conditions.  Additionally, use of carbon adsorption units may concentrate hazardous organic compounds into the spent carbon, requiring recycling or disposal.  This practice may generate environmental hazards during handling and disposal.

The risk of explosion or release of VOC from carbon adsorption systems is not expected to be significant.  The engineering specifications for a carbon adsorption unit are typically designed to guard against risks by including an energy balance, which is an acceptable range of temperatures for the carbon bed.  Good engineering practice means this range of temperatures should not exceed the lower explosive limit (LEL) of the compound(s) being adsorbed.  There is little risk of fire if the LEL is not exceeded.

In addition to following good engineering practice for both thermal oxidizers and carbon adsorption systems, Health and Safety Code §25506 specifically requires all businesses handling hazardous materials to submit a business emergency response plan to assist local administering agencies in the emergency release or threatened release of a hazardous material.  Business emergency response plans generally require the following: 

· Identification of individuals who are responsible for various actions, including reporting, assisting emergency response personnel and establishing an emergency response team;

· Procedures to notify the administering agency, the appropriate local emergency rescue personnel, and the California Office of Emergency Services;

· Procedures to mitigate a release or threatened release to minimize any potential harm or damage to persons, property or the environment;

· Procedures to notify the necessary persons who can respond to an emergency within the facility;

· Details of evacuation plans and procedures;

· Descriptions of the emergency equipment available in the facility;

· Identification of local emergency medical assistance; and

· Training (initial and refresher) programs for employees in:

1.
The safe handling of hazardous materials used by the business;

2.
Methods of working with the local public emergency response agencies;

3.
The use of emergency response resources under control of the handler;

4.
Other procedures and resources that will increase public safety and prevent or mitigate a release of hazardous materials.

In general, every county or city and all facilities using a minimum amount of hazardous materials are required to formulate detailed contingency plans to eliminate, or at least minimize, the possibility and effect of fires, explosion, or spills.  In conjunction with the California Office of Emergency Services, local jurisdictions have enacted ordinances that set standards for area and business emergency response plans.  These requirements include immediate notification, mitigation of an actual or threatened release of a hazardous material, and evacuation of the emergency area.

Further, all hazardous materials are expected to be used in compliance with established OSHA or Cal/OSHA regulations and procedures, including providing adequate ventilation, using recommended personal protective equipment and clothing, posting appropriate signs and warnings, and providing adequate worker health and safety training.

When taken together, the above regulations provide comprehensive measures to reduce hazards of explosive or otherwise hazardous materials.  Compliance with these and other federal, state and local regulations and proper operation and maintenance of equipment should ensure the potential for explosions or accidental releases of hazardous materials is not significant.

project-specific Mitigation:  No mitigation is required.

Product Reformulation

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS:  It is possible that facilities implementing risk reduction measures that use coatings or solvents as part of their operations may use products formulated with acetone.  Because acetone has a low flash point and high flammability rating, potential fire or explosion hazards could occur.

It is too early in the development of new product formulations and alternative technologies to speculate on what constituents will be used in the formulation of coatings or solvents.  As a “worst-case” analysis, it is assumed that risk reduction measures will include replacing existing materials with materials formulated with acetone.

As a result of being delisted as a VOC in recent years by the U.S. EPA, CARB, and many air districts, acetone usage has been steadily increasing irrespective of the proposed amendments.  In any event, it is likely that acetone usage as a solvent in coating or solvent formulations could increase as a result of the proposed amendments.  An increase in acetone usage may increase the 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 amendments.  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 any other replacement solvents.

Any increase in accidental releases of acetone-based coating or solvent materials during transport would be expected to occur in conjunction with a concurrent reduction in the number of accidental releases of currently used coating materials.  Further, many conventional coating solvents are as flammable as acetone, so there would generally be little or no net change in the hazard consequences from accidental releases of reformulated coating materials compared to conventional coatings.

Similarly, the storage or use of acetone at facilities subject to the proposed amendments would not be expected to generate significant adverse hazard impacts.  The flammability classification of acetone by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) is equivalent to currently used solvents such as methyl acetate, toluene, xylene, and methyl ethyl ketone (MEK).  Recognizing that acetone has the lowest flash point, it still has nearly the highest lower explosive limit.  Acetone vapors will not cause an explosion unless the vapor concentration exceeds 26,000 ppm.  In contrast, toluene vapors can cause an explosion at 13,000 ppm; the concentration of xylene vapors that could cause an explosion is even lower at 10,000 ppm.  Table 4-15 highlights the flammability characteristics of currently used solvents compared to acetone, which may be used to reformulate various coating categories as a means of reducing facility-wide risks.

Labels and MSDSs accompanying acetone-borne products caution the user regarding acetone’s flammability and advises the user to keep the container away from heat, sparks, flames, and all other sources of ignition.  The labels also normally warn the user that the vapors may cause flash fire or ignite explosively and to use only with adequate ventilation.  These warnings on acetone-borne products are similar to the warnings you will find on a vast majority of coating products.

As part of its 1996 amendments to Rule 1113 and to address concerns raised by Industry, the SCAQMD contacted four local fire departments to gain an understanding of potential impacts to fire departments associated with the use of reformulated coatings containing acetone.  During these interviews, the four local fire departments indicated that they would treat all solvents that have a vapor pressure less than 65 degrees Fahrenheit the same.  As shown above in Table 4-15, several conventional coatings generally have flashpoints below 65 degrees Fahrenheit.

TABLE 4-15

Chemical Characteristics for Common Coating Solvents and Acetone

Chemical 
Compounds
Boiling
 Point
(@760 mmHg, oF)
Evaporation
Rate

(@25 oC)
Flashpoint


(oF)
LEL/
UEL
(% by
 Vol.)
Autoignition
Temperature

(oC)
Vapor 
Pressure
(mmHg @
20 oC)
Flammability Classification

(NFPA)

Acetone
56
6.1
-4
2.6/12.8
538
180
3

Toluene
111
2.0
41
1.2/7
538
22
3

Xylene
139
0.8
81
1.0/6.6
499
6
3

MEK
80
4.0
25
1.8/11.5
474
8.7
3

Stoddard Solvent
154-188
0.1
109-113
1/7
232
1.1
2

Ethyl Alcohol
78
2.3
56
3.3/19
435
44
3

Methyl Alcohol
64.5
4.6
54
6/36
470
96
3

EGBE
340
0.07
144
1.1/12.7
460
0.8
2

EGEE
275
0.3
109
1.7/15.7
235
3.8
2

EGME
255
1.0
102
1.8/14
547
6.2
2

In particular, Captain Michael R. Lee, of the Petroleum-Chemical Unit for the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, submitted a letter to the SCAQMD stating that the Uniform Fire Code (UFC) treats solvents such as acetone, butyl acetate, MEK, and xylene as Class I Flammable Liquids.  Further, the UFC considers all of these solvents to present the same relative degree of fire hazard.  The UFC also sets the same requirements for the storage, use and handling of all four solvents.  Captain Lee also indicated that in his opinion, acetone presents the highest degree of fire hazard of the four solvents considered, but not significantly more hazardous than the others.  He recommended that all four solvents be used with extreme caution and with proper safeguards in place.

Additionally, the County of Los Angeles, Fire Department, Fire Prevention Guide #9 regulates spray application of flammable or combustible liquids.  The guide requires no open flame, spark-producing equipment or exposed surfaces exceeding the ignition temperature of the material being sprayed within the area.  For open spraying, as would be the case for the field application of the acetone-based coatings, no spark-producing equipment or open flame shall be within 20 feet horizontally and 10 feet vertically of the spray area.  Anyone not complying with the above guidelines would be in violation of current fire codes.  The fire department limits residential storage of flammable liquids to five gallons and recommends storage in a cool place.  If the flammable coating container will be exposed to direct sunlight or heat, storage in cool water is recommended.  Lastly all metal containers involving the transfer of five gallons or more should be grounded and bonded.

Existing emergency planning is anticipated to further minimize the risks associated with substituting exempt compounds and aqueous materials for conventional 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 hazard impacts.

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.  Local fire departments make annual business inspections to ensure compliance with permit conditions and other appropriate regulations.

It is anticipated that the current regulatory requirements regarding flammable and otherwise hazardous materials will not need to be amended as a result of the proposed project since, in part, acetone is already widely used and conventional solvents are as flammable or more flammable than acetone.

Based upon the above considerations, it is not expected that PAR 1402 will generate significant adverse hazard impacts requiring new or additional fire fighting resources.  Similarly, as already noted, any increase in accidental releases of acetone-containing materials would be expected to result in a concurrent reduction in the number of accidental releases of existing solvent materials.  As a result, the net number of accidental releases would be expected to remain constant, allowing for population growth in the district.  

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  None required.

REMAINING IMPACTS:  None.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  The 1997 AQMP EIR concluded that potential hazard impacts from reformulated materials may be cumulatively significant, primarily due to increased use of acetone.  As relevant control measures were subsequently promulgated into rules, further analysis of reformulated coatings and solvents provided information that indicates these products would not result in significant adverse cumulative hazard impacts.  Further, in the context of hazard impacts, cumulative hazard impacts from implementing PAR 1402 is not considered to be cumulatively considerable as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15065(c) for the following reasons.  As discussed above, the increased usage of acetone or other hazardous materials as a result of implementing PAR 1402 will generally be balanced by reduced usage of other equally or more hazardous materials such as MEK, toluene, xylene, etc.  In addition, emergency contingency plans that are already in place are expected to minimize potential hazard impacts posed by any increased use of acetone or other hazardous materials in future reformulated coating materials.  Therefore, these incremental hazard impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), states in pertinent part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant….”  Therefore, cumulative hazard impacts are concluded to be not significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  None required.

