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Preface

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed amendments to Rule 1421 – Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning was originally circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from December 19, 2001 to February 1, 2002.  Thirteen public comment letters and postcards with identical comments from 143 dry cleaning facilities were received.  Based upon the public comments and concerns expressed by industry during public meetings, staff conducted sampling on both perchloroethylene and hydrocarbon machines to better characterize usage and emissions.  The results of the source testing do not change any of the conclusions in the original Draft EA.  However, in an effort to make this new information available to the public for review and comment, it has been incorporated into a revised Draft EA, which was recirculated for a 45-day public comment and review period from August 13, 2002 to September 26, 2002.  Six comment letters were received.  Responses to the comment letters, as well as the comment letters, are included in this Final EA, along with the comment letters, and their responses, to the original Draft EA.  Deletions and additions to the text of the EA are denoted using strikethrough and italics, respectively.

C H A P T E R   1

E X E C U T I V E   S U M M A R Y 

Introduction

Legislative Authority

California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA Documentation for Rule 1421

Intended Uses of this Document

Executive Summary

introduction

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is proposing amendments to Rule 1421 that will require a gradual transition from the use of perchloroethylene (perc) at dry cleaning facilities to alternative technologies.  Full transition would occur by July 1, 2019.  Existing facilities installing new cleaning equipment after July 1, 2004 must use non-perc technologies.  Starting July 1, 2004, facilities must replace perc equipment 15 years old or older with non-perc technologies. A new facility may not operate a perc dry cleaning system after January 1, 2003 and existing facilities installing an additional cleaning system (second, third, etc. machines) after January 1, 2003, must install a non-perc alternative.  Older, converted machines cannot be operated after July 1, 2004.  Other rule changes include requirements for perc machines and additional recordkeeping & recording.  The adoption and subsequent implementation of these proposed amendments to Rule 1421 would reduce perc emissions in the South Coast Air Basin by approximately 850 tons per year at full implementation and thus, reduce risk to the maximum extent feasible.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.), this document includes an analysis of the potential adverse environmental impacts from implementing proposed amended Rule 1421.  Based upon an initial evaluation in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed amendments, air quality and hazards/hazardous materials have been identified as the environmental topics having the potential to be adversely affected by the proposed amendments.  The SCAQMD received some comments on the December 19, 2001 Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed project suggesting that implementing PAR 1421 could generate significant adverse solid/hazardous waste, hydrology/water quality, and energy impacts.  These three environmental topics were further evaluated and, consistent with the conclusion in the December 19, 2001 Draft EA, it was concluded that implementing PAR 1421 would not adversely affect these three environmental areas.  No comments were received on the Initial Study identifying any other environmental areas that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.

Potential adverse air quality and hazards impacts are further analyzed in this document.  Due to a potential increase of VOC emissions from the operation of hydrocarbon technology, significant adverse air quality impacts may occur.  Although flammable, the use of hydrocarbons from alternative technology is not expected to create significant adverse hazards impacts.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the SCAQMD in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin, referred hereafter as the district. By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for the district
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.

On March 17, 2000, the Governing Board approved the final draft of “An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years.”  One of the control plan’s many measures is Control Measure AT-STA–02 – Further Reductions of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Operations.  Also, in March 2000, the Governing Board adopted amendments to Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, which lowered the acceptable risk for any stationary source to 25 in one million.  At the time of the amendments, several industries, including dry cleaners were identified as warranting evaluation for possible source specific rules, rather than have hundreds of small businesses go through the full Rule 1402 process (emission inventory, health risk assessment and risk reduction plan).  Source specific rules are based on technically and economically feasible approaches.  The proposed amendments to Rule 1421 implement Control Measure AT-STA-02 and the Governing Board direction for a source specific rule for this industry.  

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

The proposed amendments to Rule 1421 are a “project” as defined by CEQA (Cal. Public Resources Code §21065).  SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed project.  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’s regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.

CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be identified.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this revised EA to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed amendments to Rule 1421.  This revised 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 A includes a Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) which identifies environmental topics to be analyzed in this document.  The NOP/IS was distributed to responsible agencies and interested parties for a 30-day review and comment period from October 23, 2001 to November 21, 2001.  The NOP/IS indicated that significant adverse air quality and hazard impacts may be generated by implementing PAR 1421.  During that public comment period the SCAQMD received two comment letters regarding the environmental analysis of the proposed rule amendment.  The two comment letters and the responses to those comment letters can be found in Appendix C.  Neither comment letter identified additional environmental topics that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.

The December 19, 2001 Draft EA for the proposed amendments to Rule 1421 was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from December 19, 2001 to February 1, 2002.  Thirteen public comment letters and postcards with identical comments from 143 dry cleaning facilities were received.  Based upon the public comments and concerns expressed by industry during public meetings, staff conducted sampling on both perchloroethylene and hydrocarbon machines to better characterize usage and emissions.  The results of the source testing do not change any of the conclusions in the original Draft EA.  However, in an effort to make this new information available to the public for review and comment, it has been incorporated into this revised Draft EA, which is being recirculated for a 45-day public review.

All comments received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in this revised Draft EA will be responded to and included in the Final EA, as well as the comments received on the original Draft 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 rule.  

CEQA documentation for proposed amendments to RULE 1421 – Control of perchloroethylene emissions from dry cleaning systems

This revised EA is a comprehensive environmental document that analyzes the environmental impacts from the currently proposed amendments to Rule 1421.  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, lack of progress in advancing the effectiveness of control technologies to comply with requirements in technology forcing rules, etc.).  The other document which comprises the CEQA record for the currently proposed amendments to Rule 1421 is the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (October 23, 2001) in Appendix A and the December 19, 2001 Draft EA.  A summary of the contents of these documents are given in the following paragraphs.

Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended Rule 1421 – Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems, December 19, 2001 (SCAQMD, No. 011219MK): The Draft EA was released for a 45-day public review and comment period from December 19, 2001 to February 1, 2002.  The Draft EA analyzed potential adverse environmental impacts from PAR 1421 to reduce risk to the maximum extent feasible.  The primary difference between this Draft EA and the revised Draft EA is that the December 19, 2001 Draft EA does not include subsequent source test data with regards to perc emissions and VOC emissions from hydrocarbon equipment, as well as additional information reconfirming that water, energy and solid waste impacts are not significant.
Notice of Preparation/Initial Study of an Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Amendments to Rule 1421, October 23, 2001:  The NOP/IS of an EA for the Proposed Amendments to Rule 1421 was released for a 30-day public review period from October 23, 2001, to November 21, 2001.  The NOP was released with an Initial Study, which contained a brief project description and the environmental checklist, as required by state CEQA Guidelines.  The environmental checklist contained a preliminary analysis of potential adverse environmental effects that may result from implementing the proposed amendments.  Two comment letters on the NOP/IS were received.  The comment letters and the responses to the comments are included in Appendix C of this Draft EA.

Other CEQA Documents for Rule 1421

Several previous environmental analyses have been prepared to analyze past amendments to Rule 1421 and are listed in the following paragraphs.  The following summaries of previous CEQA documents are included for informational purposes only.  The current revised EA focuses on the currently proposed amendments to Rule 1421 and does not rely on these previously prepared Eas.  These documents can still be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039 or the following e-mail address: ceqa_admin@aqmd.gov.
Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended Rule 1421 – Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems, May 1997 (SCAQMD, No. 970613TT): The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public review and comment period from March 14, 1997 to April 14, 1997.  The Draft EA analyzed potential adverse environmental impacts from requirements contained within the state Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM), as well as with streamlining reporting and recordkeeping requirements.  The EA did not identify any significant adverse environmental impacts generated from these amendments.  No comment letters were received on the Draft EA.  The Final EA for the proposed amendments to Rule 1421 was completed and available to the public prior to the June 13, 1997 public hearing for proposed amended Rule 1421.
Determination of No Significant Impacts (DONSI) from Proposed Rule 1421 – Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems, August 1994 (SCAQMD, No. 940815CB): The proposed rule consolidated the requirements of the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutions (NESHAP), the ATCM and existing Rule 1102.1 – Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems.  Rule 1102.1 was repealed when Rule 1421 was adopted.  The Draft DONSI was circulated for a 30-day public comment and review period from August 19, 1994 to September 19, 1994.  No comment letters were received on the DONSI, therefore, became a final DONSI was prepared and available to the public prior to the December 9, 1994 public hearing for proposed Rule 1421.

Intended Uses of this document

In general, a CEQA document is an informational document that informs a public agency’s decision-makers, and the public generally, of potentially significant adverse environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to avoid or minimize the significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the project (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.  Accordingly, this revised Draft EA is intended to: (a) provide the SCAQMD Governing Board and the public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by the SCAQMD Governing Board to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines §15124(d)(1) requires a public agency to identify the following specific types of intended uses of a CEQA document:

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

2. A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project; and 

3. 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 related to projects that must comply with the proposed amendments to Rule 1421, they could possibly rely on this EA during their decision-making process.  Similarly, other single purpose public agencies approving projects at facilities complying with the proposed amendments to Rule 1421 may rely on this EA. 

Areas of Controversy 

In accordance to CEQA Guidelines §15123(b)(2), the areas of controversy known to the lead agency including issues raised by agencies and the public shall be identified in the EA.  Table 1-1 highlights the areas of controversy raised by the public during the rule development process either in public meetings or in written comments.  

Table 1-1

Areas of Controversy

	
	Area of Controversy
	Topics Raised by Public
	SCAQMD Evaluation

	1.
	Perc emissions
	Emissions from perc dry cleaning equipment in district are 500 tons/year 
	The December 19, 2001 Draft EA calculated 1200 tons of perc based on assumptions of 100 gals/yr/machine and 80% emitted (CAPCOA document).  Using the average percent perc emitted from initial test data of 60%, and lower usage for each type of machines, the perc emissions were estimated ~900 tons/year.  Testing of perc sludge indicates 50% of perc emitted, which results in 850 tons/year.  If the amount of perc currently emitted is gradually phased out, that amount becomes the air quality benefit to public health.  Included sampling data results in Appendix D of the revised Draft EA. 

	2.
	VOC emissions
	VOC emissions from hydrocarbon machines are 38% of the solvent usage.
	The December 19, 2001 Draft EA based VOC emissions from hydrocarbon machines on 10% of the solvent usage.  After testing HC machines, concluded 34 % of the solvent used is emitted as a VOC.  However, the data also showed less actual usage than previously estimated.  Potential adverse impact would still be significant impact if not mitigated.  Therefore, the conclusion remains the same as in December 19, 2001 Draft EA.  Sampling data results are included in the appendix of the revised Draft EA.

	3.
	Increase of VOC will violate standards and AQMP direction
	“inconsistent with Federal, State and District” ozone and PM10 measures
	VOC emission increases from ODC conversions have been addressed in the 1997 AQMP and can be used as a feasible mitigation in accounting for the increased VOC emissions from transitions to non-toxic materials.  Future VOC reductions will occur through the AQMP.

	4.
	Characterization of Perc carcinogenicity
	EPA classified perc between probable and possible carcinogen
	The revised Draft EA provides classifications of perc’s carcinogenicity by various scientific organizations including USEPA currently listing perc as intermediate between possible and probable human carcinogen.


Table 1-1 (continued)

Areas of Controversy

	
	Area of Controversy
	Topics Raised by Public
	SCAQMD Evaluation

	5.
	Residual cancer risk with secondary control
	Require dry cleaners to install secondary control and not require non-perc alternatives
	Residual cancer risk ranged from 16 15 to 90 in-one-million in a commercial location (with an average of 5553x10-6) and 25 20 to 140 in–one-million at a residential location (with an average of 80x10-6), based on perc consumption (2.4 to 13.6 gallons per month) and 50 percent perc emitted.

	6.
	Mitigation measures
	No mitigation measures were imposed
	VOC emission increases from ODC conversions have been addressed in the 1997 AQMP and can be used as a feasible mitigation in accounting for the increased VOC emissions from transitions to non-toxic materials.  Future VOC reductions will occur through the AQMP.

	7.
	Alternatives/No Project Alternative
	“failure to describe and analyze legitimate alternatives” 
	In accordance with CEQA Guidelines’ “rule of reason”, the Draft EA analyzed one industry proposal; one environmental proposal and the no project.  The revised Draft EA updated the industry proposal to reflect their current proposal.  

	8.
	Water-related impacts
	Water demand from wet cleaning equipment underestimated; would increase 1.6 million gallons per day.  
	The Draft EA uses water usage data from a current professional wet cleaning study being conducted by a third party.  However, even if higher values were used, the conclusion that the water demand is not significant would not change. 

	9
	Solid waste impacts
	Hydrocarbon machines will generate twice the waste as perc machines
	According to manufacturers of perc and hydrocarbon equipment, the solid waste generated by filters used on the machine varies for each machine.  The trend is to use spin disc filters which can be cleaned and reused.  Therefore, solid waste will either stay the same or be reduced.  Amount of sludge will not change due to the cleaning process.

	10.
	Energy
	Wet cleaning has more energy impacts than CO2
	PPERC study noted an energy savings with wet cleaning equipment. Results from the study have been added to this revised Draft EA.  Energy impacts from CO2 would be more than from wet cleaning equipment.

	11.
	Hazards
	Explosive qualities of CO2 machines
	More discussion on the potential explosive properties of the CO2 machine has been added to the revised Draft EA, as well as the current design requirements and comparable explosive properties of common household products.  The hazards impact conclusion has not changed.

	12.
	Training/
education
	Important, available and not mentioned
	Revised Draft EA includes information regarding the importance of training and  educated on the new technologies and current available dry cleaning training programs.

	13.
	Compliance audits
	Audits conducted demonstrating high non-compliance at dry cleaning facilities and not disclosed.
	Revised Draft EA includes information regarding the two compliance audits. 


Table 1-1 (conluded)

Areas of Controversy

	
	Area of Controversy
	Topics Raised by Public
	SCAQMD Evaluation

	14.
	Wet cleaning discussion
	Clarify that wet cleaning systems use equipment to ensure against shrinkage. 
	The revised Draft EA updates the description regarding the non-perc alternative technologies, including a discussion of the specialized dryers and tensioning equipment used in wet cleaning operations.


Revisions Made to the Revised Draft EA

Table 1-2 outlines the changes from the December 19, 2001 Draft EA reflected in this revised Draft EA.

Table 1-2

Revisions Made to the Revised Draft EA

	Chapter
	Section
	December 19, 2001 Draft EA
	Revised Draft EA

	1
	California Environmental Quality Act
	General discussion of CEQA requirements.
	New discussion about the revised Draft EA.

	1
	Areas of Controversy
	None identified.
	Summary of areas of controversy.

	1
	Revisions Made to the Revised Draft EA
	Not applicable.
	New section summarizing the revisions.

	2
	Background
	Discussion of regulatory history of perc.
	Discussion expanded to include the latest outreach with the public, the compliance audits, and residual cancer risk after secondary control.

	2
	Project Description
	Rule proposal at the time.
	Updated to reflect latest rule proposal; minor changes.

	2
	Alternative Non-Perc Technologies
	General discussion of alternative non-perc technologies.
	Additional detailed information included regarding three current alternative non-perc technologies.

	3
	Non-Criteria Pollutants
	Discussion of existing regulatory control of TACs.
	New data regarding perc emissions added, as well as the various classification of perc’s carcinogenicity and non-cancer effects.

	4
	Air Quality Impacts
	Analysis of “worse case” impacts from full implementation of the PAR 1421
	New data regarding VOC emissions from hydrocarbon equipment added, as well as a feasible mitigation measure.

	4
	Hazards Impacts
	Fire impacts and mitigation analyzed.
	Discussion added regarding explosive properties of CO2 system; revised discussion of hydrocarbon flammability.


Table 1-2 (concluded)

Revisions Made to the Revised Draft EA

	Chapter
	Section
	December 19, 2001 Draft EA
	Revised Draft EA

	4
	Potential Environmental Topics Found Not to be Significant
	Discussion of each environmental topic found to have no significant impacts.
	Additional detailed information included in the Energy, Hydrology, and Solid Waste topics supporting the conclusion, which has not changed.

	5
	Alternatives
	Description and analysis of three alternatives to the proposed project.
	Updated Alternative B to reflect current proposal from the industry.

	Appendix D
	Sampling Analysis and Procedure
	Not applicable.
	Added the results of the latest sampling and source testing results.


executive summary

CEQA Guidelines §15123 requires a CEQA document 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.  This Draft EA consists of the following chapters: Chapter 1 – Executive Summary; Chapter 2 – Project Description; Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, Chapter 4 – Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures; Chapter 5 – Project Alternatives; Chapter 6 – Other CEQA Topics and various appendices.  The following subsections briefly summarize the contents of each chapter.

Summary of Chapter 1 – Executive Summary

Chapter 1 includes a discussion of the legislative authority that allows the SCAQMD to amend and adopt air pollution control rules, identifies general CEQA requirements and the CEQA documentation for Rule 1421, the intended uses of this CEQA document, and summarizes the remaining five chapters that comprise this Draft EA.

Summary of Chapter 2 – Project Description

Perc has been identified as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the California EPA, including the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  Perc was added to SCAQMD Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants because risk values for cancer and non-cancer health effects were approved by OEHHA.  Rule 1421 implements both federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) and state Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for perc dry cleaners.  Perc was identified as a key TAC from stationary sources in the March 2000 “Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin” (MATES II) and the Air Toxic Control Plan (SCAQMD, March 2000) calls for the promotion of non-perc technologies.  

The following summarizes the main components of PAR 1421.

· Subdivision(c) of Rule 1421 includes definitions for terms found in Rule 1421.  The proposed amendments would add definitions for “Alternative Cleaning Technology” which is a textile cleaning technology including, but not limited to the following: water-based wet cleaning, carbon dioxide (CO2) cleaning, solvent cleaning, or any other cleaning substances published in the SCAQMD approved list of cleaning substances.  

· The meaning of a “Dry Cleaning Facility” is defined as one or more dry cleaning systems located on one or more contiguous properties within the district.

· “Existing Facility” and “New Facility” are further clarified to assist facilities as to what requirements they are subject to.  The date of the rule proposal adoption establish the distinction between what facilities are considered existing and what facilities are considered new.

· The definition of “Sensitive Receptor Location” is added to clarify its meaning, including schools, daycare centers, hospitals and convalescent homes.

· The meaning of a “Wet Cleaning Facility” is defined as a process which is water-based and uses computer-controlled washers and dryers, detergents and specialized finishing equipment.

· Definition of “Reasonably Available” and a portion of the “Major Source” definition that is no longer needed are being deleted and other minor changes are proposed.

· Subdivision (d) includes requirements for dry cleaning equipment.

· On or after January 1, 2003, any new dry cleaning facility must use non-perc technologies.

· On or after January 1, 2003, any additional cleaning system (second or third, etc. machine) at an existing facility must be a non-perc alternative.

· On or after July 1, 2004, all new equipment at an existing facility must be a non-perc alternative, and all perc equipment 15 years or older must be replaced with a non-perc alternative.

· On or after July 1, 2004, no converted machines
 can be operated.

· Subdivision (e) adds requirements for good operating practices and maintenance.

· The cooling coils must be removed and cleaned every two years by a qualified individual from a repair company licensed by the State of California, and the main door, still door, button trap, and lint trap gaskets must be replaced every two years.  Required recordkeeping will ensure compliance with these requirements.

· Subdivision (g) and (h) update recordkeeping and reporting requirements.

· New reporting procedures will be required of facilities operating perc dry cleaning systems.  A report that includes operating information, perc usage, waste disposal, equipment age and distance to nearby properties and sensitive receptors will be required initially, and then an updated report will be required every four years after the initial report.

· Facilities would not be required to submit an emission inventory pursuant to Rule 1402 (n)(1)(B) if in compliance with Rule 1421.

· Several obsolete portions of the rule are being deleted and other minor changes are being proposed.

The non-perc alternative technologies include hydrocarbon equipment, wet cleaning process and CO2 cleaning technology.

Summary of Chapter 3 – Existing Setting

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines §15125, Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, includes descriptions of those environmental areas that could be adversely affected by PAR 1421 as identified in the initial study (Appendix A).  The following subsections briefly highlight the existing setting for air quality and hazards, which were the only environmental areas identified that could potentially be adversely affected by implementing PAR 1421.

Air Quality

Air quality in the area of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction has shown substantial improvement over the last two decades.  Nevertheless, some federal and state 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 sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and lead standards.  Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the existing air quality setting for each criteria pollutant, as well as the human health effects resulting from exposure to each criteria pollutant. 

Hazards

A majority of dry cleaning facilities in the district use perc in their dry cleaning operations.  Perc, whose product name is tetrachloroethylene, is a non-flammable, colorless liquid with mildy sweet, chloroform-like odor, available in many forms, from worm pills to dry-cleaning grades containing various stabilizers.  Perc is harmful if swallowed or inhaled.  Exposure to perc can occur in the workplace or in the environment following releases to the air.  A number of properties may cause a substance to be hazardous, including toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, and reactivity.  Based on the hazard rating from 0 to 4 (0 = no hazard; 4 = extreme hazard) on the Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for perc, health is rated 3 (severe, cancer causing), contact is rated 3 (severe, life), flammability is rated 0 (none) and reactivity is rated 0 (none).  

The use, storage and transport of hazardous materials are subject to numerous laws and regulations at all levels of government. The most relevant existing hazardous materials laws and regulations include hazardous materials management planning, hazardous materials transportation, hazardous materials worker safety requirements, hazardous waste handling requirements and emergency response to hazardous materials and waste incidents.  Potential risk of upset is a factor in the production, use, storage and transportation of hazardous materials.  Risk of upset concerns are related to the risks of explosions or the release of hazardous substances in the event of an accident or upset conditions.

Summary of Chapter 4 – Environmental Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126 requires that a CEQA document identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project, including those which cannot be avoided through mitigation.  In doing so, “direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects.”  (CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(a))  Table 1-3 outlines the potential adverse impacts and mitigation measures from the two environmental topic areas as a result of the adoption and implementation of PAR 1421.

Table 1-3

Potential Environmental Impacts from the Proposed Project

	ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC
	Proposed Project
	mitigation measures

	Air Quality
Criteria Pollutants
	If all dry cleaning facilities, currently using perc in their operations, switch equipment to solvent cleaning containing VOCs, emissions in the district could increase up to 2.8 tons per day (5,536 pounds per day) based on maximum potential permitted solvent usage.  Staff, however, relying upon data of estimated actual average solvent usage, finds an increase to be approximately 0.57 ton per day (1,143 pounds per day) by 2019.
	VOC emission increases from ODC conversions have been addressed in the 1997 AQMP and can be used as a feasible mitigation in accounting for the increased VOC emissions from transitions to non-toxic materials.  Future VOC reductions will occur through the AQMP.

	Air Quality
Toxic Air Contaminants
	Full implementation of PAR 1421 is expected to decrease perc emissions by 850 tons per year by 2019, which is expected to significantly decrease localized cancer and non-cancer risk from individual facilities.
	None required.

	Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	Although flammable, potential adverse hazard impacts from the use of hydrocarbons from some alternative technologies are not expected to be significant.
	Compliance with existing hazardous materials laws and regulations and fire protection laws and practices.


Air Quality

The project may contribute to a projected air quality violation by requiring the use of non-perc technologies for dry cleaning facilities, one of which could generate an increase in VOC emissions and thus have a significant adverse impact on air quality.  On the other hand, a benefit to air quality results from the proposed project due to reducing perc emissions, which is known to be a toxic air contaminant (TAC).

Hazards

The project may increase fire hazard at affected facilities where owners or operators replace perc cleaning solvents with alternative cleaning solvents that may be flammable.  

Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

The Initial Study for PAR 1421 includes an environmental checklist of approximately 17 environmental topics to be evaluated for potential adverse impacts from a proposed project.  Review of the proposed project at the NOP/IS stage identified two topics, air quality and hazards, for further review in the Draft EA.  Where the Initial Study concluded that the project would have no significant direct or indirect adverse effects on the remaining environmental topics, no comments were received on the NOP/IS or at the public meetings that changed this conclusion.  The screening analysis concluded that the following environmental areas would not be significantly adversely affected by PAR 1421: 

· aesthetics

· agriculture resources

· biological resources

· cultural resources

· energy

· geology/soils

· hydrology and water quality

· land use and planning

· mineral resources

· noise

· population and housing

· public services

· recreation

· solid/hazardous waste

· transportation/traffic

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 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.

Other CEQA Topics

CEQA requires EAs to address the potential for irreversible environmental changes and growth-inducing impacts.  Irreversible environmental changes refer primarily to the use of nonrenewable resources or the irreversible commitment of resources.  PAR 1421 does not involve an irreversible commitment of any nonrenewable resources.  Because no change to the production and services provided by the dry cleaners is expected to result from the proposed rule amendment, the proposed project will not be growth-inducing.

Summary of Chapter 5 – Alternatives

Three feasible alternatives to the proposed amendments are summarized in Table 1-4:  Alternative A (No Project); Alternative B (Primary and Secondary Equipment Requirement) and Alternative C (Expedited Compliance).

Alternative A does not achieve the goals of the proposed project because it does not implement the Air Toxic Control Plan control measure AT-STA-02 or further reduce perc emissions from new or existing dry cleaning facilities.  While no significant adverse secondary environmental impacts would result from the ‘no project’ alternative, it is not necessarily the environmentally superior alternative (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2)) because perc emissions would continue to be emitted at current levels, thus, not reducing cancer and non-cancer impacts for commercial and residential neighbors in the district.  

Alternative B would not completely meet the goals of the proposed project to reduce risk to the maximum extent feasible from perc emissions at dry cleaning facilities because perc would continue to be emitted from the primary and secondary controlled dry cleaning equipment, although at lower levels.  By eventually requiring secondary controls, perc emissions under Alternative B would be lower than emitted under the ‘no project’ alternative, but more than the proposed project and Alternative C, both of which eliminate the usage of perc and, thus, eliminate perc emissions from dry cleaning facilities. 

Table 1-4

Description of the Project Alternatives

	Equipment Component
	Alternative A
(No Project)
	Alternative B
(Primary & Secondary Equipment Requirement)
	Alternative C
(Expedited Compliance)

	New facilities
	Subject to Rules 1401 and 1421 requirements
	No new requirements. Subject to Rules 1401 and 1421 requirements
	Use non-perc dry cleaning equipment as of the date of rule adoption.

	Existing facilities replacing equipment
	Subject to Rules 1401 (except if functionally identical unit or risk reduction) and 1421 requirements.
	Subject to Rules 1401 (except if functionally identical unit or risk reduction) and 1421 requirements.
	An owner or operator of an existing facility shall not replace or add perc equipment on or after January 1, 2003.

	Converted perc machines
	No change from existing Rule 1421 prohibition of installing a converted machine, etc.  Subject to Rule 1402 after 3/17/03, and likely to be replaced.
	Replace with integral primary and secondary dry cleaning equipment by March 1, 2003.
	An owner or operator of a dry cleaning facility shall not operate any converted machines on or after January 1, 2004.

	Facilities operating perc machines with primary controls only
	No requirement; Subject to Rule 1402 after 3/17/03, and likely to be replaced.
	Retrofit with secondary control by September 1, 2003, or replace with integral primary/ secondary or non-perc equipment by five years after date of adoption.
	An owner or operator of perc equipment 10 years old or older must replace with a non-perc alternative no later than January 1, 2006.

	Facilities operating perc machines with primary & secondary controls
	No requirement; Subject to Rule 1402 after 3/17/03, and likely most equipment would be replaced.
	No additional requirement
	An owner or operator of perc equipment 10 years old or older must replace with a non-perc alternative no later than January 1, 2011.


NOTE:  T-BACT = Best Available Control Technology for Toxics,  NSR = New Source Review

Alternative C would meet the goals of the proposed project on an expedited schedule.  Perc emission reductions are achieved sooner and, thus, is the environmentally superior alternative even though potential secondary adverse environmental impacts could be generated if not sufficiently mitigated.  These secondary impacts were determined by analyzing a “worst-case” scenario using the one compliance option that generates the greatest impacts.  Because affected facilities have other compliance options to choose from, actual environmental impacts are expected to be less and mitigation measures have been identified.  
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Project Objectives

Project Description

Alternative Non-Perc Technologies

project location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the 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.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 2-1).
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South Coast Air Quality Management District

Background

The process of cleaning fabrics with nonaqueous liquids is believed to have begun in France in 1825.  The process has evolved into an industry called ‘dry cleaning.’  Camphene (turpentine) was used initially; in the late 1800s, benzene, benzene soap, naphtha and gasoline began to be used.  In the 1920’s, Stoddard solvent (mineral spirits or white spirits) was introduced in the United States in order to minimize the fire hazards associated with the use of the more volatile hydrocarbon-based solvents.  Carbon tetrachloride, the first chlorinated solvent used for dry cleaning, was introduced because of the high cost of petroleum solvents and was widely used until the 1950’s.  Its use was discontinued because of its toxicity and corrosiveness.  Use of tetrachloroethylene (perc) began to increase in the 1940’s and by the late 1950’s it had virtually replaced carbon tetrachloride in commercial dry cleaning.  In 1990, about 53 percent of the world demand for perc was for dry cleaning, and about 75 percent of all dry cleaners used it to clean garments
.

Emissions from dry cleaners using perc as the cleaning solvent were first controlled through the SCAQMD’s Rule 1102.1 – Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems, adopted June 6, 1980.  This rule was rescinded December 9, 1994 when Rule 1421 – Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems, was adopted.  Rule 1421 was adopted to reflect the requirements of the state Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Emissions of Perchloroethylene from Dry Cleaning Operations, and the federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Facilities (58 FR 49354), as 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart M.  Rule 1421 was amended June 13, 1997, to incorporate changes to the NESHAP.

The adoption of the NESHAP and subsequent amendments to Rule 1421 resulted in the elimination of transfer machines, which were not as efficient in controlling emissions as dry-to-dry machines.  Inspection, recordkeeping and monitoring requirements and these equipment changes were expected to reduce perc emissions by 80 percent.

Existing Rule 1421 applies to dry cleaning facilities using perc as a cleaning solvent.  A dry cleaning facility is any person or persons who own or operate perc dry cleaning equipment and are located on the same parcel or contiguous parcels.  Dry cleaning equipment is any machine, device, or apparatus used to dry clean materials with perc or to remove residual perc from previously cleaned materials.  Dry cleaning equipment may include, but is not limited to the following: a converted machine, a closed-loop machine, a reclaimer, or a drying cabinet.

Perchloroethylene

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the California EPA, including the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established lists of toxic air contaminants that include perc.  Perc was added to Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants, in September, 1998 because risk values for cancer and chronic health effects were previously approved by OEHHA.  At the August 13, 1999 SCAQMD Governing Board Public Hearing, a requirement to access acute risk for perc was added to Rule 1401. 

While OEHHA does not promulgate environmental regulations directly, it is responsible for developing and providing risk managers in state and local government agencies with toxicological and medical information relevant to decisions involving public health.  OEHHA is responsible for conducting health risk assessments of chemical contaminants in air.  In addition, OEHHA reviews site-specific risk assessments under the Air Toxics Hot Spots program and is developing risk assessment guidance, some of which has been completed, for use in site-specific risk assessment.  Risk assessment is a scientific process of evaluating the adverse effects caused by a substance, activity, lifestyle, or natural phenomenon.  OEHHA also makes health-based recommendations to the California Air Resources Board for ambient air quality standards, and provides health-risk related assistance and consultation to air pollution control districts, such as the SCAQMD, local health officers, and environmental health officers.  OEHHA also plans and conducts epidemiological investigations related to criteria air pollutants.  These responsibilities are fulfilled by a highly trained professional staff of about 110 individuals.  Of these staff, 64 hold doctoral degrees, seven are physicians, and 21 hold masters degrees in public health or science.

The SCAQMD relies on OEHHA who has an expert staff of epidemiologists and toxicologists who study and establish the cancer and noncancer potency risk for toxic air contaminants.  Their recommendations are reviewed by a Scientific Review Panel (SRP) which was established by state law.  The SRP reviews and approves the methodologies used to develop these risk values, thereby finalizing these values for use by state and local agencies in assessing risk from exposures to TACs.  The Director of OEHHA signs the documents and posts the information on the internet.  This approval is considered final action by the state.  Beginning in July 1998, the SCAQMD Governing Board has established procedures to use the OEHHA determinations and Rule 1401(e)(2) and (e)(3) requires SCAQMD staff to analyze and report to the Governing Board within 150 days of final action by OEHHA before new and updated risk values, respectively, are used for toxics new source review.  If EPA revises their risk estimates, OEHHA staff will review and determine if the differences are based on new information.  If the new information is substantial, OEHHA may review in the future and take action.

The cancer and non-cancer potency risk, established by OEHHA, is used to determine the maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) and hazard index (HI).  The MICR is the estimated probability of a potential maximally exposed individual contracting cancer as a result of exposure to carcinogenic air contaminants, such as perc.  The potential maximally exposed individual is assumed to be exposed for a 70-year lifetime.  A HI is a measure of the health risk for noncancer health effects.  A HI is a ratio of the estimated level of exposure to a compound to the compound’s Reference Exposure Level (REL).  RELs are levels below which no adverse health effects are expected.  Acute HI is a measure of possible health impacts due to a short-term, high level exposure to a TAC, and a chronic HI is a measure of possible health impacts due to long term, low level exposure to a TAC. 

Perc was identified as a key toxic air contaminant from stationary sources in the March 2000 “Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin” (MATES – II) which measured over 30 air pollutants.  The SCAQMD’s MATES – II study identified all of the Basin’s perc emissions as coming from point and area sources and listed the major contributors as dry cleaning, solvent use, degreasing, and film cleaning.  Perc emissions from other industrial users are currently controlled through Rule 1425 – Film Cleaning and Printing Operations, (adopted March 16, 2001).  Rule 1122 – Solvent Degreasers, was amended in September 2001 to further reduce perc emissions from degreasers.  Film cleaning operations and solvent degreasing operations were both identified as sources of perc emissions in the Air Toxics Control Plan in Control Measures AT-STA-03 and AT-STA-04, respectively.  