Public Services

Potential adverse impacts to fire departments could occur in two ways:  1) if there is an increase in accidental release of hazardous materials used in compliant coatings, fire departments would have to respond more frequently to accidental release incidences and 2) if there is an increase in the amount of hazardous materials stored at affected facilities, fire departments would have to conduct additional inspections.  If either of these situations were to occur as a result of the implementation of the SCM on a statewide basis, more firemen and firehouses may be required.

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have significant adverse public services impact if the following criteria is met by the project: 

· The project results in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or 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.

PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACT: Local fire departments function as the first responding emergency team in the event of a fire or release of hazardous materials.  As discussed in the “Hazards” section, the use of certain control technologies has potential fire risks and risks associated with potential accidental releases of hazardous materials.  Carbon adsorption may increase fire risks because carbon particles become charged with solvents that may be flammable.  Thermal oxidizers have inherent fire hazards because they use natural gas for combustion.  Additionally, some types of associated equipment may have associated fire hazards.  High concentrations of flammable material may result in an explosion or fire, thereby increasing demand for services.

As indicated in the “Hazards” section, risks from thermal oxidizers and carbon adsorbers can be minimized by following good engineering practices, keeping control equipment properly maintained, etc.  Further, although materials formulated with acetone may be more flammable than waterbased or low-VOC materials, flammability or other hazards from products formulated with acetone are expected to be equivalent to or less than for conventional coating formulations (Table 4-15).  Finally, Health and Safety Code §25506 specifically requires all businesses handling hazardous materials to submit a business emergency response plan to assist local administering agencies in the emergency release or threatened release of a hazardous material.  Such plans will help minimize potential public service impacts.

Based upon the results of the “Hazards” analysis, PAR 1402 is not expected to generate substantial additional emergency response situations requiring additional resources for local fire departments.  Therefore, potential adverse impacts to local fire departments are not expected to be significant.

Potential demand for additional fire services that may arise from the techniques employed to comply with proposed amendments, however, are not anticipated to significantly affect the resources of local fire departments.  The comprehensive emergency response currently available to serve the cities of the district, coupled with the strict design standards of the control equipment, should ensure potential impacts are not significant. 39  facilities are estimated to install control devices and approximately 250  facilities could choose to reformulate their product.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  No mitigation measures are required.

remaining impacts:  Potential impacts to fire departments are expected to be insignificant.

CUMULATIVE PUBLIC SERVICE IMPACT:  The potential public service impacts from implementing the proposed amendments are not considered significant, and are not anticipated to generate significant adverse cumulative impacts.  Further, in the context of public service impacts, cumulative public service impacts from implementing PAR 1402 is not considered to be cumulatively considerable as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15065(c) for the following reasons.  Following good engineering practice, keeping control equipment properly maintain, etc., is expected to minimize emergency response situations that may be associated with control equipment.  Further, emergency contingency plans that are already in place are expected to minimize potential hazard impacts posed by any increased use of acetone or other hazardous materials in future reformulated coating materials.  Therefore, incremental public service impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), states in pertinent part, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant….”  Therefore, cumulative hazard impacts are concluded to be not significant.  This conclusion is consistent with the conclusion in the 1997 AQMP regarding cumulative public service impacts

CUMULATIVE PUBLIC SERVICE IMPACT MITIGATION:  None required.

Solid/hazardous Waste

One way to evaluate sold/hazardous waste impacts is to determine if the proposed project or any components therein will result in a need for new landfill capacity.  Because affected facilities may install control equipment or implement process changes that could increase the waste products in the form of liquid or solids (e.g. spent carbon), implementing the proposed amendment may have solid hazardous waste impacts. 

Assumptions Used in The Solid Waste Analysis 

This analysis of solid waste impacts assumes that safety and disposal procedures required by various agencies in the state of California will provide reasonable precautions against the improper disposal of hazardous wastes in a municipal waste landfill.  Because of state and federal requirements, some facilities are attempting to reduce or minimize the generation of solid and hazardous wastes by incorporating source reduction technologies to reduce the volume or toxicity of wastes generated, including improving operating procedures, using less hazardous or nonhazardous substitute materials, and upgrading or replacing inefficient processes.

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have significant adverse solid/hazardous waste impacts if the following criteria are met by the project in each district: 

· The generation and disposal of nonhazardous or hazardous wastes that exceed the capacity of designated landfills.

Solid/Hazardous Waste Impacts

Disposal of Spent Carbon

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS: The amount of solid waste that may be generated by the carbon adsorption process would depend on the number of carbon adsorber installed, the operating characteristics, and frequency of carbon replacement.  Disposal of spent carbon could adversely affect solid waste disposal facilities because increased quantities of waste may be generated.  In addition, spent carbon may be considered hazardous waste depending on the constituents present and their concentrations, which may require disposal in a Class I landfill.

Only two facilities are projected to install carbon adsorbers to comply with PAR 1402 and therefore, no significant adverse solid waste impact is anticipated from the disposal of spent carbon.  Table 4-16 outlines the annual solid waste estimates from the disposal of spent carbon from those facilities installing carbon adsorbers to comply with the proposed amendments.  It should be noted that the amounts of solid waste generated (Table 4-16) substantially overestimates solid waste impacts because most carbon is regenerated in a rotary kiln and reused.  The rotary kiln typically consumes five percent of the carbon in the process, which has to be replaced.

TABLE 4-16

Estimates of Solid Waste from Carbon Adsorption

Process Exhaust Rate
5,000 CFM
10,000 CFM
20,000 CFM

Solid Waste Quantity:

Carbon adsorption (spent carbon) (tons/yr)a
284 
284 
284 


a
Based on total emissions of 71 ton/day for low and medium boiling point VOC and carbon replacement rate 2-lb carbon/lb VOC per year, assuming 5-year bed life, two permit units.

Wet Scrubbing

It is estimated that nine facilities will install wet scrubbers as a control option to comply with the proposed amendments.  Assuming a 98 percent control efficiency, wet scrubbing of all metal compounds would be expected to generate a maximum volume of 82.8 tons per year (9.2 tons per year per wet scrubber x 9 facilities) of hazardous solids and dewatered sludge.  Based on the types of facilities that would install wet scrubbers, it is likely that this waste would be concentrated with metals and would most likely need to be disposed of as a hazardous waste in a Class I landfill. 

Filtration

Filtration includes usage of baghouse, HEPA filters and filter cartridges.  All mixed metal compounds could be generated with the use of filtration controls at a 99.9 percent control rate.  It is likely that the majority of the approximately 43.7 tons per year of minerals and silica (23 filtration systems x 1.9 tons per year per filter) that could potentially be generated by filtration devices would be used as land cover at a solid waste, Class II landfill.  Otherwise, if traces of asbestos, etc. are found, the filter would need to be disposed in a Class I landfill.

Depending upon what type of control equipment is used, the total quantity of waste requiring disposal in a Class I landfill that may be generated from the disposal of spent carbon, minerals and metal compounds is 1.9 tons per day (or 410.5 tons per year).  Currently, there are three Class I landfills in California:  Laidlaw Environmental in Westmoreland, Imperial County; Chemical Waste Management Corporation in Kettleman Hills, Kings County; and Laidlaw Environmental, in Buttonwillow, Kern County.  The total available capacity of each of these landfills ranges from 10 to 13 million cubic yards (or 15 to 19.5 million tons).  With an annual disposal of 410.5  tons of carbon beds, filters, etc., the total solid/hazardous waste impact from the proposed amendments ranges from 0.0027  percent to 0.0021 percent of the available Class I landfill capacity.  The amount of hazardous waste generated by the proposed project will not require new Class I landfills and is not considered to be a substantial impact to existing landfill capacity.  Therefore, potential hazardous waste impacts are not considered significant.

TABLE 4-17

Total Solid Waste Generation

Control Type
Potential # of Affected Facilities
Annual Waste per Control Device
(tons/year)
Total Waste Generated (tons/year)

Carbon adsorption
2 
142
284 

Wet Scrubbing
9
9.2
82.8

Filtration
23
1.9
43.7

TOTAL WASTE GENERATED FROM PROPOSED PROJECT
410.5 tons/yr

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  No mitigation measures are required.

REMAINING IMPACTS:  Since solid/hazardous waste impacts are not significant, no adverse impacts remain.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  Cumulative solid waste impacts from the implementation of proposed amendments are not considered to be cumulatively considerable as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15065(c).  Although implementation of these control measures may incrementally increase solid waste impacts in the district, this increased demand does not generate a significant adverse solid waste impact, because it does not exceed any solid waste threshold of significance.  Therefore, these incremental impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable.  CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), states, “Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider that effect significant ….”

It is important to remember that state law requires hazardous waste generators to attempt to recycle their wastes before disposing of them.  The California EPA's Office of Environmental and Health Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) has implemented a Hazardous Waste Exchange program to promote the use, reuse, and exchange of hazardous wastes.  The program is designed to assist generators of hazardous wastes to recycle their wastes off-site and encourage the reuse of hazardous wastes (i.e., using someone else's waste as a feedstock).  The Department also publishes a directory catalog of industrial waste recyclers annually so that industries will know where to buy, sell, or exchange their wastes (Claudia Moore, DHS, 1994).

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  None required.

Effects Found Not to be Significant

The environmental topics below were analyzed to determine if the proposed project would create significant impacts in any of these areas.  For all the environmental topics discussed below, no significant direct or indirect impacts were identified.

Land Use and Planning

Land use authority falls solely under the purview of the local governments and the SCAQMD is specifically excluded from infringing on existing city or county land use authority (California Health & Safety Code § 40414).  Land use authority is a component of local planning.  The amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401 do not call for any changes in the locally adopted general plans or require zoning ordinance changes or modifications and, therefore, will not significantly adversely affect land use.

Population and Housing

Human population and housing demands within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed amendments.  Further, the proposed project is not expected to result in the creation of any industry that would affect population growth or distribution, or directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units because the proposed amendments would regulate TAC emissions at new and existing operations.  

Since the proposed 1999 amendments are not expected to affect in any way projected population growth or distribution they are expected to be consistent with the general plans of local jurisdictions within the region.  This impact is therefore considered insignificant.

Biological Resources

The proposed amendments are not anticipated to cause any widespread adverse change that would adversely alter the overall character or distribution of plant life in the district.  The primary cause of adverse impacts to plant life in the district is population growth leading to new residential and commercial development.  Implementing proposed amended Rules 1402 and 1401 is not anticipated to result in additional new construction sites, nor will it affect population growth and the distribution of population growth.  In general, the widespread reduction in toxic air contaminants due to implementation of the proposed amendments will benefit plant and animal communities.

Additionally, the proposed amendments are not expected to adversely affect animal species or animal populations for the same reasons cited above.  As in humans, positive health affects in animals would occur from the reduction of toxic air contaminants.  Indirect benefits would occur because of the ecological interrelationship between animals and their environment.  Improvement in plant life as a result of reducing the destructive effects of pollution on plants will also benefit animal life.

Noise

Consideration was given to potential noise impacts from construction activities and add-on pollution control equipment, which may result from implementing risk reduction measures pursuant to PAR 1402.  Construction activities arising from the proposed project would consist mainly of the installation of add-on equipment and would involve the use of heavy-duty equipment (bulldozers, etc.) and fugitive dust controls.  The anticipated add-on equipment would not significantly increase the noise levels of individual pieces of equipment.  Fugitive dust is typically controlled by non-noise intensive methods such as spraying active work sites with water or other types of dust suppressants.  In addition, pollution control at commercial or industrial facilities does not add appreciably to the noise environment already existing at such facilities. Local noise ordinances and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) worker safety regulations are expected to ensure that potential noise impacts are not significant.  For these reasons, potential noise impacts from implementing the amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401 were determined to be insignificant.  This conclusion is consistent with the conclusion regarding noise impacts in the EIR for the 1997 AQMP.

Aesthetics/Recreation

There are no adverse aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed amendments. The installation of add-on control equipment will occur at commercial, industrial, or institutional facilities, and therefore would not obstruct any scenic vista or view or create an aesthetically offensive site open to public view.  

Additional light or glare would not be created since there is no additional demand for lighting or reflective materials beyond existing conditions and therefore, no additional light generating equipment would be required for the amended rules’ implementation.  Equipment used to control TAC emissions is typically located inside buildings, which are located in industrial/commercial areas.  

Cultural Resources

The proposed amendments do not include any measures that would result in any adverse impacts to cultural resources in the district.  The proposed amended rules would not require physical changes to the environment that may disturb paleontological or archaeological resources.  There are several existing laws currently in place that are designed to protect and mitigate potential adverse impacts to cultural resources.  As with any construction activity, should archaeological resources be found during construction of a project to comply with the proposed amendments, such construction activity will cease until the appropriate agency is contacted and a thorough archaeological assessment is made.
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iNTRODUCTION

This Draft Environmental Assessment provides a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines.  Alternatives include measures for attaining objectives of the proposed project and provide a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  A "No Project" alternative must also be evaluated.  The range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, but need not include every conceivable project alternative.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d)(5) specifically notes that the range of alternatives required in a CEQA document is governed by a 'rule of reason' and only necessitates that the CEQA document set forth those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision-making and meaningful public participation.  A CEQA document need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.

SCAQMD Rule 110 (the rule, which implements the SCAQMD’s certified regulatory program,) does not impose any greater requirements for a discussion of project alternatives in an environmental assessment than is required for an EIR under CEQA.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The following alternatives were developed based on varying the major components of the proposed amendments.  The rationale for selecting specific components of the amendments for the analysis in this Chapter rests on CEQA's requirement to present "realistic" alternatives; that is, alternatives that can actually be implemented.

Four alternatives to the proposed amendments are described below and summarized in Table 5-1: No Project Alternative; Alternative A (Further Lower Action Levels); Alternative B (Proposed Project with Extended Risk Reduction Schedule) and Alternative C (Higher Action Levels with Extended Risk Reduction Schedule).  All alternatives, with the exception of No Project Alternative, are based on input received during public comment periods for Rule 1402 and are considered to be feasible alternatives to the proposed project.  The following sections provide a brief description of each alternative.  With the exception of the No Project Alternative, all requirements of the proposed alternatives, except those specifically discussed in the text, are the same as the requirements in PAR 1402.  All alternatives, except the No Project Alternative, include removing the cumulative facility risk assessment requirement from Rule 1401.

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative, would mean not amending Rules 1402 or 1401, and therefore, would maintain the existing SCAQMD Rule 1402 and Rule 1401.  The No Project Alternative would continue the current policies for regulating TACs from existing sources and from new, modified, or relocated equipment.  Consequently, the No Project Alternative would continue regulation TACs at existing facilities that exceed the existing significant threshold levels, greater than or equal to 100 in one million (100 x 10-6) for carcinogens and greater than or equal to 5.0 for non-carcinogens.  The cumulative assessment for TACs would remain a component of Rule 1401.  Since the existing cumulative requirement pertains only to equipment receiving permits since 1990, it is more limited than the cumulative requirement in PAR 1402. 

Since the No Project Alternative does not lower interim or final action levels, a limited number of facilities would be required to implement risk reduction measures. In addition, progress reports would be required once every 24 months instead of every 18 months as required by existing Rule 1402.

Alternative A – Further Lower Action Levels

Alternative A would require implementing risk reduction measures if any of the following facility-wide final action levels are exceeded:

· A MICR of ten in one million (10 x 10-6) at any receptor location;

· A total chronic or acute HI of to 1.0 at any receptor location; and

· Excess cancer cases are greater than 0.05 in the population subject to a risk of greater than one in one million (1 x 10-6).

As can be seen in the above bullet points, Alternative A would establish a lower HI for non-carcinogens than PAR 1402, 1.0 instead of 3.0.  Further, Alternative A would establish a lower excess cancer case level of 0.05 instead of 0.5.  Alternative A also differs from PAR 1402 because it does not include interim action level risk reduction thresholds Table 5-1).

Alternative A would require compliance with the final action levels within three years of approval of the risk reduction plan.  This alternative would allow an extension of an additional two years if the facility can demonstrate that there is no known technology or risk reduction measure that is commercially available to achieve the final action levels by the compliance deadline and there is no risk reduction measures that can be implemented on another source at the facility.  A facility would not be allowed an extension if it is within 1,000 feet of a school.

Alternative B – Proposed Project with Extended Risk Reduction Schedule

Alternative B would require implementing risk reduction measures if any of the following facility-wide final action levels are exceeded:

· A MICR of 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) at any receptor location;

· A total chronic or acute HI of 3.0 at any receptor location.

· Excess cancer cases are greater than 0.5 in the population subject to a risk of greater than one in one million (1 x 10-6).

The above final action levels for Alternative B are identical to the interim action levels in PAR 1402 (Table 5-1).  In addition, Alternative B includes the same significant threshold levels as PAR 1402.  Facilities using the same eight specific TACs of concern identified for PAR 1402 would be subject to the same inventory requirements.  The MICR and HI thresholds requiring inventory reporting from a specific source industry would be equivalent to those listed in the PAR 1402.

Facilities have three years from the date the risk reduction plan is approved by the Executive Officer to comply with final action levels.  Alternative B would allow extensions to the three-year risk reduction compliance schedule up to an additional seven years.  The effective date for source-specific industries subject to inventory requirements under Alternative B would be January 1, 2005.

Alternative C – Higher Final Action Levels with Extended Risk Reduction Schedule

Alternative C would establish higher final action levels than proposed for PAR 1402.  Alternative C would require implementing risk reduction measures if any of the following facility-wide final action levels are exceeded:

Table 5-1

Project Alternative Descriptions


No Project Alternative
Project
Alternative A (Further Lower Action Levels)
Alternative B (Extended Risk Reduction Schedule)
Alternative C (Higher Action Levels)

Significant Threshold Level - MICR
100 in one million
100 in one million
100  in one million
100 in one million
100 in one million

Significant Threshold Level - HI
5.0
5.0
5.0 
5.0
5.0

Interim Action Level - MICR
None
25 in one million
None
None
None

Interim Action Level - HI
None
3.0
None
None
None

Final Action Level - MICR
100 in one million
10 in one million
10 in one million
25 in one million
50 in one million

Final Action Level - HI
5.0
3.0
1.0
3.0
5.0

Excess Cancer Burden
None
0.5
0.05
0.5
1.0

Risk Reduction Compliance Schedule
5 years
3 years with extension of additional 2 yearsa
3 years with extension of additional 2 yearsa
3 years with extension of additional 7 years
3 years with extension of additional 7 years

Technical/Economic Feasibility Option
no
yes
yes
yes
yes

Inventory Requirements 

· Reporting threshold

· Effective date
n/a
· MICR > 100 in one million: HI > 5.0

· January 2003
· MICR > 25 in one million: HI > 3.0

· January 2003
· MICR > 100 in one million: HI > 5.0

· January 2005
· MICR > 100 in one million: HI > 5.0

· January 2005

# of TACs of Concern
None
8
8
6b
6 b

Exemptions
none
Source-specific facilities when source-specific rule adopted
Source-specific facilities when source-specific rule adopted
Source-specific facilities when source-specific rule adopted
Source-specific facilities until source-specific rule adopted

Remove r1401 100 m Cumulative Requirement
no
yes
yes
yes
yes

a  No two-year extension allowed if the facility is within 1,000 feet of a school.
b  Excludes 1,3 butadiene and cadmium.
> is the symbol for greater than or equal to.

· MICR greater than or equal to 50 in one million (50 x 10-6) at any receptor location;

· A total chronic or acute HI greater than or equal to 5.0 at any receptor location; and

· Excess cancer cases greater than 1.0 in the population subject to a risk of greater than one in one million (1 x 10-6).