On March 17, 2000, the Governing Board approved the final draft “An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years.”  The Air Toxics Control Plan’s Control Measure AT-STA – 02 -  Further Reductions of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Operations, calls for a promotion of non-perc alternative technologies for dry cleaning operations, including alternative solvents or methods (e.g., hydrocarbons, carbon dioxide and wet cleaning).  In addition, the control measure included consideration of requiring the use these alternative solvents when equipment is purchased for a new facility or when replacing equipment that has reached the end of its useful life.  Application of these technologies could produce perc emission reductions of 95 percent at each facility.  Three measures for reducing perc emissions were included in the plan – film printing and cleaning, degreasing and dry cleaning.  The SCAQMD Governing Board has adopted or amended rules to address the first two categories.

Perc Use in the Dry Cleaning Industry

The universe of dry cleaners consists mainly of small businesses that have been regulated in the past through Rule 1421, which implements both the federal NESHAP and state ATCM for perc dry cleaners.  Rule 1421 has contributed substantially to decreases in ambient perc concentrations in the district.  However, a problem still exists as illustrated by results of the MATES II study and the fact that existing individual dry cleaning facilities can pose a cancer risk between 10 to 170 in one million (10 to 170x10-6).  Recent SCAQMD source testing and sampling has determined a cancer risk for individual equipment with primary and secondary control ranges from 16 15 to 90 in-one-million in a commercial location (with an average of 5553 x 10-6) and 25 20 to 140 in–one-million at a residential location (with an average of 80 x 10-6).  The adoption of PAR 1421 would complete the objectives to reduce this residual risk associated with perc identified in the Air Toxics Control Plan.

In March 2000, the Governing Board adopted amendments to Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, which lowered the acceptable risk for any stationary source to 25 in one million.  At the time of the amendments, several industries, including dry cleaners were identified as warranting evaluation for possible source specific rules, rather than have hundreds of small businesses go through the full Rule 1402 process (emission inventory, health risk assessment and risk reduction plan).  Source specific rules are based on technically and economically feasible approaches.  In an effort to further reduce residual cancer risk from perc machines, the SCAQMD has determined that non-perc alternatives are technically feasible and commercially available.  Toxic emissions result in localized impacts.  This is particularly important since most dry cleaning facilities are located in or near residential areas, shopping centers, schools and day-care centers.  Alternatives to perc are currently in use in the district, San Francisco Bay area, in other areas of the U.S., Europe and Japan.  The proposed amendments allow businesses to operate their existing equipment until the end of its useful life before replacing with non-perc technologies, which are feasible and commercially available.  Allowing dry cleaners to use their existing equipment until the end of its useful life is expected to minimize financial impacts of PAR 1421.

The SCAQMD has approved permits for approximately 2,200 perc dry cleaning machines, approximately 300 of these which were permitted after September 1998, which means they were also subject to the risk limits of Rule 1401.  These permits were issued to machines equipped with primary and secondary control systems with a cancer risk below 10 in one million (10x10-6).  To comply with Rule 1401 risk limits, many of these units received permit conditions limiting perc usage.  

Due to recent data obtained, staff will revise the emission factors and screening thresholds.  Other means of controlling perc emissions include the following types of controls.  Primary control system means a refrigerated condenser or an equivalent closed-loop vapor recovery system.  Secondary control system means a device or apparatus that reduces the concentration of perc in the recirculating air at the end of the drying cycle, beyond the level achievable with a refrigerated condenser alone.  An “integral” secondary control system is designed and offered as an integral part of a production package with a single make and model of dry cleaning machine and primary control system.  An “add-on” secondary control system is designed or offered as a separate retrofit system for use on multiple machines makes and models.

As existing sources, the remaining 85 percent of the 2,200 machines were not subject to Rule 1401 requirements and, since they presumably received permits prior to 1998 or were a replacement of an older machine, the potential associated cancer risks were not considered at the time they were permitted.  

Residual Cancer Risk after Secondary Control

Today’s “state of the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, such as a carbon absorber, door lock mechanism, drying sensor, sludge pump, leak detection mechanisms and periodically replacing gaskets, coils and filters, still generates a residual cancer risk from 16 15 to 90 in-one-million in a commercial location (with an average of 5553 x 10-6) and 25 20 to 140 in–one-million at a residential location (with an average of 80 x 10-6).  This cancer risk was estimated based on perc consumption (2.4 to 13.6 gallons per month) and 50 percent perc emitted.  See Appendix D for detailed discussion of the sampling, testing and calculations.  A consensus was reached with the PAR 1421 Working Group with regards to the assumptions used in calculating residual cancer risk such as perc usage, building size, type of ventilation and facility location.  

Housekeeping and Compliance with Current Rule 1421 Requirements

A compliance audit in 1999 of 340 dry cleaning facilities in the district demonstrated a 95 percent rate of non-compliance with the requirements of Rule 1421 (only 17 facilities in compliance).  While a majority of the violations involved recordkeeping, perc leaks were detected in 35 percent of the facilities.  The results of the 1999 audit were even worse than a compliance audit conducted two years earlier, in 1997, when 208 dry cleaning facilities demonstrated a 90 percent rate of non-compliance.  Perc leaks were detected in 22 percent of the facilities in the 1997 audit.  The audit was an inspection that examined the operating practices of the facility, including maintenance of the equipment, recordkeeping and reporting.

Outreach to the Public

SCAQMD has met with the dry cleaning industry in at least five working group meetings, two focus group meetings, a public workshop and at least four public consultation meetings before the proposed project was analyzed in this Revised Draft EA.  Staff also visited numerous facilities representing the alternative technologies and perc equipment.  

The Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project (further described below under ‘Wet Cleaning’) conducted site visits and held seminars, which are located at a wet cleaning facility to demonstrate the equipment, answer questions, provide brochures and vendor lists, and discuss costs and energy usage.  Also, the owner of the one CO2 machine in the district currently allows people to see their equipment, and solvent machine manufacturers will set up visits to dry cleaners to observe their equipment. 

Staff has continued to meet with the public and the working group and visiting facilities.  A sampling and source testing program was conducted on perc machine emissions and VOC emissions from hydrocarbon machines.  Please refer to Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 for the results of the latest studies, as well as Appendices D and E for the data and calculation methodology.

SCAQMD’s information on which the rule amendment proposal is based was derived from published studies, site visits, manufacturers’ information, public input and established law.  Working group meetings, public workshops and consultation meetings, public disclosure and public comments have been a forum in which the public can provide information and ask questions regarding assumptions and data analysis.  SCAQMD staff has provided detailed information of assumptions, data sources and calculations to several dry cleaning and related associations.

Training is critical in teaching dry cleaning owners and operators the effects of their business practices on the environment as well as employee health and safety.  Lack of education has been considered a reason why some dry cleaners resist alternative technologies.  Because the alternative dry cleaning equipment is different from perc equipment, it is vital that users are aware of what new steps need to be taken to handle standard procedures, including stain removal and drying.  Facility and consumer education and outreach currently exists, including one class conducted by the California Air Resources Board and another conducted by the California Cleaners Association, in coordination with the Los Angeles Unified School District.  These classes cover dry cleaning subjects such as business management, equipment maintenance, environmental regulation requirements and front counter assistance.  
Project Objectives

The objectives of the proposed amendments to Rule 1421 include the following:

· in the short term, eliminate dip tank operations in connection with dry cleaning; 

· in the short term, eliminate operation of converted machines; and

· in the near and long term, minimize cancer and non-cancer risk to the maximum extent feasible from perc used at new and existing dry cleaning facilities. 

Project description

The following summarizes the main components of PAR 1421.  Table 2-2 provides an overview of the proposed amendments to the rule and the compliance dates.  For a copy of PAR 1421, the reader is referred to Appendix A.

· Subdivision(c) of Rule 1421 includes definitions for terms found in Rule 1421.  The proposed amendments would add definitions for “Alternative Cleaning Technology” which is a textile cleaning technology including, but not limited to the following: water-based wet cleaning, carbon dioxide (CO2) cleaning, solvent cleaning, or any other cleaning substances published in the SCAQMD approved list of cleaning substances.  

· The meaning of a “Dry Cleaning Facility” is defined as one or more dry cleaning systems located on one or more contiguous properties within the district.

· “Existing Facility” and “New Facility” are further clarified to assist facilities as to what requirements they are subject to in Rule 1421.  The date of the rule proposal adoption establish the distinction between what facilities are considered existing and what facilities are considered new.

· The definition of “Sensitive Receptor Location” is added to clarify its meaning, including schools, daycare centers, hospitals and convalescent homes.

· The meaning of a “Wet Cleaning Facility” is defined as a process which is water-based and uses computer-controlled washers and dryers, detergents and specialized finishing equipment.

· Definition of “Reasonably Available” and a portion of the “Major Source” definition that is no longer needed are being deleted and other minor changes are proposed.

· Subdivision (d) includes requirements for dry cleaning equipment.

· On or after January 1, 2003, any new dry cleaning facility must use non-perc technologies.

· On or after January 1, 2003, any additional cleaning system (second or third, etc. machine) at an existing facility must be a non-perc alternative.

· On or after July 1, 2004, all new equipment at an existing facility must be a non-perc alternative, and all perc equipment 15 years or older must be replaced with a non-perc alternative.

· On or after July 1, 2004, no converted machines
 can be operated.

· Subdivision (e) adds requirements for good operating practices and maintenance.

· The cooling coils must be removed and cleaned every two years by a qualified individual from a repair company licensed by the State of California, and the main door, still door, button trap, and lint trap gaskets must be replaced every two years.  New required recordkeeping will ensure compliance with these requirements.

· Subdivision (g) and (h) update recordkeeping and reporting requirements.

· New reporting procedures will be required of facilities operating perc dry cleaning systems.  A report that includes operating information, perc usage, waste disposal, equipment age and distance to nearby properties and sensitive receptors will be required initially, and then an updated report will be required every four years after the initial report.

· Facilities would not be required to submit an emission inventory pursuant to Rule 1402 (n)(1)(B) if in compliance with Rule 1421.

· Several obsolete portions of the rule are being deleted and other minor changes are being proposed.

Table 2-1

Summary of PAR 1421 Requirements

	APPLICABILITY
	proposed REQUIREMENTS/compliance dates

	New facilities
	An owner or operator of a new facility shall not install perc equipment on or after January 1, 2003.

	Existing facilities installing additional (second, third, etc.) machines
	An owner or operator of an existing facility installing any additional (second, third, etc.) equipment on or after January 1, 2003 must install a non-perc alternative.

	Existing facilities replacing equipment
	An owner or operator of an existing facility shall not replace or add perc equipment on or after July 1, 2004.

	Converted perc machines
	An owner or operator of a dry cleaning facility shall not operate any converted machines on or after July 1, 2004.

	Dip tank operations
	No person shall perform any dip tank operations in connection with dry cleaning on or after January 1, 2003.

	Facilities operating perc machines 
	An owner or operator of an existing facility shall replace perc equipment 15 years or older after July 1, 2004.


Alternative Non-Perc Technologies

The following non-perc alternative technologies, solvent cleaning (regulated under SCAQMD Rule 1102), wet cleaning, and CO2 cleaning, are currently feasible and commercially available.  Most companies currently use laundering for about 30 to 35 percent of the garments cleaned (commercial laundering is not the same as professional wet cleaning).  

Solvent Cleaning

There are a number of non-perc solvents available for dry cleaning.  These include but are not limited to: cyclic volatile methylated siloxanes (VMS, Group II exempt compound), Stoddard solvent (petroleum distillate mixture of naptha paraffins and aromatic hydrocarbons), new synthetic hydrocarbons such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon, substituted aliphatic glycol ether, n-propyl bromide and propylene glycol ether.  Stoddard solvent was broadly used in the past, but has been phased out due to its flammability, with only five facilities currently using the older solvents such as Stoddard and LPA-142.  These older solvents are currently used primarily in old transfer machines which are required to be phased out of usage by Rule 1102 – Dry Cleaners Using Solvent Other Than Perchloroethylene, no later than January 1, 2003.  All petroleum-based solvents used in dry cleaning are aliphatic hydrocarbons, meaning they are straight-chained, branched or cyclic as opposed to aromatics which contain stable carbon-ring structures called benzene rings.  Inherent properties of petroleum-based solvents include flammability, strong solvent cleaning power, volatility, strong odor, and toxicity.  Toxicity varies by compound but any petroleum-based solvent has some toxicity by nature.  However, none of those listed above have been determined by OEHHA to be toxic air contaminants, and unlike perc, are not listed in SCAQMD Rule 1401 Table 1 – Toxic Air Contaminants.

Siloxanes are liquid silicones such as those used in cosmetics.  They have no smell and contain no volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  Clothes cleaned with siloxanes tend to feel soft, and the non-harsh nature of the solvent allows colors to be mixed, unlike the use of perc or wet cleaning.  The environmental effects of the siloxanes are still being studied,  Siloxanes separate from and float on water, and largely break down into harmless components in air, although some concerns have been raised about formaldehyde as a breakdown product.  In addition to formaldehyde, another drawback is that these solvents (which have been used to replace PCBs and perc in electrical transformers), while not themselves chlorinated, are currently manufactured using chlorine.  Given that these processes also involve heat, oxygen, and often copper catalysts, it is likely that dioxin and organochlorine compounds are released during production either as emissions or from burning in production waste incinerators.  These waste incinerators, in general, are regulated by an applicable NESHAP.  Toxicity testing on siloxanes indicates minimal toxicity with most categories reporting no significant toxic responses.  The two-year bioassay test (combined chronic toxicity and oncogenicity) is still in progress with results expected sometime in late 2002. 

Today’s new synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbons differ from perchloroethylene in both weight and solvent aggressiveness.  Perc weighs 13.5 pounds per gallon whereas hydrocarbon solvents weigh about half of that amount.  The weight of the solvent has a direct relationship to the amount of mechanical action that a solvent has on the fabric.  The aggressiveness of a solvent is measured by the Kauri Butanol (KB) value.  The higher the KB value, the more aggressive the solvent.  The scale places benzene equal to 100 and all other solvents are compared to it.  A higher KB values implies better removal of oil and grease stains.  Linear paraffins (saturated hydrocarbons or alkanes) have relatively low KB values while aromatics (ringed-compounds) generally have high KB values.  The KB value for perc is 90 while for synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon is 27.  Some delicate fabrics may be harmed by too aggressive a solvent and dry cleaners using perc must sometimes use chemical additives to reduce the aggressiveness of perc.  New solvents no longer contain toxic aromatic compounds such as benzene and they have fairly high flash points that reduce, but do not completely eliminate, the risk of fire or explosion.  The lower vapor pressures of these solvents reduce exposure through inhalation.  In addition, most shops using the new hydrocarbon solvents also use very efficient new machines that greatly reduce the amount of solvent that escapes.  The solvents are mostly odorless and the color of fabrics are retained when cleaned. 

Another solvent, n-propyl bromide is in the testing stages and early marketing phase of development.  The solvent is used in a machine similar to a perc machine.  The cleaning and drying cycles are shorter than perc cycles (about 35 to 40 minutes) and the solvent gets better mileage than perc (50,000 pounds of clothes per 55 gallon drum of n-propyl bromide).  The KB value is 126, which means it is more aggressive than perc.  The solvent is non-combustible with a lower boiling point than perc.  Thus, the operation of the machine can be maintained at a lower temperature and requires less energy.  The solvent has low odor and can clean all fabrics, including leather, fur and clothing with sequins.  

A comment was made on the original Draft EA that hydrocarbon machines are “not effective against the spot, because dirty spot still remains.”  Proper spot removal when using hydrocarbon machines takes work and training.  There are pre-spotting and post-spotting procedures that need to be taken to remove certain spots whether the garment is cleaned in perc, water or other solvent.  Staff is aware that spot cleaning with solvents may require more time to clean the garment than during the perc cleaning process.  Professional spotting procedures follow long standing rules and according to third generation cleaner/launderer and professional trainer, Kenny Slatten, “the rules have not changed.” (Western Cleaner and Launderer, March 2002)  “No doubt that the newer solvents aren’t as strong as perc.  They aren’t as aggressive.  But that should be no excuse for improper pre-spotting and post-spotting procedures.”  He concludes, “perc has spoiled us but we cannot disregard the rules and procedures.  Now it is the time to become better educated in your craft.  Don’t blame the (new) solvents for your mistakes….your solvent of choice will work depending on the quality of your ability to use them.”

One comment received on the original Draft EA claimed that “the cloth after cleaning feels oily, as if the cloth is coated with oil.”  However, according to three local distributors of solvent machines, the clothes cleaned in solvent machines should not be oily unless they are not dried properly.  If oiliness occurs, the machine may be operating without a drying sensor and the operator may be removing clothes from the solvent machine prematurely.  Additionally, the distributors note that the clothes cleaned in solvent machines are softer, easier to press and have a better finish than clothes cleaned in a perc machine.  These observations have been reiterated by many users.  

According to two local distributors of both solvent machines and perc machines, the cycle time of an older design solvent machines was approximately 15 minutes longer than the perc machine.  One reason for the longer cycle time is because the wash cycle is approximately double the wash cycle time for a perc machine.  Another reason for the longer cycle time for hydrocarbon machines is that they have a longer drying time.  However, according to a third solvent machine distributor, the latest solvent garment cleaning machines will have the same cycle length as the perc machines, which is approximately 45 minutes.  The cleaning cycle for the newer perc machines takes a little longer than older perc machines because the more advanced controls on the newer perc machines do not let operators open the door until the perc concentration decreases to a certain level.