A facility would have three years from the date the risk reduction plan is approved to comply with the final action levels identified above.  The risk reduction compliance schedule would also allow an extension up to seven years from the initial three-year compliance schedule.  

Alternative C would include the same significant threshold levels as PAR 1402.  Alternative C would exempt the 12 industry-specific source facilities from Rule 1402 until January 1, 2003.  If a source-specific rule for each source-specific category has not been adopted, then these facilities would become subject to Alternative C risk reduction requirements at that time.  The list of specific TACs of concern would be reduced so fewer facilities would be subject to the inventory requirements.

Alternative C would exempt the industry-specific facilities listed in Table 2-4 from the risk reduction requirements until January 1, 2003.  If no source-specific rule for the specific categories is adopted by that time, then the industry-specific facilities would become subject to the risk reduction requirements of Alternative C.

COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The following sections briefly describe potential environmental impacts that may be generated by each project alternative.  Each environmental topic summary contains a brief description of the environmental impacts for each project alternative compared to impacts resulting from implementing the proposed amendments.  The methodology for estimating the number of affected permit units is described in Chapter 4.  Potential impacts for the environmental topics are quantified, where sufficient data are available, and the calculations are presented in Chapter 4.  A comparison of the impacts for each of the environmental topics is summarized in Table 5-2.

Air Quality

If the No Project Alternative is selected by SCAQMD's Governing Board, the SCAQMD would continue to regulate carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic TAC emissions from existing sources in accordance with existing Rule 1402.  In addition, further regulation of TACs at existing facilities would likely occur primarily as a result of new ATCMs developed by the ARB and implemented by the SCAQMD.  Such ATCMs would continue to be adopted and enforced by the SCAQMD, as required by state law.  ATCMs are based on a source-specific control technology approach i.e., affected facilities must reduce TACs to a level specified by the ATCM, which is generally related to the control efficiency of the control equipment specified.

The SCAQMD would also continue to enforce existing and future federal NESHAP regulations developed under Section 112 of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA).  Title III of the federal Clean Air Act regulates air toxics from both existing and new sources.

Of all of the alternatives, only the No Project Alternative would provide no additional human health benefits beyond those under existing Rule 1402 because it would not regulate additional TACs, would not regulate additional numbers of affected facilities, or require affected facilities to reduce total cumulative facility-wide risks from exposure to TACs.  The No Project Alternative, however, would not generate any of the secondary adverse (but not significant) air quality impacts identified for PAR 1402 in Chapter 4.

It is likely that no further SCAQMD action to regulate TAC emissions and relying on either ATCMs or the federal Title III regulations would mean continued exposures to existing levels of TAC emissions from existing facilities in the district.  In addition, there is currently uncertainty with regard to MACT standards because they have not all been defined and they are technology-based standards, not risk-based.  Ultimately, however, the Title III program would regulate more compounds than are currently regulated under Rule 1402.   Such secondary adverse air quality impacts, however, be expected to occur to a certain extent as a result of implementing future ATCMs or federal Title III regulations.

Although the No Project Alternative would impose no additional costs beyond those required under existing Rule 1402, overall health impacts and economic costs of exposure to TACs, (e.g., absence from work, hospital costs, cost for medical supplies, etc.), in the absence of additional controls, would continue to be borne not only by society at large, but in particular poor or minority communities.  Further, the list of TACs regulated under Rule 1402 would continue to be inconsistent with list of TACs regulated under Rule 1401, which regulates TACs from new, relocated and modified permit units.

Table 5-2

Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives

ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC
NO Project Alternative
Alternative A
(Further Lower Action Levels)
Alternative B
(Proposed Project With Extended Risk Reduction Schedule)
Alternative C
(Higher Action Levels With Extended Risk Reduction Schedule)

Air Quality





Construction
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
NOx is Significant,
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402 phase 1
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Operational
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not Significant, slightly greater than PAR 1402
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402 phase 1
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Geophysical
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not Significant, slightly greater than 1402
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Water Resources





Water Supply
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not Significant, slightly greater than PAR 1402
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Water Quality
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not significant, greater than PAR 1402 
Not significant, equivalent to PAR 1402
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Transportation/
Circulation
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not Significant, slightly greater than 1402
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Energy
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not Significant, slightly greater than 1402
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Hazards
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not Significant, slightly greater than 1402
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Public Service
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not Significant, slightly greater than 1402
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Solid/Hazardous Waste
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402
Not Significant, slightly greater than 1402
Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1402
Not Significant, less than PAR 1402

Although Alternative A has the same MICR final action level as PAR 1402, the final HI and cancer burden action levels are lower and, as a result, more facilities would be subject to risk reduction requirements.  To comply with the Alternative A requirements, approximately 39 additional facilities would likely need to install add-on control equipment and 24 facilities would likely need to reformulated process materials than would be required for PAR 1402 (Table 5-3).

Table 5-3

Total Estimated Number of Add-on Control Equipment under Alternative A
in Addition to Add-on Control Equipment for PAR 1402

Control Equipment
Industry-specific Facilitiesa
Facilities Emitting TACs of Concern
Total Number of Add-On Control Equipment

Oxidation Devices
3 

3 

Carbon Adsorber
4 

4 

HEPA Filters/ Filtration
1 

1 

Wet
Scrubber
1 

1 

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADD-ON CONTROL EQUIPMENT
9 

Product Reformulationb
15 

15 

a  Six facilities with TACs of concern were identified, but risk reduction measures were considered to consist of technology substitution, not add-on controls or reformulated materials.
b It is assumed that product reformulation does not require installation of new equipment.

In addition to the 39  facilities (Phases 1 and 2) that were identified as installing control equipment to comply with risk reduction requirements of PAR 1402, Alternative A would add 9  more facilities (Table 5-3) for a total of 48  facilities installing control equipment.  Using the same assumptions and methodology to calculate construction emissions that was used for PAR 1402 (see Appendix C), total onsite and offsite construction emissions are shown in Table 5-4.  As shown in Table 5-4, NOx emissions during construction activities associated with Alternative A would exceed the applicable significance threshold.

Table 5-4

Total Construction Emissions from PAR 1402 and the Proposed Alternatives
(in pounds per day)

Project
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

No Project Alternative
None
None
None
None
None

PAR 1402 (Phase 1)

66 

12 

45 

4 

3

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No

Alternative A
127 
22 
87 
9 
5 

Significant?
No
No
Yes
No
No

Alternative B
71
13
49
5
3

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No

Alternative C
36
7
25
3
2

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No

Significance Thresholds

550

75

100

150

150

The same methodology and emission factors used to calculate total operational emissions for PAR 1402 were used to calculate total operational emissions for Alternative A (Table 5-5).  To calculate emissions from the 18 thermal oxidizers, equation 5.1 was used and the result was multiplied by the appropriate emission factors.

eq. 5-1
(# facilities x 8 hrs/day x 0.488 MMBTU/hr)/(1050 MMBTU/MMcf) = 0.067 MMcf/day

To calculate emissions from the 16 carbon adsorbers, equation 5.2 was used and the result was multiplied by the appropriate emission factors.

eq. 5-2
(400 lbs C) x (5.5 scf/lb C per regen) x (4 regen/day) x (# facilities) = 0.035 MMcf

To calculate mobile source emissions from the 82 truck trips per day, equation 5.3 was used and the result was multiplied by the appropriate emission factors.

Eq. 5-3
{[(40 total miles x running emission factor) + (2 start-ups x start-up emission factor)]/454} x 82 truck trips per day

Total operational emissions for Alternative A were not significant (Table 5-5).

Table 5-5

Total Operational Emissions from PAR 1402 and the Proposed Alternatives
(in pounds per day)

Project
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

No Project Alternative
None
None
None
None
None

PAR 1402 
22.33 
1.81 
10.31 
0.18 
0.2

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No

Alternative A
28.8 
2.1 
17.5 
0.03 
0.31 

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No

Alternative B
18.7
3.1
9.7
0.03
0.34

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No

Alternative C
9.4
1.6
4.9
0.02
0.17

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No

Significance Thresholds

550

55

55

150

150

Because the final action level for Alternative B is the same as the interim action level for PAR 1402, construction impacts for Alternative B are the same as those shown for PAR 1402, phase 1 (Table 5-4).  As indicated in Table 5-4, construction air quality impacts for Alternative B are not significant (Table 5-5).

The same methodology and emission factors used to calculate total operational emissions for PAR 1402 were used to calculate total operational emissions for Alternative B (Table 5-5).  To calculate emissions from the 5 thermal oxidizers used to comply with risk reduction measures in Alternative B, equation 5.1 was used and the result was multiplied by the appropriate emission factors.  To calculate emissions from the 3 carbon adsorbers, equation 5.2 was used and the result was multiplied by the appropriate emission factors.  To calculate mobile source emissions from the 27 truck trips per day, equation 5.3 was used and the result was multiplied by the appropriate emission factors.  Total operational emissions for Alternative B were not significant.
For this analysis, it was assumed that Alternative C would affect half as many facilities as Alternative B because the final MICR action level is twice as high as the final MICR action level for Alternative B.  This assumption overestimates the likely number of facilities because it is likely that fewer than half of the inventory facilities would exceed the final action levels for this alternative.  As a result, construction emissions for Alternative C were half of those calculated for Alternative B (Table 5-4) and total operational emissions were also half of those calculated for Alternative B (Table 5-5).

Geophysical

As noted in Chapter 4, use of add-on control  equipment or process changes could have impacts on geophysical resources.  Modifications may, in some cases, require construction of storage tanks and pipelines from storage tanks to work or clean-up areas for waste treatment and/or storage.  Particulate collection systems that could be used to control toxic emissions include electrostatic precipitators, baghouse filters, and high efficiency particulate air filter systems.  Some of these control systems generate solid waste products that may require disposal in a Class I or Class II landfills.   The analysis concluded that the geophysical impacts from PAR 1402 would not be significant.