Existing dry cleaning equipment using either VOCs or substituted aliphatic glycol ether would be regulated by Rule 1102 – Dry Cleaners Using Solvent Other Than Perchloroethylene.  This rule was amended November 15, 2000, to reduce emissions of VOCs from solvent dry cleaning operations.  New hydrocarbon dry cleaning machines would be subject to Regulation XIII – New Source Review and Best Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements

There are approximately 71 solvent cleaning operations in the district, many have been operating for more than three years, and approximately 148 machines are currently operating in the Bay Area, 41 installed in the last year.  

Size of Solvent Cleaning Machine

The dimensions of a typical fifty-five-pound
 perc machine are:  81 inches wide, by 67 inches deep; by 90 inches high.  A typical forty-five-pound hydrocarbon machine measures approximately 82 inches wide, with a depth of 69 inches and a height of 81 inches.  The dimensions are the same for a sixty pound hydrocarbon machine.  The hydrocarbon machine can fit into the existing space where the perc machine operated, thus, no new floor space is necessary. 

Wet Cleaning

Wet cleaning technology was developed in Germany around 1989-1990 by Miele and Kreussler and is widely used in Europe.  Currently, 60 percent of all dry cleaners in Europe use wet and hydrocarbon technologies.  Wet cleaning is an alternative to dry cleaning for fabrics labeled “dry clean only.”  The technology uses computer-controlled washers and dryers with detergents specifically formulated for the process.  Finishing equipment includes pressing, tensioning and stretcher machines.  The wet cleaning machines minimize agitation and are computer-controlled for a variety of fabric types.

All wet cleaning systems consist of a special washer and dryer.  The core technology of the washer is the use of a frequency-controlled motor.  The ultra gentle wash action is produced by controlling rotation of the wash drum (by the motor), and extremely smooth acceleration and deceleration can be created.  The actual wash program software determines the combination of time, water level, heating, chemical injection, extraction, and drum rotation variables, which contribute to successful wet cleaning operations.  The computer programmed detergent injection system allows the cleaner to specify the amount and type of wet clean detergent used for each load.  Proper training of employees makes a difference in the acceptance and application of this technology.

Wet cleaning systems use non-toxic, biodegradable chemicals, which are approved for disposal into the sewer system.  In addition to being pH neutral, detergents also incorporate agents that coat the scaly surface and penetrate the hollow core of natural fibers.  Without these agents, the fibers will interlock.  The detergents have been formulated by detergent manufacturers to maximize cleaning power while minimizing color change and shrinkage.  Many companies offer more than one detergent, each tailored to a particular classification of garment.  Conditioners add smoothness and softness to garments, and they also coat fibers in a way that helps prevent shrinkage.  Many stains are water-based and those are more easily removed by wet cleaning.  This is especially true of such stains as salts, sugars, body fluids, starch, milk, and many foods and beverages.  The process of treating stains requires different chemicals and process.  Solvent cleaning works best for oil-based stains such as grease, wax, oils and resins.  Other wet cleaning products include water repellents and specialized products for the cleaning of leather and suede.

Wet Cleaned Garments

Wet cleaned garments must be carefully dried in preparation for finishing.  As with aggressive drum agitation, prolonged tumbling in a dryer can cause shrinkage.  Thus, it is essential that drying time be short, and terminate as soon as the desired humidity level in the garment is achieved.  The computer controls ensure that garments retain a proper amount of moisture after the dry cycle is complete.  An ordinary dryer will not achieve the desired results as it controls the drying process by time and temperature. 

Wet cleaned garments can be finished using either conventional pressing equipment or specialized tensioning finishing equipment.  The specialized tensioning press is designed to reverse or prevent shrinkage and/or seam crumbling and creasing of garments by applying width-wise or length-wise tension on garments during the pressing process.  The tensioning enhances the restoration of constructed garments (e.g. suit jackets, suit pants, tailored items) by using steam to relax fibers, moving parts to shape clothes, and hot air for drying.  Performance tests have shown that dimensional change (shrinking and stretching) of garments can sometimes be a problem if the cleaner uses conventional pressing equipment and does not use tensioning equipment.  Further, tensioning equipment has been shown to reduce the pressing labor time at professional wet cleaning facilities.

There are at least six manufacturers providing a variety of sizes and models of wet cleaning machines to the dry cleaning industry.  Chemicals typically used by a wet cleaning operation include spotting agents, detergents, fabric conditioners and sizing products.  Other products may be used for cleaning leather and suede including water repellants.

There are currently eight facilities in the district successfully operating professional wet cleaning technology.  According to USEPA’s “Design for the Environment: Wetcleaning Directory” (EPA 744-B-99-002, May 1999), there were 195 facilities, as of 1999, using wet cleaning technology in the United States and Canada, with approximately 32 of them using it as the sole cleaning technology.  As with any technology new to an operator, education and training are necessary to familiarize the operator with the equipment, prevent shrinkage and properly finish garments.  

The SCAQMD’s Technology Advancement Office has initiated a professional wet cleaning commercialization and financial incentive program for existing perc dry cleaning facilities to convert to wet cleaning systems by providing fiscal assistance to cover the costs in that conversion.  The goals of the project are to establish eight new professional wet cleaning demonstration sites and create infrastructure for education and technical assistance for professional wet cleaning.  In exchange, these facilities are required to make the wet cleaning systems available for the SCAQMD to demonstrate the non-perc technology.  The project is co-funded along with the Environmental Protection Agency, Southern California Edison, The Gas Company, the California Wellness Foundation and the Liberty Hill Foundation.  The study is conducted by the Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center (Urban and Environmental Policy Institute, Occidental College), which is an independent authority not related to or with any particular group or companies with pecuniary interest.  The advisory board for the project includes the Greater Los Angeles Dry Cleaners Association, California Cleaners Association, Korean Dry Cleaning and Laundry Association (KDLA), Southern California Edison, Korean Youth and Community Center, Coalition for Clean Air (CCA) and Regional Wet Cleaners. 

Under the Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project (Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center, Occidental College, February, 2002), facilities voluntarily have converted to wet cleaning operations.  Two facilities using wet cleaning equipment, one in operation for six months and one in operation for three weeks, noted no change in labor costs.  One facility wet cleaned 32,000 items in six months and could not wash four individual items (suede and drapes) in water.  The other facility wet cleaned 4,000 items in three weeks and was unable to wash 11 suede items in water.  Contrary to comment made on the original Draft EA that “most clothes are not washable in water”, this 99.9 percent success rate demonstrates that most clothes can be cleaned successfully with professional wet cleaning.  Similarly, not all perc dry cleaning equipment can clean all fabrics.  Perc cleaners that receive clothes with sequins, leather and suede products from their customers typically have to send them out for special care and treatment.  Assuming a facility operates five days per week for eight hours per day, the wet cleaning machine at both facilities cleaned an average of 30-33 items of clothing per hour.  According to, this amount is similar to the amount of clothes cleaned by a perc machine per hour. This number is comparable to with the number of clothes one commentator to the original Draft EA stated can be cleaned by the perc machine.

Size of Wet Cleaning Machine

A typical fifty-pound capacity washer measures approximately 43 inches wide by 65 inches high by 50 inches deep.  A typical companion dryer measures approximately 47 inches, by 65 inches, by 38 inches.  Various finishing equipment might include a tensioning form finisher typically measuring 36 inches, by 24 inches by 91 inches; a tensioning shirt finisher measuring 42 inches, by 87 inches by 65 inches; an up-air finishing board typically sized at 23 inches by 64 inches by 70 inches; and a tensioning pants topper typically sized 45 inches, by 20 inches, by 78 inches.  Spotting boards are approximately 25 inches, by 50 inches, by 40 inches.  The typical wet cleaning washer machine can fit into the existing space where the perc machine(s) operated, but, depending upon production level, the drying equipment might require more floor space.

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Cleaning

Another emerging alternative to perc dry cleaning is the use of liquid carbon dioxide (CO2).  This technology uses gaseous CO2 under pressure, making it a liquid and giving it solvent properties.  Liquid CO2 has been used in nuclear weapons research facilities to clean machine parts and clothes.  The liquid CO2 cleaning machines have a configuration, which is significantly different from a solvent or perc machine.  Like wet cleaning, operations using liquid CO2 would not be subject to Rule 1421 or Rule 1102, assuming the detergents and additives used in the operations contained less than 50 grams per liter of VOC.  

The CO2 machines pressurize the gas in a drum, to between 700 and 800 pounds per square inch, which is similar to the pressure of a standard fire extinguisher.  Through either a spinning or agitation motion, the CO2 fluid is forced through the clothes and then pulled out to prevent the dirt from being redeposited on the clothing.  At the end of the cycle, the pressure is released and the CO2 returns to a gaseous state, with the dirt and substances removed from the clothing dropping out.

The CO2 used in this process does not contribute to global warming, as it is an industrial by-product from existing operations, primarily anhydrous ammonia (fertilizer) production.  This CO2 is also used in other applications, such as carbonating soft drinks.  The CO2 machines have been tested under market conditions and are considered to be a proven technology.  While there is currently only one CO2 machine in operation in the district, CO2 machines are considered to be commercially available.  One of the three US CO2 machine manufacturers has already installed 30 CO2 machines in the US, and is currently shipping out three more units.  The U.S. CO2 machine manufacturers also sell worldwide where they compete with one Swedish CO2 machine manufacturer.

Size of CO2 Machine

A typical fifty-five-pound capacity CO2 machine is approximately 84 inches wide, by 92 inches high, by 96 inches deep.  The typical CO2 cleaning machine can fit into the existing space where the perc machine(s) operated, thus no new floor space is necessary.  It should be noted that CO2 machines, like other dry cleaning technologies, are available in different sizes.  Further, based on site visits from staff, the current operating CO2 machine in Long Beach, California occupies the same area as the adjacent perc machine.  The CO2 process does require a CO2 tank, however, the tank can be located outside the building.

C H A P T E R   3

E X I S T I N G   S E T T I N G 

Introduction

Air Quality

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

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 NOP/IS is published.  The CEQA Guidelines defines “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” (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 summarize the existing setting for air quality and hazards/hazardous materials, which were the only environmental areas that may be adversely affected by proposed amended Rule 1421.  An overview of air quality and hazards in the district is given below.

air quality

Criteria Pollutants

It is the responsibility of the SCAQMD to ensure that state and federal ambient air quality standards are achieved and maintained in its geographical jurisdiction.  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 SCAQMD monitors levels of various criteria pollutants at 32 monitoring stations.  The 2001 air quality data from SCAQMD’s monitoring stations are presented in Table 3-2.

TABLE 3-1

Federal and State 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 

	Suspended Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
	
	15 µg/m3, annual arithmetic mean>
150 µg/m3, 24-hour average>
	Decreased lung function from exposures and exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory disease; elderly; 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 give an extinction coefficient >0.23 inverse kilometers (visual range to less than 10 miles) with relative humidity less than 70%, 8-hour average (10am – 6pm PST)
	
	Nephelometry and AISI Tape Sampler; instrumental measurement on days when relative humidity is less than 70 percent


Table 3-2

2001 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

Carbon Monoxide

	No. Days Standard Exceededa)
Federal
State

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location
of Air
Monitoring
Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. In ppm
1-hour
	Max. Conc. In ppm
8-hour
	<9.5 ppm
8-hr.
	>9.0 ppm
8-hr.


LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central LA
	362
	6
	4.57
	0
	0

	2
	Northwest Coast LA Co
	361
	4
	3.00
	0
	0

	3
	Southwest Coast LA Co
	365
	7
	5.14
	0
	0

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	361
	6
	4.71
	0
	0

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	365
	7
	6.00
	0
	0

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	364
	6
	4.88
	0
	0

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	355
	7
	5.00
	0
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley1
	361
	3
	2.88
	0
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley2
	357
	3
	2.50
	0
	0

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	365
	5
	3.43
	0
	0

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	365
	6
	4.00
	0
	0

	12
	South Central LA Co
	365
	12
	7.71
	0
	0

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	361
	6
	3.14
	0
	0


ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange Co
	363
	11
	4.71
	0
	0

	17
	Central Orange Co
	274*
	8*
	4.71*
	0*
	0*

	18
	North Coastal Orange Co
	363
	6
	4.57
	0
	0

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	365
	3
	2.38
	0
	0


RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co1
	356
	5
	3.43
	0
	0

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co2
	329*
	6*
	4.50*
	0*
	0*

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	355
	2
	2.00
	0
	0

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley1**
	357
	2
	1.50
	0
	0

	30
	Coachella Valley2**
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--


SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	364
	3
	
1.75
	0
	0

	33
	SW San Bernardino Vally
	--
	--
	
--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bern Valley1
	--
	--
	
--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bern Valley2
	365
	4
	
3.25
	0
	0

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	
--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	
--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	
--
	--
	--

	
	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	12
	7.71
	0
	0


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.

a) – The federal 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO> 35 ppm) and state 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO> 20 ppm) were not exceeded.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

Ozone

	No. Days Standard Exceededa)

Federal
State

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location
of Air
Monitoring
Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. In ppm
1-hour
	Max. Conc. In ppm
8-hour
	Health Advisory > 0.15 ppm
1-hour
	> 0.12 ppm
1-hour
	> 0.08 ppm
8-hour
	>9.0 ppm
8-hr.


LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central LA
	361
	0.116
	0.099
	0
	0
	1
	8

	2
	Northwest Coast LA Co
	365
	0.099
	0.080
	0
	0
	0
	1

	3
	Southwest Coast LA Co
	360
	0.098
	0.080
	0
	0
	0
	1

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	360
	0.091
	0.070
	0
	0
	0
	0

	6
	West San Fernando V
	365
	0.140
	1.117
	0
	2
	7
	25

	7
	East San Fernando V
	356
	0.129
	1.104
	0
	2
	5
	15

	8
	West San Fernando V
	361
	0.160
	0.120
	1
	1
	9
	28

	9
	East San Gabriel V1
	365
	0.189
	1.131
	2
	9
	18
	36

	9
	East San Gabriel V2
	362
	0.190
	0.135
	5
	13
	31
	61

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	363
	0.144
	0.108
	0
	1
	3
	12

	11
	South San Gabriel V
	365
	0.132
	0.100
	0
	1
	2
	7

	12
	South Central LA Co
	365
	0.077
	0.061
	0
	0
	0
	0

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	356
	0.184
	0.129
	2
	9
	27
	49


ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange Co
	360
	0.114
	0.090
	0
	0
	2
	4

	17
	Central Orange Co
	274*
	0.107*
	0.071*
	0*
	0*
	0*
	2*

	18
	N Coastal Orange Co
	365
	0.098
	0.073
	0
	0
	0
	1

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	365
	0.125
	0.098
	0
	1
	2
	10


RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co1
	365
	0.143
	0.120
	0
	7
	34
	41

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	361
	0.152
	0.136
	5
	19
	58
	73

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	348
	0.151
	0.120
	1
	12
	46
	61

	29
	Banning Airport
	365
	0.149
	0.129
	2
	16
	49
	63

	30
	Coachella Valley1**
	358
	0.137
	0.114
	0
	6
	42
	53

	30
	Coachella Valley2**
	365
	0.114
	0.099
	0
	0
	17
	21


SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino V
	365
	0.174
	0.138
	6
	14
	33
	53

	33
	SW San Bernardino V
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bern V1
	365
	0.165
	0.136
	6
	13
	31
	44

	34
	Central San Bern V2
	365
	0.184
	0.144
	5
	18
	39
	55

	35
	East San Bernardino V
	327*
	0.167*
	0.144*
	7*
	21*
	52*
	68*

	37
	Central San Bern Moun
	365
	0.171
	0.139
	12
	26
	74
	88

	38
	East San Bern Moun
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.190
	0.144
	12
	26
	74
	88


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.

b) – The federal 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO> 35 ppm) and state 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO> 20 ppm) were not exceeded.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

Nitrogen Dioxide

	Source Receptor Area No.


	Location
of Air
Monitoring
Station


	No. Days of Data


	Max. Conc. In ppm
1-hourb)


	Max. Conc. In ppm
24-hour


	Average Compared To Federal Standardc) AAM in ppm


LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central LA
	365
	0.14
	0.078
	0.0378

	2
	Northwest Coast LA Co
	365
	0.11
	0.080
	0.0251

	3
	Southwest Coast LA Co
	362
	0.11
	0.080
	0.0250

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	364
	0.13
	0.070
	0.0308

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	359
	0.09
	0.060
	0.0266

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	347
	0.25
	0.091
	0.0419

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	365
	0.15
	0.086
	0.0345

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley1
	365
	0.12
	0.094
	0.0331

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley2
	365
	0.12
	0.067
	0.0274

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	365
	0.13
	0.095
	0.0371

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	363
	0.14
	0.076
	0.0352

	12
	South Central LA Co
	363
	0.15
	0.072
	0.0369

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	351
	0.10
	0.048
	0.0239


ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange Co
	363
	0.13
	0.069
	0.0275

	17
	Central Orange Co
	274*
	0.12*
	0.069*
	0.0293*

	18
	North Coastal Orange Co
	365
	0.08
	0.063
	0.0182

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--


RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co1
	362
	0.15
	0.064
	0.0247

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	352
	0.19
	0.102
	0.0185

	29
	Banning Airport
	343
	0.24
	0.057
	0.0211

	30
	Coachella Valley1**
	345
	0.08
	0.043
	0.0175

	30
	Coachella Valley2**
	--
	--
	--
	--


SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	347
	0.13
	0.085
	0.0384

	33
	SW San Bernardino Vally
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bern Valley1
	365
	0.13
	0.084
	0.0358

	34
	Central San Bern Valley2
	329*
	0.11*
	0.066*
	0.0303*

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.25
	0.102
	0.0419


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 state standard is 1-hour average > 0.25 ppm.  No location exceeded state standard.

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

Table 3-2 (Continued)

Sulfur Dioxide

	Source Receptor Area No.


	Location
of Air
Monitoring
Station


	No. Days of Data


	Max. Conc. In ppm
1-hourd)


	Max. Conc. In ppm
24-hour




LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central LA
	365
	0.08
	0.010

	2
	Northwest Coast LA Co
	--
	--
	--

	3
	Southwest Coast LA Co
	365
	0.09
	0.012

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	364
	0.05
	0.012

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	345
	0.01
	0.004

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley1
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley2
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	--
	--
	--

	12
	South Central LA Co
	--
	--
	--

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--


ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange Co
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange Co
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange Co
	343
	0.01
	0.007

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--


RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co1
	365
	0.02
	0.011

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co2
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley1**
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley2**
	--
	--
	--


SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	33
	SW San Bernardino Vally
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bern Valley1
	330*
	0.01*
	0.010*

	34
	Central San Bern Valley2
	--
	--
	--

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.09
	0.012


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.

d) – 
The state standards are 1-hour average >0.25 ppm and 24-hour average > 0.045 ppm.  No location exceeded state standards.


The federal standards are annual arithmetic mean SO2 > 0.03 ppm, 3-hour average > 0.50 ppm, and 24-hour average > 0.14 ppm.


SO2 concentrations were well below the federal standards.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

Suspended Particulates PM10e)

	No. (%) Samples
Exceeding
Standard
	Annual
Averagesh)

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location
of Air
Monitoring
Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max Conc. in µg/m3 24-hour
	Federal > 150 µg/m3 24-hour
	State
> 50 µg/m3 24-hour
	AAM Conc. µg/m3
	AGM Conc. µg/m3


LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central LA
	61
	97
	0
	20(33)
	44.2
	40.3

	2
	Northwest Coast LA Co
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	3
	Southwest Coast LA Co
	58
	75
	0
	8(14)
	37.1
	34.4

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	59
	91
	0
	10(17)
	37.4
	34.8

	6
	West San Fernando V
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando V
	61
	86
	0
	14(23)
	40.9
	36.9

	8
	West San Fernando V
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel V1
	58
	106
	0
	22(38)
	45.3
	39.9

	9
	East San Gabriel V2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel V
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	12
	South Central LA Co
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	61
	62
	0
	4(7)
	32.0
	28.5


ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange Co
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange Co
	46*
	93*
	0*
	9(20)*
	36.0*
	33.7*

	18
	N Coastal Orange Co
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	57
	60
	0
	3(5)
	26.4
	24.0


RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	54
	109
	0
	18(33)
	44.8
	39.3

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co1
	117
	136
	0
	78(67)
	63.1
	54.3

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	60
	86
	0
	16(27)
	40.8
	36.0

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

	29
	Banning Airport
	54
	219
	1(1.9)
	7(13)
	35.1
	26.7

	30
	Coachella Valley1**
	49*
	53 k)
	0k)
	1(2)k)
	26.7k)
	23.9k)

	30
	Coachella Valley2**
	112k)
	149k)
	0k)
	50(45)k)
	50.2k)
	44.3k)


SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino V
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	33
	SW San Bernardino V
	64
	166
	1(1.6)
	27(42)
	52.4
	46.2

	34
	Central San Bern V1
	60
	106
	0
	34(57)
	50.5
	43.8

	34
	Central San Bern V2
	60
	106
	0
	31(52)
	52.0
	45.2

	35
	East San Bernardino V
	49*
	102*
	0*
	22(45)*
	46.6*
	39.6*

	37
	Central San Bern Moun
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bern Moun
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	219
	1
	78
	63.1
	54.3


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.

e)
–
PM10 samples were collected every 6 days (every 3 days at Station Numbers 4144 and 4157) using the size-selective inlet high



volume sampler with quartz filter media.

f)
–
PM2.5 samples were collected every 3 days at all sites except for the following sites: Station Numbers 060, 072, 087, 3176, and 4144



where samples were taken every day, and Station Number 5818 where samples were taken every 6 days. 

g)
–
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume sampler



method, on glass fiber filter media. 

h)
–
Federal PM10 standard is AAM > 50 µg/m3; and state standard is AGM > 30 µg/m3
Table 3-2 (Continued)

Suspended Particulates PM2.5 f)

	No. (%) Samples Exceeding Standard
	Annual Averagesi)

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location
of Air
Monitoring
Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. in µg/m3 

24-hour
	Federal

> 65 µg/m3

24-hour
	AAM

Conc.

µg/m3


LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central LA
	334
	73.4
	4(1.2)
	22.9

	2
	Northwest Coast LA Co
	--
	--
	--
	--

	3
	Southwest Coast LA Co
	--
	--
	--
	--

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	317
	72.9
	1(0.3)
	21.4

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	109
	71.1
	1(0.9)
	18.5

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	117
	94.7
	4(3.4)
	24.9

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	110
	78.1
	1(0.9)
	20.9

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley1
	308
	79.7
	4(1.3)
	21.8

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	95
	77.3
	3(3.2)
	26.1

	12
	South Central LA Co
	116
	73.1
	3(2.6)
	24.5

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--


ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange Co
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange Co
	252*
	70.8*
	1(0.4)*
	22.4*

	18
	North Coastal Orange Co
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	102
	53.4
	0
	15.8


RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co1
	325
	98.0
	19(5.8)
	31.1

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co2
	106
	74.9
	5(4.7)
	28.3

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley1**
	107
	44.7
	0
	10.8

	30
	Coachella Valley2**
	113
	33.5
	0
	12.2


SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	33
	SW San Bernardino Vally
	113
	71.2
	2(1.8)
	26.2

	34
	Central San Bern Valley1
	114
	74.8
	4(3.5
	24.8

	34
	Central San Bern Valley2
	111
	78.5
	5(4.5)
	26.2

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bern Mountains
	57
	34.6
	0
	10.9

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	98.0
	19
	31.1


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.

f) – PM2.5 samples were collected every 3 days at all sites except for the following sites: Station Numbers 060, 072, 087, 3176, and 4144 where samples were taken every day, and Station Number 5818 where samples were taken every 6 days.

i) – Federal PM2.5 standard is AAM > µg/m3
Table 3-2  (Continued)

Particulates TSP g)
	Source Receptor Area No.


	Location
of Air
Monitoring
Station


	No. Days of Data


	Max. Conc. in µg/m3
24-hour

	Annual Average AAM Conc. µg/m3



LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central LA
	61
	131
	75.4

	2
	Northwest Coast LA Co
	60
	81
	46.5

	3
	Southwest Coast LA Co
	61
	118
	71.4

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	68
	113
	67.2

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	60
	88
	49.6

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley1
	59
	178
	93.9

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley2
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	59
	146
	76.9

	12
	South Central LA Co
	58
	385
	90.2

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--


ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange Co
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange Co
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange Co
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--


RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co1
	57
	296
	123.7

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co2
	61
	182
	86.8

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley1**
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley2**
	--
	--
	--


SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	58
	171
	69.7

	33
	SW San Bernardino Vally
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bern Valley1
	60
	237
	102.1

	34
	Central San Bern Valley2
	55
	224
	101.3

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	385
	123.7


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.

g) – 
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume


sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.

Table 3-2  (Continued)

	
	Lead g)
	Sulfate g)

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location
of Air
Monitoring
Station
	Max Monthly Average Conc.j) µg/m3 
	Max Quarterly Average Conc.j) µg/m3
	Max Conc. in µg/m3 24-hour
	No. (%) Samples Standard State  > 25 µg/m3

24-hour


LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central LA
	0.06
	0.05
	15.9
	0

	2
	Northwest Coast LA Co
	--
	--
	15.6
	0

	3
	Southwest Coast LA Co
	0.04
	0.04
	20.6
	0

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	0.05
	0.04
	15.9
	0

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	13.4
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley1
	--
	--
	14.1
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	0.07
	0.05
	14.5
	0

	12
	South Central LA Co
	0.23
	0.12
	15.4
	0

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--


ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange Co
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange Co
	--
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange Co
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--


RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co1
	0.04
	0.03
	
10.7
	0

	23
	Metropolitan Riv Co2
	0.03
	0.03
	
9.2
	0

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley1**
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley2**
	--
	--
	--
	--


SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	0.05
	0.04
	
10.7
	0

	33
	SW San Bernardino Vally
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bern Valley1
	--
	--
	
10.7
	0

	34
	Central San Bern Valley2
	0.05
	0.04
	
11.5
	0

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bern Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	0.23
	0.12
	20.6
	0


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.

g) – 
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume


sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.

J) – Federal lead standard is quarterly average > 1.5 µg/m3, and state standard is monthly average > 1.5 µg/m3.  No location exceeded lead standards.  Special monitoring immediately downwind of stationary sources of lead was carried out at four locations in 2000.  The maximum monthly average concentration was 0.57 µg/m3, and the maximum quarterly average concentration was 0.49 µg/m3, both recorded in Area 1, Central Los Angeles

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 in the presence of sunlight.  As a precursor to ozone, VOC is a regional impact.  

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.

Recent studies have shown that asthmatic children in Southern California are particularly susceptible to the adverse effects of air pollution.  In an ongoing long-term study of nearly 3,700 children in 12 communities across Southern California, asthmatics had more frequent bouts of bronchitis and chronic phlegm than non-asthmatics. Other studies have linked air pollution with an increase in asthmatics’ acute symptoms and emergency room visits and a decrease in their lung function.  Asthma is a serious public health concern across the country since reported cases have risen dramatically during the last decade. Asthma is the number one cause of school absences, the leading cause of children’s visits to emergency rooms and the cause of more than 5,000 deaths a year.  Low-income and uninsured residents are particularly at risk because they do not have access to preventive and ongoing medical care that can control asthma and instead receive treatment only during acute asthma attacks in emergency rooms.

The national ozone ambient air quality standard is exceeded far more frequently in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction than almost every 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 one-hour average and eight-hour average ozone concentrations in 2001 (0.19 ppm and 0.144 ppm) were 158 percent and 180 percent of the federal one-hour and eight-hour standards, respectively.  Ozone concentrations exceeded the one-hour state standard at all, but two, monitored locations in 2001.  In 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for ozone.  Soon thereafter, a court decision ordered that the U.S. EPA could not enforce the new standard until adequate justification for the new standard was provided.  U.S. EPA appealed the decision to the Supreme Court.  On February 27, 2001, the Supreme Court upheld U.S. EPA’s authority and methods to establish clean air standards.  The Supreme Court, however, ordered U.S. EPA to revise its implementation plan for the new ozone standard.  Meanwhile, CARB and local air districts continue to collect technical information in order to prepare for an eventual 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, which has been approved by U.S. EPA for the South Coast Air Basin.

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 23 locations in the district in 2001.  The national and state eight-hour CO standards were not exceeded at any location.  The highest eight-hour average CO concentration of the year (7.71 ppm) was 81 percent of the federal standard.  

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.  In 2001, the maximum annual arithmetic mean (0.0419 ppm) was 78 percent of the federal standard (the federal standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm.).  The more stringent state standard (0.25 ppm) was never exceeded by any of the monitored stations in year 2001, and the South Coast Air Basin was designated attainment for the state standard in 1996.  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)

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 2001, PM10 was monitored at 18 locations in the district.  There were two exceedances of the federal 24-hour standard (150 (g/m3), while the state 24-hour standard (50 (g/m3) was exceeded at all 18 monitored locations.  The federal standard (annual arithmetic mean greater than 50 (g/m3) was exceeded in five locations, and the state standard (annual geometric mean greater than 30 (g/m3) was exceeded at 14 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 and a new PM10 standard as well.  The PM2.5 standard complements existing national and state ambient air quality standards that target the full range of inhalable PM10.  However, a court decision ordered that the U.S. EPA couldn’t enforce the new PM10 standard until adequate justification for the new standard is provided.  U.S. EPA is complying with the decision by considering separate fine (PM2.5) and coarse (PM2.5-10) standards.  Meanwhile, CARB and local air districts continue to collect technical information in order to prepare for an eventual SIP to reduce unhealthful levels of PM2.5 in areas violating the new federal standards.  California has previously developed a SIP for the current PM10 standard.

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). 

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. 

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, 1997, and 1998, the state sulfate standard was exceeded at three locations in 1994 and one location in 1995, 1999, 2000 and 2001.  There are no federal air quality standards for sulfate. 

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 (extinction coefficient > 0.23 inverse kilometers) of visual range (less than 10 miles) using instruments that measure light scattering and absorption by suspended particles with relative humidity of less than 70 percent on an 8-hour average. 

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 VOC emissions 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 Pollutants

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, §41700, to control emissions of toxic 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.  Toxic emissions result in localized impacts.

The following subsections summarize the existing setting for the two major categories of non-criteria pollutants: compounds that contribute to ozone depletion and global warming, and TACs.

Ozone Depletion and Global Warming

The SCAQMD adopted a “Policy on Global Warming and Stratospheric Ozone Depletion” on April 6, 1990.  The policy commits the SCAQMD to consider global impacts in rulemaking and in drafting revisions to the AQMP.

In March of 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board reaffirmed this policy and adopted amendments to the policy to include the following directives:

· phase out the use and corresponding emissions of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), methyl chloroform (1,1,1-trichloroethane or TCA), carbon tetrachloride, and halons by December 1995;

· phase out the large quantity use and corresponding emissions of hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) by the year 2000;

· develop recycling regulations for HCFCs;

· develop an emissions inventory and control strategy for methyl bromide; and

· support the adoption of a California greenhouse gas emission reduction goal.

In support of these polices, the SCAQMD Governing Board has adopted several rules to reduce ozone depleting compounds.  Several other rules concurrently reduce global warming gases and criteria pollutants.  

Toxic Air Contaminants

A toxic air contaminant is an air pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health.  Toxic air contaminants regulated by the SCAQMD are those listed in Table I in Rule 1401.

Historically, the SCAQMD has regulated criteria air pollutants using either a technology-based or an emissions limit approach.  The technology-based approach defines specific control technologies that may be installed to reduce pollutant emissions.  The emission limit approach establishes an emission limit, and allows industry to use any emission control equipment, as long as the emission requirements are met.  The regulation of TACs requires a similar regulatory approach as explained in the following subsections.

State Programs to Regulate Toxic Air Contaminants

California’s TAC identification and control program, adopted in 1983 as Assembly Bill (AB) 1807, is a two-step program in which substances are identified as TACs, and ATCMs are adopted to control emissions from specific sources.  CARB has adopted a regulation designating all 188 federal HAPs as TACs.

ATCMs are developed by CARB and implemented by the SCAQMD and other air districts through the adoption of regulations of equal or greater stringency.  Generally, the ATCMs reduce emissions to achieve exposure levels below a determined health threshold.  If no such threshold levels are determined, emissions are reduced to the lowest level achievable through the implementation of best available control technology for toxics unless it is determined that an alternative level of emission reduction is adequate to protect public health.  

Under California state law, a federal NESHAP automatically becomes a state ATCM, unless CARB has already adopted an ATCM for the source category.  Once a NESHAP becomes an ATCM, CARB and the air pollution control or air quality management districts have certain responsibilities related to adoption or implementation and enforcement of the NESHAP/ATCM.  

Pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act, perc is designated as a Hazardous Air Pollutant.  Pursuant to the Identification and Control of Toxic Air Contaminants Act, CARB also designated perc as a TAC.  Both USEPA and CARB have identified dry cleaning operations as a major source of perc.  On September 22, 1993, as required by federal law, EPA promulgated the NESHAP regulating perc dry cleaning facilities.  On October 14, 1993, pursuant to state law, CARB adopted the ATCM for emissions of perc from dry cleaning operations.  On December 9, 1994, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted Rule 1421 to codify and implement the state ATCM and corresponding NESHAP.

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588) established a state-wide program to inventory and assess the risks from facilities that emit TACs and to notify the public about significant health risks associated with the emissions.  Facilities are phased into the AB 2588 program based on their emissions of criteria pollutants or their presence on lists of toxic emitters compiled by the SCAQMD.  Phase I consists of facilities that emit over 25 tons per year (tpy) of any criteria pollutant and facilities present on the SCAQMD’s toxics list.  Phase I facilities entered the program by reporting their TAC emissions for calendar year 1989.  Phase II consists of facilities that emit between 10 and 25 tpy of any criteria pollutant, and submitted air toxic inventory reports for calendar year 1990 emissions.  Phase III consists of certain designated types of facilities which emit less than 10 tpy of any criteria pollutant, and submitted inventory reports for calendar year 1991 emissions.  Inventory reports are required to be updated every four years under the state law.