The No Project Alternative will result in no additional adverse geophysical impacts.  In general, soil disruption impacts are anticipated to be minor for the Proposed Project, and Alternatives A, B, and C because construction will be limited to industrial areas that may already have some form of overcovering or other types of soil disruption.  Alternative A will require more control devices to be installed and therefore, the geophysical impact will be slightly greater than PAR 1401, but still insignificant.  Alternatives B and C will have less potential for geophysical impacts since fewer facilities would be subject to the risk reduction requirements of the respective alternatives.

Water

As discussed in Chapter 4, PAR1402 would regulate a larger number of TAC sources than is currently the case under Rule 1402.  As a result, more facilities would be expected to implement risk reduction measures that can generate water resource impacts.  This is true for the alternatives as well.  Water demand and water quality impacts depend on the mix of control options that are used for each alternative.  The mix of control equipment will differ among the alternatives.  Control options with the greatest potential for adversely affecting water quality and demand are reformulation, carbon adsorbers and wet scrubbers.

Water Demand

The analysis in Chapter 4 concluded that PAR1402 would increase water demand, but not to a level exceeding any significance criteria since it is anticipated that there will be adequate water supplies to handle current and future water demand from the proposed project.  The No Project Alternative would have no additional water demand impacts compared to PAR 1402 because no additional would be subject to risk reduction requirements (Table 5-2).  Alternative A is expected to have slightly greater, but not significant, water demand impacts because more facilities would be expected to install control equipment.  Alternative B would have similar water demand impacts compared to PAR 1402 phase 1 because it would require the same number of facilities to implement risk reduction measures as would be the case for PAR 1402 phase 1. Potential water demand impacts from Alternative C would be even less than would be expected for PAR 1402.

Water Quality

Some risk reduction measures may entail the use of control equipment that may require removal and storage of toxic waste.  Although affected facilities must comply with water quality regulations that specify discharge levels of toxic components, there is a potential that facilities will spill, leak or accidentally release toxic materials into groundwater or surface water supplies.  Additionally, increased generation of wastewater could adversely impact POTWs in the district.  As indicated in Chapter 4, PAR 1402 is not expected to generate significant adverse surface or groundwater impacts and potential impacts to local POTWs will be less than significant.

The No Project Alternative would not be expected to generate any additional water quality impacts than is currently the case.  Alternative A would have a slightly greater, but not significant, water quality impacts compared to PAR1402 because more facilities would be subject to risk reduction requirements.  Alternative B would have water quality impacts equivalent to those generated by PAR 1402 phase 1.  Water quality impacts for Alternative B would be less than for PAR 1402 and, therefore, not significant because fewer total facilities would be subject to risk reduction requirements.  Finally Alternative C would have even fewer or less severe water quality impacts than PAR 1402 because even fewer facilities would be subject to the risk reduction requirements.

Transportation/Circulation

The construction and installation of the control technologies that would be used to ensure compliance with PAR 1402 could generate short-term impacts to traffic and circulation from construction employee work trips to the construction site.  According to the analysis in Chapter 4,  PAR 1402 may generate as many as 75  daily vehicle trips during phase 1 and 42  daily vehicle trips during phase 2.  These additional vehicle trips are not considered to be significant since they would be dispersed over the entire area of the district.  Similarly, during operations, additional vehicle trips would be generated by haul trucks transporting wastes generated as a result of implementing PAR 1402 to appropriate disposal sites.  The total number of additional truck trips per day is estimated to be 39 .  This number of additional truck trips is also not considered to be significant because trips would be dispersed over the entire district.

The No Project Alternative would not generate any additional construction or operational truck trips.  Alternative A would be expected to generate 246 daily vehicle trips during construction and 82 additional truck trips during operation.  Although for both construction and operation the number of vehicle trips generated by Alternative A would be greater than the number generated for PAR 1402, these additional trips would not be considered significant as they would also be spread out over the entire area of the district and so would not substantially affect the level of service at any one intersection.  

Alternative B would generate the same number of daily construction trips as would be generated by PAR 1402 during phase 1, 39  trips.  Alternative B would also generate an additional 27 daily truck trips during the operational phase.  In both of these situations, the number of additional vehicle trips would be less than the number generated by PAR 1402 and, therefore, would not be considered significant.  Alternative C would be expected to generate approximately half of the number of vehicle trips during construction and operation as PAR 1402.  Consequently, the number of vehicle trips generated by Alternative C would be substantially less than for PAR 1402 and would be considered insignificant.

Energy and Mineral Resources

Facilities that have to comply with the risk reduction requirements of PAR 1402 or any of the proposed project alternatives may require onsite construction activities to install control equipment.  The amount of fuel used by construction equipment and construction workers commuting to the construction sites is shown in Table 5-6.  For PAR 1402 and all project alternatives the project fuel usage for both diesel and gasoline is such a small percentage of the available supplies that in all cases, construction energy impacts are considered to be not significant.

The same methodology and emission factors used to calculate total operational energy impacts from thermal oxidizers used for PAR 1402 were used to calculate total operational energy impacts for each alternative.  To calculate emissions from the thermal oxidizers, equation 5.4 was used and the result was multiplied by the appropriate emission factors.
Eq. 5-4
(# facilities x 8 hrs/day x 6 days/wk x 52 wks/yr x 0.488 MMBTU/hr)/(1050 MMBTU/MMcf) = 8.1 MMcf per year

TABLE 5-6

Total Projected Fuel Usage for Construction Activities 
for PAR 1402 and the Proposed Project Alternatives


Project
Diesel
Gasoline


(mmgal/yr)
% above baseline
(mmgal/yr)
% above baseline

No Project Alternative
None
n/a
None
n/a

PAR 1402
0.050 
0.005 
0.061 
0.001 

Alternative A
0.062 
0.006 
0.075 
0.001 

Alternative B
0.034
0.003
0.020
0.0004

Alternative C
0.017
0.002
0.010
0.0002

The No Project Alternative is not expected to increase demand for natural gas since no additional oxidizers are anticipated to be used to comply with existing Rule 1402.  The additional demand for natural gas for the five thermal oxidizers expected to be used for PAR 1402 is 5.8 MMcf/yr. The additional demand for natural gas for the 8  thermal oxidizers expected to be used for Alternative A is 9.3 MMcf/yr.  The additional demand for natural gas for the five thermal oxidizers expected to be used for Alternative B is 5.8 MMcf/yr.  The additional demand for natural gas for the approximately three thermal oxidizers expected to be used for Alternative C is 3.5 MMcf/yr.  For all projects, the anticipated additional demand is well within the future supply capacity of the district and, therefore, is not considered significant.

Hazards

Facilities affected by PAR 1402 or Alternatives A, B, and C would be expected to implement risk reduction measures that could result in the storage, handling, and transportation of hazardous wastes that result from various pollution control devices.  Such actions may present a risk of upset in the event of an accident or careless handling, adversely affecting the surrounding community or environment.  The No Project Alternative would not generate any additional impacts beyond those in the existing setting.  Since Alternative A would affect a greater number of TAC facilities than PAR 1402, hazard impacts would be expected to be greater, although not significant.  Since the final action level for Alternative B is the same as the interim action level for PAR 1402, hazard impacts for Alternative B would be equivalent to PAR 1402 phase 1, but less than PAR 1402 when its final action level becomes effective.  Consequently, potential hazard impacts from Alternative B are not considered to be significant.  Since fewer facilities would be required to install control devices to regulate TACs under Alternative C than under PAR 1402, potential hazard impacts would be less and, therefore, not significant.

Public Services – Fire Protection

As indicated in Chapter 4, implementation of the PAR 1402 is not expected to generate significant adverse impacts to fire protection.  There are no significant impacts expected from the implementation of the No Project Alternative.  Compared to the proposed project, public service impacts to local fire departments are expected to be greater with Alternative A due to more sources being regulated, less for Alternative B, and substantially less for Alternative C.  None of the alternatives analyzed in this Draft EA are expected to have a significant impact on public services.

Solid/Hazardous Waste

The proposed project has the potential to generate hazardous and nonhazardous wastes with the operation of carbon adsorption equipment, catalytic oxidation devices, wet scrubbers and filtration equipment.  The total amount of solid/hazardous wastes generated by PAR 1402 and each of the project alternatives is shown in Table 5-7.  As indicated in Chapter 4, the amount of solid/hazardous wastes generated by PAR 1402 is not significant.  As shown in Table 5-7, Alternatives B and C would generate smaller amounts of solid/hazardous wastes than PAR 1402 and, therefore, are also not considered to be significant.  Although Alternative A is estimated to generate substantially greater amounts of solid/hazardous wastes than PAR 1402, this amount is also not considered to be significant because it represents less than two percent of the total hazardous waste capacity in California.

TABLE 5-7

Total Amount of Wastes Generated by PAR 1402 and the Proposed Project Alternatives

Project
Estimated Volume of Waste Generated
(tons/year)

No Project Alternative
None

PAR 1402
410.5 

Alternative A
989.6 

Alternative B
459.6

Alternative C
300.8

CONCLUSION

The purpose of the proposed project is to limit future increases in population exposures to health risks from both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic TACs and improve the consistency and coordination of the rule with other air toxics programs.  

PAR 1402 and Alternative A provide the greatest reduction in health risks from exposures to carcinogens and non-carcinogenic TAC emissions, although Alternative A would provide health benefits more quickly than PAR 1402.  In general, however, Alternative A would generate slightly greater, but not significant, adverse environmental impacts in all areas analyzed, except for construction air quality impacts which were determined to be significant for construction NOx emissions.

The No Project Alternative does not achieve the intended purpose of the rulemaking because it provides no further risk reduction beyond existing Rules 1402 and 1401 and thus no change from the existing environmental setting.  Alternative B would partially achieve the project objectives in part, but would not ultimately provide the same degree of human health benefits as PAR 1402.  With the highest action levels and the longest compliance schedule for complying with applicable risk reduction requirements, Alternative C would provide the smallest human health benefits besides the No Project Alternative,.  As a result, Alternatives B and C would not protect public health to the extent of either the PAR 1402 or Alternative A.



Irreversible Environmental Changes



Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

Irreversible Environmental Changes

Human population growth in the region has greatly accelerated the rate of use of some natural resources and the depletion of nonrenewable natural resources, implementation of the proposed amendments would place insignificant additional incremental demands on the use of non-renewable and limited resources such as energy, landfill usage, and construction materials.  Some resources may also be required for transportation and circulation improvements, improved sewer access, and other infrastructure improvements.  Positive environmental changes are anticipated as well.  The project will result in significantly reduced emissions of TACs, thereby greatly improving public health.

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

Implementing the proposed amendments will not, by itself, have a direct growth-inducing impact on the district.  In general, the proposed amendments may involve installing T-BACT equipment at some existing and newly affected facilities.  An increase in the number of workers at a site or a relocation of new workers to adjacent areas is not expected to occur because the proposed amendments do not provide incentives or disincentives for growth in the affected industries.

The analysis of PAR 1402 and 1401 impacts on population concluded no significant impacts because PAR 1402 and 1401 do not, by themselves, promote population growth or redistribution.  One reasons is that PAR 1402 may result in the installation of T-BACT at existing industrial/commercial facilities.  This will not require additional employees.  Further, normal population growth in the district will influence the creation of new business, not PAR 1402 and 1401.

The proposed amendments do not directly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family dwelling units.  A secondary growth impact, however, could occur from improved regional air quality, making the district a more attractive, healthful place to live.  This may encourage additional immigration into the district or reduce emigration from the Basin.  This effect may be offset to a certain extent if any industries or businesses leave the district as a result of the proposed amendments.















A P P E N D I X   A





P R O P O S E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E S   1 4 0 2   A N D   1 4 0 1 
In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of the proposed amended rules located elsewhere in the rule package.  The proposed amended rules were circulated with the Draft Environmental Assessment which was released on December 28,1999 for a 45-day public review and comment period ending February 14, 2000.  Those versions of the rules have not substantially changed from the current proposed rules, which can be found after the Resolution in this Governing Board package.  

Original hard copies of the Draft Environmental Assessment, which includes the originally proposed rules, can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at the Diamond Bar headquarters or by calling (909) 396-3600.

A P P E N D I X   B 

N O T I C E   O F   P R E P A R A T I O N   /   I N I T I A L   S T U D Y 

SUBJECT:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

PROJECT TITLE:
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1402- CONTROL OF TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS FROM EXISTING SOURCES and PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1401 – NEW SOURCE REVIEW FOR TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) is the Lead Agency and will prepare a Draft Environmental Assessement (EA) for the project identified above pursuant to its certified regulatory program (AQMD Rule 110).  In conjunction with the development of the proposed rule amendments, it is necessary to address the affects of the proposed project on the environment.  The AQMD is preparing appropriate environmental analyses consistent with CEQA.  This NOP serves two purposes:  to solicit information on the scope of the environmental analysis for the proposed project and notify the public that the AQMD will prepare a Draft EA to assess potential environmental impacts that may result from implementing the proposed rule amendments.  The Draft EA will discuss all topics required by CEQA, including mitigation strategies, if necessary and available, to reduce potential significant adverse environmental impacts.

This NOP is not an AQMD application or form requiring a response from you.  Its purpose is simply to provide information to you on the above project.  If the proposed project has no bearing on you or your organization, no action on your part is necessary.  The project's description, location, and potential environmental impacts are described in the Initial Study for the proposed project.

The Initial Study and other relevant documents may be obtained by calling the AQMD Public Information Center at (909) 396-3600.  Comments focusing on your area of expertise, your agency’s area of jurisdiction, or issues relative to the environmental analysis should be addressed to Mr. Michael Krause (c/o CEQA Section) at the address shown above, or sent by FAX to (909) 396-3324, or e-mail to mkrause@aqmd.gov.  Comments must be received no later than 5:00 PM on December 13, 1999.  Please include the name and phone number of the contact person for your agency.

The AQMD Governing Board Public Hearing for the proposed amended rules is scheduled for March 10, 2000.

Project Applicant:  N/A

Date:
 November 10, 1999

Signature:
       











Steve Smith, Ph.D.
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Program Supervisor





Telephone:

(909) 396-3054




Reference:  California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15082(a), 15103, and 15375

SUBJECT:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

PROJECT TITLE:
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1402- CONTROL OF TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS FROM EXISTING SOURCES and PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1401 – NEW SOURCE REVIEW FOR TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) is the Lead Agency and will prepare a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project identified above pursuant to its certified regulatory program (AQMD Rule 110).  In conjunction with the development of the proposed amended rule, it is necessary to address the affects of the proposed project on the environment.  The AQMD is preparing appropriate environmental analyses consistent with CEQA.  This NOP serves two purposes:  to solicit information on the scope of the environmental analysis for the proposed project and notify the public that the AQMD will prepare a Draft EA to assess potential environmental impacts that may result from implementing the proposed amended rule.  The Draft EA will discuss all topics required by CEQA, including mitigation strategies, if necessary and available, to reduce potential significant adverse environmental impacts.

This NOP and Initial Study are not AQMD applications or forms requiring a response from you.  Their purpose is simply to provide information to you on the above project.  If the proposed project has no bearing on you or your organization, no action on your part is necessary.  The project's description, location, and potential environmental impacts are described in the attached Initial Study.

Comments focusing on your area of expertise, your agency’s area of jurisdiction, or issues relative to the environmental analysis should be addressed to Mr. Michael Krause (c/o CEQA Section) at the address shown above, or sent by FAX to (909) 396-3324, or e-mail to mkrause@aqmd.gov.  Comments must be received no later than 5:00 PM on December 13, 1999.  Please include the name and phone number of the contact person for your agency.

The AQMD Governing Board Public Hearing for the proposed amended rules is scheduled for March 10, 2000.

Project Applicant:  N/A

Date:
 November 10, 1999

Signature:
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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

21865 E. Copley Drive  Diamond Bar, California  91765-4182
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Project Title:

Initial Study for the Proposed Amended Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, and Proposed Amended Rule 1401 – New Source Review for Toxic Air Contaminants

Project Location:

South Coast Air Quality Management District: the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino counties) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and the Mojave Desert Air Basin.

Description of Nature, Purpose, and Beneficiaries of Project:

Proposed amended Rule 1402 will lower the allowable maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) level from 100 in one million to 25 in one million, lower the allowable hazard index (HI) for non-carcinogens from 5.0 to 3.0, and reduce the timeframe for achieving risk reductions from five years to three years.  The proposed amendments include provisions for technical and possibly economic considerations for extending the three-year risk reduction period to five years in some cases. The proposed amendments also include additional inventory requirements for facilities above MICR thresholds for key toxic compounds, additional public notification requirements, as well as other requirements to improve the effectiveness of the rule.  Rule 1401 will also be amended to remove cumulative risk requirement that is duplicative due to proposed amendments to Rule 1402.
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Introduction 

A toxic substance released to the air is called a “toxic air contaminant” (TAC) or an “air toxic.”  A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause adverse health effects.  Exposure to a toxic substance can increase the risk of contracting cancer or produce other adverse health effects such as birth defects and other reproductive damage, neurological and respiratory health effects.  

The objective of existing Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources is to minimize the public health risk from exposure to TAC emissions from existing sources.  Existing facilities in the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) jurisdiction, whose facility-wide toxic emissions exceed the specified maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) or hazard index (HI) for some compounds with health effects other than cancer (non-carcinogens), are subject to the risk reduction requirements of Rule 1402.  Proposed amended Rule 1402 will lower the MICR threshold level for cancer risk from 100 in a million to 25 in million, lower the allowable HI of non-carcinogens from 5.0 to 3.0, and reduce the timeframe for achieving risk reductions from five years to three years.  The proposed amendments include provisions for technical and possibly economic considerations for extending the three-year risk reduction period to five years in some cases.  Proposed amendments to Rule 1402 also include additional inventory requirements for any facility above MICR or HI thresholds for key toxic compounds, additional public notification requirements, as well as other requirements to improve the effectiveness of the rule.  

There are certain industries that the SCAQMD staff is proposing to address through toxic source specific rules.  If, however a specific source rule is not developed that exempts the industry from Rule 1402, the facility would then be subject to the requirements of proposed amended Rule 1402.

Rule 1401 – New Source Review for Toxic Air Contaminants establishes health-based limits of TACs from individual new, modified and relocated permit units.  Rule 1401 will also be amended to remove a cumulative risk requirement, which duplicates the facility risk assessment requirement in proposed amended Rule 1402.

The proposed amendments to Rules 1402 and 1401 are a "project" as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15378.  California Public Resources Code §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.  The SCAQMD 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 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD’s certified regulatory program), SCAQMD is preparing a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential adverse impacts from amending Rules 1402 and 1401.

CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented.  The purpose of the Draft EA is to inform the SCAQMD’s Governing Board, public agencies, and interested parties of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing proposed projects. 

This Initial Study is intended to provide information about the proposed project to other public agencies and interested parties prior to the release of the Draft EA.  The Initial Study is being released for a 30-day review period.  Written comments on the scope of the environmental analysis and possible project alternatives received by the SCAQMD during the 30-day review period will be considered when preparing the Draft EA.