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

· Maximum Individual Cancer Risk:  > 10 in 1 million  (10 x 10-6)

· Total Hazard Index:  > 1.0 for TACs except lead, or > 0.5 for lead

Senate Bill (SB) 1731, enacted in 1992 and codified at Health and Safety Code Sections 44390 et seq., amended AB 2588 to include a requirement for facilities with significant risks to prepare and implement a risk reduction plan which will reduce the risk below a defined significant risk level within specified time limits. SCAQMD Rule 1402  - Control of Toxic Air Contaminants From Existing Sources, was adopted on April 8, 1994, to implement the requirements of SB 1731.

Regulation of Toxic Air Contaminants by the SCAQMD

In addition to the TAC rules adopted by SCAQMD under authority of AB 1807 and SB 1731, the SCAQMD has adopted source-specific TAC rules, based on the specific level of TAC emitted and the needs of the area.  These rules are similar to the state’s ATCMs because they are source-specific and only address emissions and risk from specific compounds and operations.  For example, new and modified sources of toxic air contaminants in the district are subject to Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants, and Rule 212 – Standards for Approving Permits.  Rule 212 requires notification of the SCAQMD’s intent to grant a permit to construct a significant project, defined as a new or modified permit unit located within 1000 feet of a school (a state law requirement under AB 3205), a new or modified permit unit posing a maximum individual cancer risk of one in one million (1 x 10-6) or greater, or a new or modified facility with criteria pollutant emissions exceeding specified daily maximums.  Distribution of notice is required to all addresses within a 1/4-mile radius from the facility or other areas deemed appropriate by the SCAQMD.  Rule 1401 regulates emissions of carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic (health effects other than cancer) air contaminants from new, modified and relocated sources by specifying maximum allowable limits for cancer risk and acute and chronic non-cancer health effects (hazard index, which is explained further below).  Perchloroethylene is currently regulated under Rule 1401 unless modification of the permit unit causes a reduction in risk or if the permit unit replaces a functionally identical permit unit

SCAQMD’s Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources implements SB 1731 by requiring risk reduction plans for those facilities exceeding any significant or action risk level as indicated in a health risk assessment approved or prepared by the SCAQMD.  Perc is also regulated under Rule 1402.

While perc is not classified as an ozone-depleting substance, nor is it considered to have global warming potential, perc is listed as a Group II exempt compound pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 102 – Definitions.  Rule 102 states that the use of Group II compounds may be restricted in the future because they are either toxic, potentially toxic or cause other environmental impacts.  Perc is listed by OEHHA as a possible human carcinogen and listed by USEPA as an intermediate possible/probable human carcinogen.  The USEPA has listed perc as a hazardous air pollution and has promulgated several National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant Standards (NESHAPs) to control the emissions of perc, including one for dry cleaners.

Rule 1421 was adopted to reflect the requirements of the state ATCM for Emissions of Perchloroethylene from Dry Cleaning Operations, and the federal NESHAPs for Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Facilities (58 FR 49354), as 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart M.  Rule 1421 was amended June 13, 1997 to incorporate changes to the NESHAPs.  The purpose of the rule is to protect public health by reducing perc emissions from dry cleaning systems to the maximum extent feasible.  

As mentioned in Chapter 2, on March 17, 2000, the Governing Board approved the final draft of “An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years.”  One of the control plan’s measures (Control Measure AT-STA–02 – Further Reductions of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Operations) calls for the promotion of non-perc alternative solvents in dry cleaning operations.  This emission reduction may also be achieved by mandating that alternative solvents be used in new equipment purchased for either a new facility or as a replacement for equipment that has reached the end of its useful life.  The proposed amendments are in response to Control Measure AT-STA-02.  

Health Effects – Cancer

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 USEPA lists perc as one of 188 Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) and controls the emissions of this chemical through several NESHAPs.  OEHHA has established unit risk factors used to determine the carcinogenic risk to nearby receptors.  While the precise carcinogenicity classification of perc has been debated within the scientific community, all major government agencies list perc as a possible or probable carcinogen.  Only one organization, a consortium of scientists and physicians funded by the dry cleaning industry, does not classify perc as a carcinogen.  Table 3-3 lists the various organizations and their current carcinogenicity classifications of perc.

Table 3-3

Local, National and International Carcinogenicity Classification of Perc

	Organization Name
	Type of Organization
	Perc Carcinogenicity Classification

	American Council of Science and Health (ACSH)
	Consortium of more than 350 scientists and physicians, funded by the dry cleaning industry (not a government agency)
	Not hazardous to humans at typical levels of use.


Table 3-3 (concluded)

Local, National and International Carcinogenicity Classification of Perc

	Organization Name
	Type of Organization
	Perc Carcinogenicity Classification

	International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC)
	Part of the World Health Organization, an international organization
	Tetrachloroethylene is listed as a probable human carcinogen (Group 2A) but from various international studies on worker exposure in dry cleaning operations, perc is possibly carcinogenic (Group 2B) to humans.

	State of California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and California Air Resources Board (CARB)
	State government agencies under California’s Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA)
	Possible human carcinogen. (risk values approved by Scientific Review Panel, body of experts established by state of California law)

	United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
	Federal government agency
	Hazardous air pollutant; intermediately classified between a probable and possible human carcinogen (Group B/C).


CARB identified perc as a TAC because “there is sufficient evidence that exposure to perc poses a public health hazard, perc is detected in ambient and indoor air and does not break down in the atmosphere at a rate that would eliminate public exposure, and perc is listed as a hazardous air pollutant by the federal government pursuant to section 7412 of Title 42 of the United States Code; therefore, pursuant to section 39655 of the California Health and Safety Code, perc is required to be identified as a toxic air contaminant.
”  After reviewing available carcinogenicity data, CARB concluded that perc is a “potential human carcinogen.”  OEHHA’s website refers to the classification of perc by IARC as “2B: The agent is possibly carcinogenic to humans,” which was the conclusion IARC made from various international studies with regards to worker exposure to perc.  OEHHA has established unit risk factor used to determine the maximum individual cancer risk of perc to nearby receptors.

The USEPA is currently reassessing the carcinogenicity classification of perc, and since a definitive assessment has not been finalized, the chemical is not classified as to its degree of carcinogenicity in the USEPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS).  IRIS, prepared and maintained by the USEPA, is an electronic data base containing information on human health effects that may result from exposure to various chemicals in the environment. IRIS was initially developed for USEPA staff in response to a growing demand for consistent information on chemical substances for use in risk assessments, decision-making and regulatory activities. The information in IRIS is intended for those without extensive training in toxicology, but with some knowledge of health sciences.   

According to the IRIS website under tetrachloroethylene, “it is essential to refer to other sources of information concerning the carcinogenicity of this substance.  If the U.S. EPA has evaluated this substance for potential human carcinogenicity, a summary of that evaluation will be contained in Section II of this file.”  No evaluation was provided in Section II.

In June 1998, the USEPA announced a proposal to intermediately classify perc as between a probable and possible human carcinogen (Group B/C).  The USEPA originally listed perc as a possible human carcinogen (Group C, cancer-causing effect) in 1985.  In 1986, new evidence prompted the EPA Human Health Assessment Group to proposed perc as a probable human carcinogen (sufficient evidence from animal studies), which was published in USEPA’s Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxic Substances (OPP) 1991 report “Cleaner Technologies Substitutes Assessment for Professional Fabricare Processes” (CTSA), USEPA 744-B98-001.  From Appendix C, page C-13 the CTSA states, “Overall Evidence: Based on these bioassay data, which show increased incidences of tumors at three different sites and in two animal species, together with its evaluation of several epidemiological studies including Ruder, et al. (1994), IARC, in 1995, classified perc as a group 2A carcinogen; (i.e., probably carcinogenic to human).  Since the mechanisms of perc carcinogenesis are not clearly understood, USEPA has considered the conclusive animal data for perc, taken as a whole, to be sufficient evidence for classifying perc as a group B2 substance (probable human carcinogen) (USEPA, 1991).”  However, the Halogenated Solvents Subcommittee of USEPA’s Science Advisory Board disagreed and instead believes that perc should be classified on a continuum between Group B and Group C until the controversy is resolved.  

The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) is part of the World Health Organization.  IARC coordinates and conducts both epidemiological and laboratory research into the causes of cancer.  IARC monitors global cancer occurrence, identifies the causes of cancer, concentrates on the interaction of carcinogens with DNA to identify stages where it may be possible to intervene in the process to prevent progression to clinical disease, and develops scientific strategies for cancer control.  The agency is involved in both epidemiological and laboratory research and disseminates scientific information through publications, meetings, courses, and fellowships.  IARC has research collaborations with scientists and with research and public health institutions in over 60 countries.  IARC conducts independent scientific evaluations of the carcinogenicity of exposures to chemical, physical and biological factors.  In their overall evaluation of perc, IARC concluded tetrachloroethylene, the product name for perc, is probably carcinogenic to humans (Group 2A) considering the following evidence: 

(i) Although tetrachloroethylene is known to induce peroxisome proliferation in mouse liver, a poor quantitative correlation was seen between peroxisome proliferation and tumor formation in the liver after administration of tetrachloroethylene by inhalation. The spectrum of mutations in proto-oncogenes in liver tumors from mice treated with tetrachloroethylene is different from that in liver tumors from mice treated with trichloroethylene. 

(ii)
The compound induced leukaemia in rats. 

(iii)
Several epidemiological studies showed elevated risks for oesophageal cancer, non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma and cervical cancer.

IARC also evaluated the proportionate mortality studies, case-control studies and four cohort studies conducted in the US, Canada, United Kingdom, Denmark and Sweden.  From those studies, IARC concluded that “dry cleaning entails exposures that are possibly carcinogenic to humans” due to the limited evidence in humans.  IARC noted a variation within individual studies and stated that conclusions depend on the nature and level of perc exposure, which varies from shop to shop and across studies of dry cleaning workers.  “There is also variation in the types of solvents used over time and across geographic regions.  These limitation notwithstanding, the epidemiological studies on dry cleaning indicate that the risks for cancers at two sites, urinary blatter and oesophagus, may be increased by employment in dry cleaning.”

Noncancer Health Risks from Toxic Air Contaminants

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 Cal-EPA OEHHA develops RELs for TACs which are health-conservative estimates of the levels of exposure at or below which health effects are not expected.  The noncancer 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).  

Perc is also listed by OEHHA as causing chronic and acute health effects.  Effects of perc on human health and the environment depend on the amount of perc present and the length and frequency of exposure.  Effects also depend on the health of a person or the condition of the environment when exposure occurs.  

The acute health effects from breathing perc for short periods of time target the nervous system, eye and respiratory system. The predominant route of exposure to the solvents used in dry cleaning is by inhalation, though skin absorption and ingestion may also occur.  Symptoms associated with inhalation exposure include: dizziness; headache; drowsiness, nausea, vomiting, irritation of respiratory tract, depression of the central nervous system, impaired memory, confusion and loss of consciousness.  Repeated dermal exposure may result in dermatitis.  Eye contact may result in temporary corneal damage.  Ingestion exposure may cause damage to the liver and kidneys, nausea, vomiting, headaches, dizziness and gastrointestinal irritation.  Target organs for chronic health effects from longer exposure periods are kidney, gastrointestinal tract, liver, and respiratory system.  Chronic effects from overexposure may include damage to kidneys, liver, lungs, blood or central nervous system.

In addition, a wide range of chemicals are used in ‘spotting’ (treatment of spots); they may include chlorinated solvents, amyl acetate, bleaching agents, acetic acid, aqueous ammonia, oxalic acid, hydrogen peroxide and dilute hydrogen fluoride solutions.

Perc Emissions Inventory

Currently, there are approximately 2,100 dry cleaning facilities (~2181 machines) in the district that emit approximately 850 tons of perc per year.  Table 3-4 provides the current unit risk factor (URF) and reference exposure level (REL) which were derived by OEHHA and are used by the SCAQMD to evaluate cancer and non-cancer risk under Rule 1401 and 1402.  URFs, RELs and the methodology to calculate cancer and non-cancer risk can be found in the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 (SCAQMD, June 2001). 

Table 3-4

Perc Cancer Risk and Non-Cancer Risk Values

	
	Unit Risk Factor
(µg/m3)-1
	REL (µg/m3)
(chronic)
	REL (µg/m3)
(acute)

	Cancer Risk
	5.9E-06
	N/A
	N/A

	Non-Cancer Risk
	N/A
	35
	20000


NOTE:  lbs = pounds

OEHHA has reassessed the methodology used in calculating cancer and non-cancer risk, and is proposing an inhalation cancer potency factor instead of a unit risk factor (URF).  An “Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines:  Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments” (OEHHA 2002) has been approved by the Scientific Review Panel at its July 26, 2002 meeting.  Release of the finalized guidance manual is expected within the next month.  The manual is a concise presentation of the health values and algorithms needed to do a Hot Spots risk assessment.  The practical application of the new approach is that the calculated risk from dry cleaners (and all facilities) whose emissions follow the inhalation pathway, would be greater by about 30 percent.

· The calculated risk from the inhalation pathway would be greater by about 30 percent.

· Risks from the other pathways may be greater or less than currently calculated.

· More options and more information are going to be available to SCAQMD and dry cleaning facilities.

When that methodology is approved, the SCAQMD will update the methodology procedure and the screening tables SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 (SCAQMD, June 2001).

The current usage of perc from existing dry cleaning operations is estimated to be 850 tons per year of TAC emissions.  In order to estimate current perc emissions in the district, the SCAQMD tested 20 perc machines with primary and secondary control.  The SCAQMD studied purchase records and waste manifest records from each facility and verified the data with perc suppliers and waste recyclers.  The perc consumption by an individual dry cleaner ranges from 20 to 245 gallons per year, but the average usage is approximately 96 gallons per year (eight gallons per month).  The percent of perc emitted from the perc machine is 15 to 92 percent by weight and the average is approximately 50 percent.  For a more detailed discussion of the above source test sampling data, the calculation methodology and the actual sampling data refer to Appendix D.

hazards and hazardous materials

Perchloroethylene Used In Dry Cleaning Facility

Perchloroethylene, whose product name is tetrachloroethylene, is a chlorinated aliphatic hydrocarbon compound containing a double bond. At room temperature, Perchloroethylene is a nonflammable, colorless, dense liquid with a mildy sweet, chloroform-like odor.  It is relatively insoluble in water, but miscible in alcohol, ether, chloroform, and benzene.  Perc is available in many forms, from worm pills to dry-cleaning grades containing various stabilizers.  A majority of dry cleaning facilities in the district use perc in their dry cleaning operations.  Perc is harmful if swallowed or inhaled.  Exposure to perc can occur in the workplace or in the environment following releases to the air.  Exposure can also occur when people use products containing perc, spend time in dry cleaning facilities that use perc, live above or adjacent to dry cleaning facilities or bring dry cleaned garments into their home.  Perc enters the body when breathed in with contaminated air and less likely to be absorbed through skin contact.  Once in the body, perc can remain, stored in fat tissue.  

A number of physical or chemical properties may cause a substance to be hazardous, including toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, and reactivity.  Based on a hazard rating from 0 to 4 (0 = no hazard; 4 = extreme hazard) located on the Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for perc, health is rated 3 (severe, cancer causing), contact is rated 3 (severe, life), flammability is rated 0 (none) and reactivity is rated 0 (none).  Perc or its vapors in contact with flames or hot glowing surfaces may form corrosive acid fumes and therefore is recommended to keep perc away from heat, sparks and flame.  The boiling point for perc is 250 degrees Fahrenheit and the vapor pressure is 0.25 psi.  A closed perc container exposed to heat may explode, however it is considered an unusual fire and explosion hazard.  Firefighters are instructed to use water to keep fire-exposed containers of perc cool and to move the containers from a fire area if it can be done without risk.  According to the MSDS, some toxic gases which may be produced if perc is exposed to fire are hydrogen chloride, phosgene, carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide.

The use, storage and transport of hazardous materials are subject to numerous laws and regulations at all levels of government. The most relevant existing hazardous materials laws and regulations include hazardous materials management planning, hazardous materials transportation, hazardous materials worker safety requirements, hazardous waste handling requirements and emergency response to hazardous materials and waste incidents.  Potential risk of upset is a factor in the production, use, storage and transportation of hazardous materials.  Risk of upset concerns are related to the risks of explosions or the release of hazardous substances in the event of an accident or upset conditions.

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.  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, Title III) impose similar requirements.  These requirements are enforced by the California Office of Emergency Services.

The Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 1985 (Business Plan Act) requires that any business or government agency that handles hazardous materials prepare a business plan, which must include the following (HSC, Section 25504):

· details, including floor plans, of the facility and business conducted at the site;

· an inventory of hazardous materials that are handled or stored on the site;

· an emergency response plan; and

· a training program in safety procedures and emergency response for new employees, and an annual refresher course in the same topics for all employees.

Hazardous Materials Transportation

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

Every package type used by a hazardous materials shipper must undergo tests which imitate some of the possible rigors of travel.  While not every package must be put through every test, most packages must be able to meet the following generic test criteria:  the ability to be (a) kept under running water for one-half hour without leaking; (b) dropped, fully loaded, onto a concrete floor; (c) compressed from both sides for a period of time; (d) subjected to low and high pressure; and (e) frozen and heated alternately.