Project Location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles, consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino counties), and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the north and east.  It includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Los Angeles County portion of MDAB (known as north county or Antelope Valley) is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and west, the Los Angeles/Kern county border to the north, and the Los Angeles/San Bernardino county border to the east.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB 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 the Riverside County and the SSAB that is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).
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South Coast Air Quality Management District

Background

Rule 1402 was originally adopted on April 8, 1994, and has not been amended since.  The rule regulates cancer causing (carcinogenic) TACs and  TACs with health effects other than cancer (non-carcinogenic).  Some of the TACs have both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health effects.  Rule 1402 implements a portion of the Senate Bill (SB)1731, Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Risk Reduction Audits and Plans (Chapter 6, Part 6) and specifies risk reduction requirements for existing facilities whose cumulative risk exceeds a specified health risk level.  Existing facilities with toxic air contaminant emissions that pose a facility-wide cancer risk greater than 100 in a million (100 x 10-6) or a total non-cancer acute (short-term affect) or chronic (long-term affect) HI of 5.0 are currently required to implement a risk reduction plan within five years or less. 

Rule 1401, originally adopted in June, 1990 and amended five times, establishes individual permit unit approval levels of one in one-million cancer risk (ten in one-million with best available control technology) and 1.0 for chronic and acute hazard indices.

On October 10, 1997, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted ten Environmental Justice (EJ) Initiatives.  EJ Initiative #10 addressed specific actions for two SCAQMD toxic rules, Rule 1401 – New Source Review for Toxic Air Contaminants, which regulates new, modified, or relocated permit units and Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, which regulates facility-wide toxic emissions from existing sources.  The initiative states the “Board will re-open for public comment the toxics significance thresholds for cancer and non-cancer impacts contained in Rule 1402, and consideration of adding additional compounds and non-carcinogenic impact prevention into Rule 1401.”

SCAQMD staff established and worked with a Rule 1401/1402 Working Group made up of representatives from industry, environmental groups, government agencies and the public on possible mechanisms to address cumulative or localized air toxic impacts.  From these efforts, as well as the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) II Study (another EJ Initiative), it has become clear that there is no single measure to address or resolve the issue of cumulative TAC impacts.  Rather, a systematic and integrated approach, similar to that conducted for criteria pollutants (e.g., ozone or particulates) that addresses emissions at multiple levels of control, is needed for air toxics.  Proposed amendments to Rule 1402 are in response to EJ Initiative #10 and comments from Rule 1401/1402 Working Group.  The amendments will clarify rule requirements, improve effectiveness of the rule and make the rule more stringent. 

Project Description

The proposed amendments to Rule 1402 will:

· reduce the total facility emissions MICR of one hundred in one million to twenty-five in one million and thereby expand the applicability of Rule 1402 to include facilities with a cancer risk above twenty-five in one million.  The current hazard index levels of five (5.0) for non-cancer acute and chronic health risks will lower to 3.0;

· reduce the time schedule for risk reduction from five years to three years with potential extension up to two years due to technology and possible economic considerations;

· include emissions inventory update requirements for any facility that exceeds use of a specific TAC listed in the proposed amended rule;

· include emissions inventory requirements for specific industry groups if a source specific rule does not specifically exempt the facilty from Rule 1402 by a specified date;

· reference to most recently OEHHA-approved list of carcinogen and non-carcinogen risk values;

· revise requirements to emission data for Phase I facility Health Risk Assessments;

· require two signature certifications on the risk reduction plan similar to the Hot Spots program:  (1) the signature of a responsible company official; and (2) certification by a Professional Engineer or Registered Environmental Assessor;

· increase the frequency of progress reports from at least every two years to annually.  The due date for these reports will be based upon the approval date of the risk reduction plan; and

· establish two types of public noticing requirements depending on the facility’s risk level.  The first type of public noticing applies to facilities with a facility-wide cancer risk between 10 and 100 in one million or a HI equal to or greater than 3.0.  The second type of public noticing applies to those facilities with a facility-wide cancer risk of 100 in one million.

The proposed amendments to Rule 1401 will:

· Remove a cumulative risk assessment requirement for specified permitted emissions that is similar to a requirement in the proposed amended Rule 1402.

Alternatives 

The Draft EA will discuss and compare alternatives to the proposed project as required by CEQA Guidelines §15126.6.  Alternatives must include realistic strategies for attaining the basic objectives of the proposed project and provide a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  In addition, the range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, it need not include every conceivable project alternative.  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision making and public participation.  A CEQA document need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.

Alternatives will be developed based in part on the major components of the proposed project.  The rationale for selecting alternatives rests on CEQA's requirement to present "realistic" alternatives; that is, alternatives that can actually be implemented.  CEQA also requires an evaluation of a "No Project Alternative."  Written suggestions on potential project alternatives received during the comment period for the Initial Study will be considered when preparing the Draft EA.  Suggestions may include a change to the list of proposed targeted toxic air contaminants, change of MICR and HI allowable risk levels, time period for implementing risk reductions, technical or economic criteria or additional control methods to reduce toxic risk.

Initial Environmental Evaluation

Chapter 2 of this Initial Study contains an environmental checklist which was used to identify potentially significant adverse environmental impacts and the scope of the analysis of the Draft EA.  Items checked as having a “Potentially Significant Impact” will be analyzed further in the Draft EA.

C H A P T E R   2

E N V I R O N M E N T A L   C H E C K L I S T



Introduction



General Information



Potentially Significant Impact Areas



Determination



Environmental Checklist and Discussion

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

Name of Proponent:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Address of Proponent:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

Lead Agency:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Contact Person
Michael A. Krause    (909) 396-2706

Name of Project:
Proposed Amended Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources and Proposed Amended Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREAS

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.

(
Land Use and Planning
(
Transp./Circ.
(
Public Services

(
Pop./Housing
(
Biological Resources
(
Solid/Hazardous Waste

(
Geophysical
(
Energy/Mineral Resources
(
Aesthetics

(
Water
(
Hazards
(
Cultural Resources

(
Air Quality
(
Noise
(
Recreation





(
Mandatory Findings

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 the mitigation strategies have been added to the project.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

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

Date:  November 10, 1999 
 
Signature:







Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Impact from Amendments to Rule 1401

The amendment to Rule 1401 consists of removing a similar cumulative risk requirement in Rule 1402 and the Draft EA will analyze the potential adverse impacts from the removal of that requirement.  Therefore, the following environmental analysis and discussion will focus only on amendments to Rule 1402.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the proposal:






a)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

c)
Affect agricultural resources or operations (e.g. impacts to soils or farmlands, or impacts from incompatible land uses)?


(
(
(

d)
Physically divide an established community (including a low-income or minority community)?


(
(
(

Present or planned land uses in the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD will not be affected as a result of the proposed amended rules because proposed amended Rule 1402 is not related in anyway to land use planning, local general plans, or agricultural operations.  Rule 1402 merely controls emissions from existing sources.  It does not affect how or where a source is located.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed amended rule.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






II.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the proposal:






a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or indirectly (e.g. through projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

Human population within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed amended rule.  Further, the proposed project is not expected to result in the creation of any industry that would affect population growth or distribution, or directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units because the proposed amended rule regulate TAC emissions at new and existing operations.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

III.
GEOPHYSICAL.  Would the proposal:






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, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic–related ground failure, or 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?


(
(
(

Installation of certain pollution control equipment may, in some cases, have the potential to impact the existing geophysical conditions from excavation, grading or filling.  These impacts may result from the modification of existing control equipment, or the construction and installation of new control equipment. 

In general, soil disruption impacts are expected to be small because construction will be limited to industrial areas that may already have some form of overcovering.  A partial list of particulate collection systems which may cause adverse geophysical impacts when installed or in use includes electrostatic precipitators, baghouse filters and high efficiency particulate air filter systems. 

The proposed amended rule would further regulate TAC emissions and aside from the minor construction activities described above, has no potential to result in changes in topography or surface relief features, the erosion of beach sand, or a change in existing siltation rates.  In addition, the proposed project will not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards, since the proposed project would further regulate TAC emissions from existing facilities.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
WATER.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

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

c)
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?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

i)
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?


(
(
(

Water Quality

The implementation of certain risk reduction strategies to comply with the proposed toxic rules may pose a potential secondary adverse impact on both surface and groundwater quality.  This could occur with the increased use of pollution control equipment to remove TACs, and the onsite removal and storage of toxic waste from this equipment.  The removal and storage of toxic materials from control devices increases the potential of spills, leaks or accidental release of concentrated toxic waste.  The potential exists that the release of toxic waste could be introduced into surface waters or permeate the aquifer and contaminate groundwater supplies.  Wastewater disposed of in public sewers could adversely affect public owned treatment works.  Wastewater that needs to be sent to special treatment and disposal facility could create hazards I the event of an accidental release (see “Hazards” section).

Water Demand

The use of scrubbers and other types of pollution control equipment, as well reformulation and clean-up of waterborne coatings/solvents that use water, could increase water consumption in the district.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






V.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the proposal:






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)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

d)
Expose off-site receptors to significant concentrations of hazardous air pollutants?


(
(
(

e)
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)?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

g)
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
(
(
(

Implementation of the proposed amended rules is expected to improve air quality by reducing TAC emissions from existing stationary sources in the district.  Reducing TAC emissions is expected to result in substantial human health benefits by reducing cancer and other health risks associated with TACs.  Further, since some TACs are composed of hydrocarbons and, therefore, contribute to ozone formation, while other TACs consist of PM10 precursors, reducing TAC emissions is also expected to contribute to attaining state and federal ambient air quality standards for ozone and PM10.

Installing air pollution control equipment on stationary sources where applicable, may gnerate construction impacts associated with construction equipment, fugitive dust from site preparation, and worker commute trips.  Therefore, the Draft EA will analyze whether emissions generated during construction activities (e.g., operation of construction equipment, on-site worker activities, worker commute trips, and construction material transport trips) associated with infrastructure changes will contribute to a significant secondary adverse air quality impacts.