Common carriers are licensed by the California Highway Patrol (CHP) pursuant to the California Vehicle Code, §32000, which 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 federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, the USEPA set 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 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 CHP and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

CHP enforces hazardous materials and hazardous waste labeling and packing regulations that prevent 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 CHP, which 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 as well as communicating hazard information related to hazardous substances and their handling.  The hazard communication program also requires that Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) 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 methods in the safe handling of hazardous materials, an explanation of MSDSs, 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.  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 eye washes, must also be kept in accessible places.  Compliance with these regulations reduces the risk of accidents, worker health effects, and emissions.

National Fire Codes (NFC), Title 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 RCRA created a major new federal hazardous waste regulatory program that is administered by the USEPA.  Under RCRA, USEPA regulates the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste from “cradle to grave.”

RCRA was amended in 1984 by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act (HSWA), which affirmed and extended the “cradle-to-grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes.  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 federal RCRA requirements.  USEPA 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 20-30 more common materials that may be hazardous; establish criteria for identifying, packaging and labeling hazardous wastes; 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 the state Office of Emergency Services (OES), which coordinates the responses of other agencies including EPA, CHP, the Department of Fish and Game, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and local fire departments.  (See California Government Code, Section 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.
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Introduction

The CEQA Guidelines require environmental documents to identify significant environmental effects that may result from a proposed project, including those which cannot be avoided through mitigation [CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(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 adverse 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 §15126.4].

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 revised Draft EA analyzes impacts on a regional level and impacts on the affected dry cleaning industry where feasible or specific information is available.

POTENTIAL environmental impacts and mitigation measures

The categories of environmental impacts to be analyzed 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 17 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 A).  Of the 17 potential environmental impact categories, only two (air quality and hazards) were identified as being potentially adversely affected by the proposed project if not mitigated.  Two comment letters were received on the Initial Study and responses to the comment letters can be found in Appendix C.

The SCAQMD received some comments on the December 19, 2001 Draft EA for the proposed project suggesting that implementing PAR 1421 could generate significant adverse solid/hazardous waste, hydrology/water quality, and energy impacts.  These three environmental topics were further evaluated and, consistent with the conclusion in the December 19, 2001 Draft EA, it was concluded that implementing PAR 1421 would not adversely affect these three environmental areas.  No comments were received on the Initial Study identifying any other environmental areas that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.

The analysis of potential adverse air quality and hazard impacts incorporates a “worst-case” approach.  This approach entails the premise that whenever the analysis requires that assumptions be made, those assumptions that result in the greatest adverse impacts are typically chosen.  This method ensures that all potential effects of the proposed project are documented for the decision-makers and the public.  Accordingly, the following analyses use a conservative “worst-case” approach for analyzing the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project.

Air Quality

There are approximately 2,100 permitted perc dry cleaning facilities in the district (~2181 machines) that emit approximately 850 tons per year of perc.  The proposed amended rule would require all of these facilities to phase out the use of perc over the next 17 years significantly reducing emissions of, and exposures to, this harmful contaminant in order to reduce risk to the maximum extent feasible.  Phasing out perc usage at dry cleaning facilities will eliminate perc emissions from these operations as well as eliminating the health effects associated with perc.

Eliminating perc in dry cleaning systems will increase use of alternate dry cleaning methods, including the use of solvent cleaning technologies, which have the potential increasing emissions of air pollutants that could cause or contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality standard.  This is particularly true under a “worst-case” scenario in which all existing perc cleaners switch to hydrocarbon machines.  Dry cleaners, however, will most likely adopt the system that exhibits the best balance between equipment cost, cycle time and effectiveness.  As a result, the air quality analyses in the sections below will likely overestimate actual air quality impacts from the proposed project.

Significance Criteria

The proposed project will be considered to have significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the thresholds in Table 4-1 are equaled or exceeded.  In source receptor areas that are in attainment for both the state and national ambient air quality standard for the pollutant, instead of using the change in concentration thresholds shown in Table 4-1, air quality impacts for that pollutant will be considered significant if emissions cause or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable ambient air quality standard.

Table 4-1

SCAQMD 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

	NO2
	1-hour average

annual average
	500 ug/m3 = 0.25 ppm
100 ug/m3 = 0.053 ppm

	PM10
	24-hour average

annual geometric average
	2.5 ug/m3
1.0 ug/m3

	Sulfate
	24-hour average
	25 ug/m3

	CO
	1-hour average

8-hour average
	1.1 mg/m3 = 1.0 ppm

0.50 mg/m3= 0.45 ppm


ug/m3 = microgram per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million; mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter
SRAs = Source Receptor areas

Construction Emissions

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT: The proposed amendments will require installation of non-perc dry cleaning equipment when the existing perc equipment ends its useful life, which is considered 15 years according to the dry cleaning industry and representatives of the industry.  Owners or operators of affected facilities could install new perc equipment with primary and secondary control up to July 1, 2004, but would need to replace that equipment by July 1, 2019 when the equipment has operated for 15 years.  Since affected facilities would only be installing alternative dry cleaning equipment at the end of the useful life of their perc equipment, when they would normally be expected to replace equipment, no additional construction emissions, above what is already expected from facilities during normal replacement, are expected as a result of complying with the proposed requirements.  Although no adverse air quality impact is expected, minor construction activity could result from upgrades at a dry cleaning facility to comply with safety regulations designed to prevent fires or a risk of upset.  Examples of such upgrades include the installation of sprinklers, vents, fire walls, alarms, etc.

The non-perc dry cleaning technology is not expected to differ in construction emissions from perc dry cleaning technology because the equipment is approximately the same in size and space needed to install within the facility.  Either type of equipment should require one truck trip to deliver, and the number of construction workers necessary to install either type of equipment is expected to be the same.  As already noted, this truck trip would have occurred even in the absence of PAR 1421 because the existing perc machine would be at the end of its useful life and would need to be replaced anyway.

The proposed project will not alter or increase the construction emissions from new facilities, nor will the proposed project provide an incentive to construct new dry cleaning facilities.  For a new dry cleaning facility, the proposed project would likely be required to undergo a siting review and approval by the local cities or counties and thus would likely be subject to a CEQA analysis by the public agency with general land use authority, i.e., city or county.  Public disclosure of impacts generated by a proposed facility (including construction air quality impacts), mitigation measures and project alternatives, if required, would be addressed at that time.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  No mitigation required.

Operational Emissions 

As a TAC, perc emissions create impacts to localized receptors in the vicinity of the dry cleaning operation.  The objective of the proposed project is to lower both cancer and possible non-cancer adverse health risks from exposure to perc emissions. Limiting or eliminating perc emissions will result in substantial air quality and health benefits to residents and businesses near dry cleaners.  The benefit of full implementation of PAR 1421 is the decrease of perc emissions by 850 tons per year, which is expected to reduce cancer risk as well as chronic and acute health effects of residents in the district.  Refer to Appendix D for the method of determining the current perc emissions from existing dry cleaning facilities and Chapter 3 – Existing Setting (under ‘Non-Criteria Pollutants’) for a summary of the results of the study.  PAR 1421 is consistent with SCAQMD’s policy outlined in the “Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years” to reduce toxic air contaminants.  

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  Alternative technologies to perc dry cleaning equipment currently available include: wet cleaning, CO2 cleaning, hydrocarbon-based alternative solvents such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon or substituted aliphatic glycol ether, and exempt VOC alternative cleaners such as volatile methylated siloxanes (VMS).  VMS is exempt from the definition of a VOC, but is classified as a Group II exempt compound because it may be a toxic air contaminant, stratospheric ozone depleter, or a greenhouse gas.  It is currently undergoing toxicity testing.  Testing by the manufacturer on VMS indicates minimal toxicity with most categories reporting no significant toxic responses.  

While there are various compliance options, hydrocarbon cleaning equipment currently tends to be the preferred choice of alternative technology.  The choice of a hydrocarbon-based cleaner such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon or substituted aliphatic glycol ether would result in an increase in VOC emissions in the district.  The amount of increase is dependent upon the number of facilities that choose this alternative, the type of solvent chosen, such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon or substituted aliphatic glycol ether, the amount of solvent used and the emission rate from the replacement machines.  

In response to concerns from the industry regarding the level of VOC emissions from hydrocarbon equipment, SCAQMD staff conducted a sampling of hydrocarbon machines using standard sampling and data collection techniques, and standard laboratory procedures. Actual solvent usage was obtained from the purchase records and waste manifests from nine dry cleaner facilities.  Much of the data was verified from solvent suppliers and waste recyclers.  The average hydrocarbon emission was used in the VOC emissions calculations shown in Table 4-2.  A more detailed discussion of the source test sampling, calculation methodology, and actual data can be found in Appendix D.

The maximum potential solvent usage is the typical maximum solvent usage limited on a facility’s air quality permit, although the actual limits on hydrocarbon machines are determined on a case-to-case basis.  The amount of 22.5 gallons per month of hydrocarbon solvent was used to reflect a typical dry cleaner’s maximum potential usage although industry records show a much lower actual usage.

The potential increase of VOC emissions from solvent cleaning machines is based on a “worst-case” analysis, which means all 2181 permitted dry cleaning equipment would switch to solvent cleaning and use the solvent with the highest VOC content, substituted aliphatic glycol ether, which has a VOC content of 7.3 pounds per gallon.  Depending upon how much solvent and which solvent is used, VOCs emissions in the district could increase upwards to 2.8 tons per day (~5,536 pounds per day) at the full implementation of the rule proposal.  This estimate is based upon an assumption using maximum potential solvent usage and the highest VOC concentration on each machine at each cleaner.  Information obtained by the SCAQMD during the aforementioned sampling (see Appendix D), however, indicates that estimated actual average solvent usage is likely to be far less.  Using this estimated “actual” average usage information and the most popular solvent, it is estimated that an actual increase in VOCs would be approximately 0.57 ton per day (~1,143 pounds per day).  In either case, the potential VOC emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s regional mass daily significance threshold of 55 pounds of VOC per day if not mitigated, at least in part.  

Because affected facilities have other compliance options to choose from, actual environmental impacts are expected to be less.  Refer to Table 4-2 for a listing of the variables used in the calculation, as well as the methodology used, to determine the range of potential daily VOC emission increases from the proposed project if all drycleaners switched to two known solvents as their non-perc alternative.  VOCs contribute to ozone formation and the SCAQMD is currently mandated by state and federal law to develop an AQMP that demonstrates attainment of all state and federal ambient air quality standards.  Demonstrating attainment requires including control measures aimed at reducing ozone precursors (VOCs and NOx).

Table 4-2

Range of Potential Daily VOC Emissions from All Facilities Converting to 
Hydrocarbon Solvents, Actual to Maximum Potential by Year 2019

	HYDROCARBON SOLVENT OPTIONS

	All Affected Equipment
	Solvent Usage (gal/month)
	Operation (days/month) #
	VOC Content synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon (lbs/gal)
	VOC Content substituted aliphatic glycol ether (lbs/gal)
	VOC Emissions
	Potential VOC  Emissions (lbs/day)

	2181
	22.5
(maximum potential)
	22
	6.4 
	7.3
	34%
	4,854 – 5,536*
(2.4 – 2.8 tons/day)

	2181
	5.3
(actual)
	22
	6.4
	7.3
	34%
	1,143 – 1,304**
(0.57 – 0.65 ton/day)


NOTE:  lbs = pounds; gal = gallon

#This calculation assumes an operating schedule of 5 days per week, 52 weeks/year.  (5 days/week x 52 weeks/year)/12 months/year= 22 days/month;

*6.4 lbs/gal x 22.5 gallon/month / (22 days/month) x 2181 machines x 34% emitted = 4,854 lbs per day;

   7.3 lbs/gal x 22.5 gallon/month / (22 days/month) x 2181 machines x 34% emitted = 5,536 lbs per day

** 6.4 lbs/gal x 5.3 gallon/month / (22 days/month) x 2181 machines x 34% emitted = 1,143 lbs per day; 

     7.3 lbs/gal x 5.3 gallon/month / (22 days/month) x 2181 machines x 34% emitted = 1,304 lbs per day

Although the above air quality analysis provides a range of potential VOC emission increases based on estimated actual average solvent usage to maximum potential solvent usage, it should be noted that the analysis is a conservative, “worst-case” analysis for other reasons.  It is unlikely, for instance, that all perc dry cleaning facilities would switch to hydrocarbon technologies, or would use the solvent with the highest VOC content, or would use the maximum potential solvent amount permitted.  The solvent with the highest VOC content has not been the most popular solvent of choice.  The synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon (DF-2000) is currently the most commonly used solvent in hydrocarbon machines in the district and the VOC content of the synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon is 6.4 pounds per gallon.  Staff is not aware of any facility in the district using the substituted aliphatic glycol ether, which has a VOC content of 7.3 pounds per gallon.  In addition, as technology improves over the years, the hydrocarbon equipment will be more efficient and emit less into the atmosphere, thus, reducing VOC emissions.  However, in the meantime, there is a potential increase of VOC emissions from hydrocarbon technology installed and operated to comply with the proposed project.  

The VOC emissions increase gradually over time and the above VOC emission increases will occur at full implementation of the rule proposal by year 2019.  At that time, the Basin should be in attainment with the federal standards and thus, overall VOC emissions should be reduced.  Table 4-3 provides a range of daily VOC emissions depending upon the hydrocarbon solvent used and the amount used at various years before full implementation of the proposed rule by year 2019.  The dates were chosen because they demonstrate the progress of the rule proposal and attainment with federal standards.

Table 4-3

Gradual Potential Increase in VOC Emissions Over The Years Before Full Implementation

	Year
	# of Estimated Solvent Machines In Operation
	VOC Content #1 synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon (lbs/gal)
	VOC Content #2 substituted aliphatic glycol ether (lbs/gal)
	Estimated Actual Average Solvent Usage
(gallon/
month)
	Daily VOC Emissions (lbs/day)*
	Maximum Potential Average Solvent Usage
(gallon/
month)
	Daily VOC Emissions (lbs/day)**

	2004
	192
	6.4 
	7.3
	5.3 
	101 – 115
(0.05 – 0.06 tons/day)
	22.5
	427 – 487
(0.21 – 0.24 tons/day)

	2006
	432
	6.4
	7.3
	5.3 
	226 – 258
(0.11 – 0.13 tons/day)
	22.5
	961-1,097
(0.48 – 0.55 tons/day)

	2010
	1005
	6.4
	7.3
	5.3 
	527 – 601
(0.26 – 0.3 tons/day)
	22.5
	2,237-2,551
(1.1 – 1.3 tons/day)

	2019
	2181
	6.4
	7.3
	5.3 
	1,143 – 1,304
(0.57 – 0.65 tons/day)
	22.5
	4,854-5,536
(2.4 – 2.8 tons/day)


	*This calculation assumes an operating schedule of 5 days per week, 52 weeks/year.  (5 days/week x 52 weeks/year)/12 months/year= 22 days/month;

(# of  machines x VOC content #1 x percent VOC emitted x actual usage) / (days of operation per month) = daily VOC emissions

For Example:  (192 machines x 6.4 lbs/gal x 0.34 x 5.3 gal/month) / (22 days/month) = 101 lbs/day; 

(# of  machines x VOC content #2 x percent VOC emitted x actual usage) / (days of operation per month) = daily VOC emissions

For Example: (192 machines x 7.3 lbs/gal x 0.34 x 5.3 gal/month) / (22 days/month) = 115 lbs/day



	**This calculation assumes an operating schedule of 5 days per week, 52 weeks/year.  (5 days/week x 52 weeks/year)/12 months/year= 22 days/month;

(# of  machines x VOC content #1 x percent VOC emitted x maximum potential  usage) / (days of operation per month) = daily VOC emissions

For Example:  (192 machines x 6.4 lbs/gal x 0.34 x 22.5 gal/month) / (22 days/month) = 427 lbs/day; 

(# of  machines x VOC content #2 x percent VOC emitted x maximum potential  usage) / (days of operation per month) = daily VOC emissions

For Example: (192 machines x 7.3 lbs/gal x 0.34 x 22.5 gal/month) / (22 days/month) = 487 lbs/day


An increase in mobile source emissions from delivery trucks is not expected because the trucks needed to deliver the new solvents for hydrocarbon dry cleaning equipment should not substantially change from the current number of delivery trips of perc.  Recent SCAQMD studies reflected a lower amount of solvent consumption, 30 to 140 gallons per year compared to the perc usage from 20 to 245 gallons per year.  Because customer behavior to dry clean clothes is not expected to be altered by the cleaning method, dry cleaning facilities are not expected to substantially change the amount of laundry being cleaned as a result of the proposed project.  The same holds true for waste disposal trucks.  The amount of sludge will not significantly change between perc machines and hydrocarbon machines because the level of dirt, lint and detergent on clothes constituting the sludge will not be altered by the cleaning method.  Therefore, no additional emissions will expected from delivery trucks or waste recyclers.