Some compliance methods expected to be implemented to reduce TAC emission, however, may create secondary air quality impacts.  For example, emissions from afterburners may affect air quality because of associated combustion emissions, particularly NOx.  

The proposed amended rule may increase vehicle trips and mobile source emissions as a result of transporting wastes to an appropriate disposal facility.  Thus, transportation-related emissions such as NOx, PM10, CO and VOC may increase.  Potential air quality impacts from the proposed project will be evaluated further in the draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VI.
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

d)
Result in inadequate emergency access or?


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

f)
Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The installation of air pollution control equipment will entail construction-related trips (e.g., worker and construction material transport) which could adversely affect traffic patterns in the areas surrounding the affected facilities.  The Draft EA will analyze the transportation impacts associated with construction activities only.

Any hazardous waste materials generated from pollution control equipment may need to be transported off-site for treatment or disposal.  As a result, vehicle trips may increase from these facilities.  This will increase vehicle movement, thus potentially adversely affecting traffic/circulation.  Further, transport of hazardous wastes may present a potential hazard to vehicles and pedestrians in the existing transportation system in the event of an accidental release (see “Hazards” below).


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VII.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:






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 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.? 


(
(
(

No direct or indirect impacts from the proposed amended rule 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 strategies.  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 amended rules will 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






VIII.
ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:






a)
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(

b)
Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amended rule has the potential to increase energy consumption from non-renewable resources (e.g., crude oil - diesel and gasoline) above current usage during construction activities associated with the installation of add-on control equipment.  Construction equipment (e.g., heavy-duty equipment or portable engines), worker vehicles, and material transport vehicles could consume significant quantities of diesel or gasoline fuels during the construction phase.  The Draft EA will analyze the fossil fuel energy impacts associated with the proposed amended rule.

Natural gas use and demand during the operational phase of the proposed amended rule may incrementally increase because may be used as a combustion fuel for thermal oxidizers, for example, and also may be used as an alternative clean fuel for mobil sources included in the proposed amended rule.  Therefore, the Draft EA will analyze the additional natural gas demands associated with the implementation of proposed amended rule.

Increases in both natural gas and/or electricity demand may result from installation and operation of control equipment, or modification to certain industrial processes.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IX.
HAZARDS.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

b) Handle hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


(
(
(

c) 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?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amendments are expected to provide human health benefits by reducing potential health risks associated with carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic air contaminants.  There is, however, potential for adverse impacts on public health resulting from materials substitution or exposure to hazardous wastes generated by control equipment in the event of an accidental release during transport to a disposal facility.

Storage, handling, and transport of hazardous wastes that may result from various types of pollution control equipment may create adverse hazard impacts in the event of an accidental release of these hazardous wastes.  Some types of control equipment may increase the possibility of explosion or fire because they require combustion as a means of pollution control.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
NOISE.  Would the proposal 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?


(
(
(

There are no noise impacts associated with the proposed project.   It is expected that any facility affected by the proposed amended rules will comply with all existing noise control laws or ordinances.  Further, OSHA and Cal OSHA have established noise standards to protect worker health.  Therefore, the proposed amended rules are not expected to generate significant adverse noise impacts.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
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?
(
(
(

In the event of an accidental release of hazardous materials or wastes, local fire departments are generally responsible for emergency response and clean up procedures.  Local fire departments may also be needed to respond to emergency situations at facilities subject to the proposed amended rules.

County and state health departments may have to increase tracking and responses to accidental releases of hazardous materials during transport because of increased volumes of hazardous waste generated.  This type of activity is often handled by Hazardous Materials Units of these agencies.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

To comply with the requirements of the proposed amended rules, owners/operators of affected facilities may install control equipment or implement process changes that could increase the waste products in the form of liquid or solids (e.g. spent carbon).  The proposed amended rules could potentially affect solid waste disposal facilities. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
AESTHETICS.  Would the proposal:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amended rules have no potential to affect scenic vistas because installation of add-on control equipment will occur at commercial, industrial, or institutional facilities.  Likewise, additional light or glare would not be created since no additional light generating equipment would be required for the amended rule’s implementation.  Equipment used to control TAC emissions is typically located inside buildings which are located in industrial/commercial areas.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIV.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:






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

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

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

The proposed amended rules have no potential to affect cultural resources because they would, in the case of Rule 1402, further regulate toxics used at commercial, industrial, or institutional facilities.  The proposed amended rules would not require physical changes to the environment which may disturb paleontological or archaeological resources. 


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.?


(
(
(

c) 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 amended rules have no potential to affect recreation opportunities for the same reason given for “Cultural Resources.”


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
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 the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals?


(
(
(

c)
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)






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

Based upon the analysis of potential adverse impacts evaluated in this environmental checklist, the proposed amended rules have the potential to degrade the environment as a result of the potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed amended rules.  This impact will be analyzed in detail in the draft EA.












A P P E N D I X   A















P R O P O S E D   A M E ND E D  R U L E S   1 4 0 2  A N D   1 4 0 1 

The versions of proposed amended Rules (PAR) 1402 and 1401 mailed out with the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study are not the most current version of these proposed rules and, therefore, are not included here.  The most current version of the proposed amended rules can be found elsewhere in this Board agenda item.

A P P E N D I X   C 

S P R E A D S H E E T S   O F   E M I S S I O N   C A L C U L A T I O N S 

Potential Phase 1 Construction Emissions Due to the Implementation of PAR 1402

Facility Type
No. of Control Equipment






Exceeding 25/million (MICR); 3.0 (HI) 
25














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
5.54
1.01
9.07
1.01
0.50


 Gen. Set <50 HP (2-strk)
8.23
1.50
13.46
1.50
1.12


 Welder < 50 HP
10.66
1.94
17.44
1.94
0.97


Total
24
4
40
4
3










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)*
42
7
5
0
0.07
0.07









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
66
12
45
4
3


Significant Threshold
550
75
100
150
150


Exceed Significance?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO










Incremental Increase in Fuel Usage From Construction Equipment and Workers' Vehicles



















Construction
Worker's






Equipment
Vehicles


Construction Activity
Total Hours of
Equipment 
Equipment
Fuel Usage
Fuel Usage



Operation*
Type
HP
gal/yr***
gal/yr**










Portable Equip. Operation
500
Air Compressor
9
7,425



(Actual Construction of 
500
Generator Set
11
9,075



Control Equipment)
500
Welder
19
15,675



Workers' Vehicles
N/A
Light-Duty Trucks
N/A

39,000





Total
32,175
39,000
71,175

*Assume actual construction will take approximately three months (60 days/yr, 8 hrs/day).







**Used conversion factor of 0.066 gal/BHP-hr for diesel fired equipment.  SCAQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook.







***Assume that construction workers' vehicles get 20 mi/gal and round trip length is 40 miles.







Potential Phase 2 Construction Emissions Due to the Implementation of PAR 1402








Facility Type
No. of Control Equipment






Exceeding 25/million (MICR); 3.0 (HI) 
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










Incremental Increase in Fuel Usage From Construction Equipment and Workers' Vehicles



















Construction
Worker's






Equipment
Vehicles


Construction Activity
Total Hours of
Equipment 
Equipment
Fuel Usage
Fuel Usage



Operation*
Type
HP
gal/yr***
gal/yr**










Portable Equip. Operation
500
Air Compressor
9
4,158



(Actual Construction of 
500
Generator Set
11
5,082



Control Equipment)
500
Welder
19
8,778



Workers' Vehicles
N/A
Light-Duty Trucks
N/A

21,840





Total
18,018
21,840
39,858

*Assume actual construction will take approximately three months (60 days/yr, 8 hrs/day).







**Used conversion factor of 0.066 gal/BHP-hr for diesel fired equipment.  SCAQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook.







***Assume that construction workers' vehicles get 20 mi/gal and round trip length is 40 miles.







Construction Emissions from Alternative A

Facility Type
No. of Control Equipment






Exceeding 25/million (MICR); 3.0 (HI) 
48














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
10.64
1.94
17.42
1.94
0.97


 Gen. Set <50 HP (2-strk)
15.80
2.87
25.85
2.87
2.15


 Welder < 50 HP
20.47
3.72
33.49
3.72
1.86


Total
47
9
77
9
5










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)*
80
14
10
0
0.13
0.13









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
127
22
87
9
5


Significant Threshold
550
75
100
150
150


Exceed Significance?
NO
NO
YES
NO
NO










Incremental Increase in Fuel Usage From Construction Equipment and Workers' Vehicles



















Construction
Worker's






Equipment
Vehicles


Construction Activity
Total Hours of
Equipment 
Equipment
Fuel Usage
Fuel Usage



Operation*
Type
HP
gal/yr***
gal/yr**










Portable Equip. Operation
500
Air Compressor
9
14,256



(Actual Construction of 
500
Generator Set
11
17,424



Control Equipment)
500
Welder
19
30,096



Workers' Vehicles
N/A
Light-Duty Trucks
N/A

74,880





Total
61,776
74,880
136,656

*Assume actual construction will take approximately three months (60 days/yr, 8 hrs/day).







**Used conversion factor of 0.066 gal/BHP-hr for diesel fired equipment.  SCAQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook.







***Assume that construction workers' vehicles get 20 mi/gal and round trip length is 40 miles.







A P P E N D I X   D 

C O M M E N T S   O N   T H E   D R A F T   E A   A N D   R E S P O N S E S   T O   T H E   C O M M E N T S 

� This document was prepared prior to certification of the SCAQMD’s Certified Regulatory Program.


� One acre-foot (AF) is equivalent to 325,800 gallons.


� In 1999, the Houston area exceeded the ozone standard more often and reached a higher ambient concentration than the Basin.


�One acre-foot (AF) is equivalent to 325,800 gallons.
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