Other alternative dry cleaning technologies do not create any known air quality impacts.  To the extent PAR 1421 increases VOC emissions, it will not create localized impacts because VOC is an ozone precursor and ozone is considered a regional pollutant.  Wet cleaning equipment does not create any adverse air quality impacts and does not require an air quality permit.  Like wet cleaning, operations using liquid CO2 would not be subject to Rule 1421 or Rule 1102, assuming the detergents and additives used in the operations contained less than 50 grams per liter of VOC.  Additionally, these machines would not require a SCAQMD Permit to Operate.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION: The analysis is conservative and “worst-case” because it is unlikely that all perc dry cleaning facilities would switch to hydrocarbon technologies and actual average solvent usage is much lower.  Current and future AQMP control measures, compliance with Regulation XIII – New Source Review, BACT requirements, Regulation XIV – Toxics and Other Non- Criteria Pollutants, and strict local regulation and restrictions will assist in reducing the potential increase in VOC emissions.  For example, additional VOC emission reductions may occur when owners or operators of affected facilities voluntarily take permit caps on their solvent usage and they comply with BACT on their technology of choice at the time of permitting.  To avoid having to offset emission increases through purchases of costly emission reduction credits, facilities in the past have voluntarily taken a permit cap.  Solvent machines with potential VOC emissions over one pound per day require a permit and compliance with BACT requirements.  In addition, the SCAQMD, along with Cal EPA and CARB, provides educational outreach to the industry and available to the public in the form of a self-inspection handbook.  The handbook is designed to help understand air pollution control laws dealing with the dry cleaning industry and its operations.  It reminds industry that perc is toxic, provides reaction to the exposure of perc at various concentrations, and reminds the owner/operator of the equipment to check for leaks, fix problems, and store the solvent properly.  

While there is no enforceable mitigation measure to directly offset or reduce the VOC emissions generated by the increased operation of hydrocarbon equipment, the SCAQMD will still attain the goal of ozone reduction, maintain consistency with the AQMP, and demonstrate compliance with federal and state ambient air quality standards.  In recognition of the fact that some industries might convert to VOC emitting technologies in an effort to move away from ozone depleting compound (ODC) emitting technologies, the 1997 AQMP set aside 9.35 to 11.29 tons per day of VOC increases between the years 2000 to 2010 for ODC conversions (1997 AQMP, Appendix III, Table 2-10B) to compounds with potentially higher VOC levels.  This amount was budgeted into the AQMP in order to plan for future compliance with the federal and state ozone standards.  The AQMP will achieve ozone attainment with federal standards by year 2010 even when accounting for these set aside VOC emission increases.  To date, approximately half a ton per day of VOC increases are attributable to ODC conversions.  Thus, there are plenty of remaining emissions set aside in the inventory to use to mitigate VOC increases from toxic to VOC materials, such as is the potential under PAR 1421.  VOC increases will be tracked through the permitting process and taken into account in the emissions inventory.  The AQMP will reflect the latest accounting of the emissions inventory and take specifically into account toxic conversions.  

Remaining Air Quality Impacts: The air quality analysis concluded that significant adverse air quality impacts could be created by the proposed amendments.  Because the mitigation measure listed above will not directly reduce the increased VOC emissions, the air quality impacts remain significant.

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS:  The preceding analysis concluded no additional construction activities are anticipated beyond what would be expected when dry cleaning facilities normally replace their equipment.  Consequently, no cumulative construction air quality impacts are anticipated from implementing PAR 1421.

PAR 1421 is not expected to create significant adverse toxic air contaminant impact to air quality, but rather will provide a toxic air quality benefit by reducing perc emissions and the health impacts associated with exposure to perc.  One effect of analyzing potential impacts from PAR 1421 is a revision to the perc emission factor per gallon of perc used when permitting new, modified, or relocated equipment.  The perc emission factor per gallon of perc used has been revised from 15 percent to 50 percent.  It should be noted that using the 50 percent fugitive perc factor will require modifying Table – 1B in the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures for Rule 1401 and 212.  Modifying Table –1B would likely result in additional perc emission reductions in the future because it likely that few new, modified, or relocated perc dry cleaning machines would pass the Rule 1401 screening during permit processing.  Replaced dry cleaning equipment, provided there is no increase in any toxic air contaminants, are exempt from the requirements of Rule 1401 and therefore, the risk from these machines will not change.

Similarly, if fewer new, modified, or relocated perc dry cleaning equipment is permitted in the future, it is expected that there would be a potential increase of VOC emissions from hydrocarbon technology installed and operated to comply with the proposed project.  Cumulative air quality impacts from the proposed amendments and all other AQMP control measures considered together, however, are not expected to be significant because implementation of all AQMP control measures is expected to result in net emission reductions and overall air quality improvement.  This determination is consistent with the conclusion in the 1997 AQMP EIR that cumulative air quality impacts from all AQMP control measures are not expected to be significant (SCAQMD, 1997).  Indeed, air quality modeling performed for the 1997 AQMP indicated that the Basin would achieve all federal ambient air quality standards by the year 2010 (SCAQMD, 1997).  Also, the SCAQMD is currently working on the 2002 AQMP in which future VOC emission increases from the proposed project will be accounted for in the emissions inventory.  Future VOC control measures will assist in achieving the goal of ozone attainment by 2010.  

CUMULATIVE MITIGATION:  No mitigation required because existing rules and regulations, as well as implementation of current and future AQMP control measures will result in an overall improvement in air quality.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Significance Criteria

The hazards impacts will be considered significant if any of the following criteria are met:

· The project results in a substantial number of people being exposed to a substance causing irritation.

· The project results in one or more people being exposed to a substance causing serious injury or death.

· The project creates substantial human exposure to a hazardous chemical.

· Increase fire hazard in areas with flammable materials. 

Flammability and Fire Hazards

PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS:  Perc is considered to be a nonflammable solvent.  Some replacement solvents are more flammable than perc. Therefore, by phasing out perc, PAR 1421 could result in the increased use of flammable materials, such as some of the hydrocarbon solvents.  Thus, there could be a potentially significant increase in fire hazards at affected facilities or an increase in the probability of a release of flammable materials into the environment in the event of an accidental release during transport.  The replacement solvents will, however, be used in equipment that has been designed to comply with stringent flammability standards.  Wet cleaning is a water-based system, is not flammable and is not considered further in this analysis.  Likewise, CO2 is not flammable.

Historically perc has been used in the dry cleaning industry because it is effective and non-flammable.  Before perc, the dry cleaning industry has used a variety of petroleum solvents such as Stoddard, 140F, and LPA-142 for use in dry cleaning operations.  Because these substances are highly flammable VOCs, the dry cleaning industry has been motivated to develop solvents that have fewer or less severe physical or chemical properties. 

With the development of closed-loop technology, a new generation of solvents has been developed.  These newer hydrocarbon solvents, including synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon, VMS (decamethylcyclopentasiloxane) and substituted aliphatic glycol ether, may have greater hazardous physical or chemical properties (e.g., higher flashpoint, autoignition temperature, etc.) than perc (Table 4-4).  The newer hydrocarbon alternatives are regulated as Class III combustible liquids according to the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) ratings.  Perc is non-combustible.  

Table 4-4

Comparison of Physical and Chemical Characteristics of 
Alternative Dry Cleaning Technologies

	
	S O L V E N T   C L E A N I N G

	Hazard Characteristic
	synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon
	decamethylcycl-opentasiloxane
	substituted aliphatic glycol ether
	CO2
	Wet Cleaning

	Flashpoint
	145oF
	170oF
	>200oF
	N/A
	N/A

	Flammable Limits
	
	
	
	
	

	   LEL
	1.3
	0.7
	0.7
	1.7
	N/A

	   UEL
	8.8
	Unknown
	7.0
	6.7
	N/A

	Autoignition Temperature
	640oF
	738oF
	451oF
	>700oF
	N/A

	NFPA*
	
	
	
	
	

	   Health
	1
	0
	1
	2
	-

	   Flammability
	2
	2
	2
	1
	-

	   Reactivity
	0
	0
	0
	0
	-

	HMIS**
	
	
	
	
	

	   Health
	1
	0
	1
	-
	-

	   Flammability
	2
	2
	2
	-
	-

	   Reactivity
	0
	0
	0
	-
	-


* National Fire Protection Association
**  Hazardous Materials Identification System
0 = minimal; 1= slight; 2 = moderate; 3= serious; 4 = severe
LEL = lower explosive limit
UEL = upper explosive limit

NFPA regulations require closed-loop machines using solvent that are combustible to be equipped with either a fire suppressant or prevention system.  A fire suppressant system injects an inert gas (e.g. nitrogen or argon) to displace available oxygen to keep the concentration of oxygen present below eight percent by volume.  The timing of the inert gas injection depends on the solvent used in the machine and is linked to a percentage of the solvent’s assigned lower explosive limit (LEL).  The LEL of a substance is the minimum concentration of gas or vapor in air below which the substance will not burn when exposed to a source of ignition.  This concentration is usually expressed in percent by volume.  Below this concentration, the mixture is too “lean” to burn or explode.  The upper explosive limit (UEL) of a substance is the maximum concentration of gas or vapor above which the substance will not burn when exposed to a source of ignition.  Above this concentration, the mixture is too “rich” to burn or explode.  Some closed-loop machines are equipped with a fire prevention system that maintains the operating equipment under a vacuum to remove oxygen so that its concentration is maintained below eight percent by volume to eliminate a condition that could result in fire or an explosion.  

Three local distributors of solvent machines agreed that flammability is not a problem with the hydrocarbon machines they sell because all four elements needed for flammability (solvent, flash point temperature, oxygen, and a flame or source of ignition) will never be together.  As noted above, the oxygen is removed and the temperature is lowered before the door is opened when oxygen enters the chamber.   Also, the solvent will never reach 143, 147 or 170 degrees Fahrenheit, which are the flash points of the HC-DCF, DF 2000 and Green EarthTM solvents, respectively.  The distributors have had no flammability problems in the past with their hydrocarbon machines, along with no leaks or odor issues.

One known incident of a fire at a dry cleaning facility using a hydrocarbon machine in the San Fernando Valley has been reported.  According to the Los Angeles Fire Department’s Arson Investigation Report (INCNR: #257, LAFD#2001080110), “sparks came from the front of the building.”  Another witness “observed fire inside the front of the cleaners” and “clothes on the upper conveyor hanging above the front entry appeared to be on fire.”  Because the dry cleaning equipment was located in the back of the building, it is not likely the petroleum solvent dry cleaning equipment was the cause of the fire.  The LAFD concluded the fire was “most probably an electrical malfunction in the area of origin.”

The proposed amendments would not affect equipment fire suppressant or prevention system specifications.  Equipment would continue to comply with NFPA requirements.  Neither would the proposed project interfere with or alter local governments’ and fire departments’ approval process for installing and operating dry cleaning machines.  Local fire departments regularly inspect dry cleaning facilities before and during operation to ensure the equipment and cleaning process complies with the fire codes and regulations. City, county and regulatory agencies usually adopt the Uniform Fire Code, which outline these fire codes.  For example, according to Section 3602.4.3 (Article 36 – Dry Cleaning of the 1997 UFC), “dispensing of flammable or combustible liquids for spotting operations shall be from approved containers.  The amount of flammable and combustible liquid solvents at each workstation shall not exceed 1 gallon.”  Facilities are required to make design or process changes to satisfy the local fire prevention authorities before operating. The more significant design requirements of the UFC include the following:

· Operating temperature limits with visual and audible alarms;

· Room occupancy (design) requirements;

· Fire sprinkler systems for dry cleaning facilities;

· Remote location of boilers with open flame heating, and four-hour fire resistance  separating wall; 

· Room ventilation of one cubic foot per square foot of floor area;

· Emergency relief ventilation for solvent tanks and containers;

· Pressure relief devices for pressure operated filters; 

· Explosion-proof electrical wiring, controls, and motors; and

· Bonding and grounding of system components.

Because perchloroethylene is not flammable, perchloroethylene machines are not designed for combustion control.  It is therefore imperative that any new installation of alternative technologies include the installation of all required safety devices and adaptations necessary to ensure both fire prevention (e.g., nitrogen blanketing, oxygen monitoring, temperature limits) and fire protection (internal sprinklers, pressure vents, explosion-proof motors, air-purge devices, etc.).  The proposed amended rule does not require the use of petroleum solvents in dry cleaning operations.  Even so, the safety controls on a number of perc alternative dry cleaning machines are designed for operation with hydrocarbon solvents with a flash point and an LEL at safe parameters and one type of machine can operate without the necessity of nitrogen interjection, temperature limitation or vacuum drying.  

Seventy-one dry cleaning facilities in the district have already converted and are successfully operating hydrocarbon solvent technology.  The likelihood of requiring sprinkler systems and firewalls are dependent on the local permitting authority. For example, the Los Angeles Fire Department permits dry cleaners on a case-by-case basis.  They require that the equipment be listed by a recognized testing laboratory.  To obtain a permit in the City of Los Angeles, a dry cleaner must comply with Division 70 of the Los Angeles Fire Code.  The Los Angeles Fire Code allows Class IIIA dry cleaning plants and associated operations to be separated from other occupancies by two-hour fire-resistive occupancy separations when the total quantities of Class IIIA liquids within the building does not exceed 1,320 gallons and the capacity of individual containers or tanks within the building does not exceed 330 gallons.  It is very unlikely that such quantities wil be on site, except for a few very large commercial operations.  A four-hour fire-resistive occupancy separation is required for quantities exceeding those amounts.  Dry cleaning rooms containing Class II (perc) or Class IIIA solvents shall be separated from other uses including solvent storage, offices, laundering, scouring, scrubbing, pressing and ironing operations by not less than two-hour fire-resistive occupancy separations.  The Los Angeles Fire Department also approves dry cleaning equipment based on “alternate methods of compliance.”  For example, Class IIIA hydrocarbon dry cleaning machines with a total aggregate quantity of Class IIIA solvent not exceeding 330 gallons, and with the appropriate safeguards to ensure that the solvent never exceeds it’s flash point (such as temperature controls), would typically be approved, based on Article 36 of the 1997 Uniform Fire Code.  Such installation would not be required to have firewalls or automatic sprinkler systems installed.  DF 2000, HC-DCF and Green Earth™ are considered to be Class IIIA solvents.

Industry representatives have raised concerns on the potential flammability of hydrocarbon emissions emanating from petroleum solvent machines.  In response to these concerns, AQMD staff visited three dry cleaning shops operating five DF2000 petroleum solvent machines in June 2002.  The object of these visits was to measure hydrocarbon emissions within the shop utilizing a calibrated organic vapor analyzer (Foxboro Century OVA-108).  For all three shops the measurements typically ranged from 10 to 30 parts per million (ppm) [based on distances ranging from 20 feet from the machine up to the machine’s flanges, valves, seals, and filters].  During the visit one shop was experiencing a major breakdown resulting in a significant leak.  The hydrocarbon leakage caused by the breakdown was measured to be a maximum of 250 ppm.  It should be noted that the 250-ppm concentration is less than four percent of the lower explosive limit for hydrocarbons from typical petroleum solvent formulations.

In conclusion, compliance with NFPA standards, which are established, enforceable regulations, and compliance with fire prevention, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, will reduce the potential fire hazards associated with flammable solvents to a less than significant impact.  

PROJECT SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  None required.  

Risk of Upset – Properties of CO2 Equipment
PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS:  The CO2 machines pressurize the liquid carbon dioxide gas in a drum between 700 and 800 pounds per square inch (psi).  The potential danger of explosion is minimal particularly when comparing pressure with similar products found in residential or commercial facilities.  For example, a refrigerator is at 350 psi pressure, a fire extinguisher is at 800 psi, and a home oxygen tank is at 2,400 psi.  CO2 has no flash point and is not flammable.  In addition, compliance with American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) ensures safety standards and strict enforcement of mechanical performance regulations, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, should eliminate the danger of explosion and provide a safe environment for workers and customers.  One CO2 machine manufacturer stated that his facility is regularly inspected by ASME inspectors to the machines meet the established standards and regulations.  

In conclusion, compliance with ASME standards, which are established, enforceable regulations, and compliance with mechanical performance regulations, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, will reduce the potential explosive properties related to CO2 equipment to a less than significant impact.  

PROJECT SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  None required.  

Transport of Hazardous Materials

PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS:  Dry cleaning facilities are not expected to increase or decrease the amount of laundry being cleaned as a result of the proposed project.  Therefore, the number of trucks needed to deliver the new solvents for hydrocarbon dry cleaning equipment should not significantly change from the current number of delivery trips of perc.  There is no regular delivery necessary for wet cleaning equipment since water is used to clean the garments and CO2 machines use approximately one quart per week of CO2, which is non-hazardous.  Therefore deliveries of CO2 should not occur as often as for perc or hydrocarbon solvents.  Thus, there would generally be little or no net change in the probability of accidental releases of solvent materials compared to perc.

The consequences of an accidental spill involving perc is pooling and evaporation of a toxic into the atmosphere.  Inhalation of perc is the most significant route of exposure.  Perc is easily absorbed from the lung following inhalation exposure.  Acute (short-term) exposure to very high levels of perc in humans has caused death.  Effects noted from acute, inhalation exposure include intense irritation of the upper respiratory tract and eyes, kidney dysfunction, and neurological effects, such as reversible mood and behavioral changes, impairment of coordination and anesthetic effects.  Perc, however is not flammable and unless under unusual circumstances, such as being enclosed with extreme high heat, perc will not explode.  In the case of a large spill, the MSDS instructs users to wear a National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH)-approved respirator and to ventilate the area.  Additional instructions include constructing a dike to retain the fluid and not flushing it to a sewer or waterway.  

The hydrocarbons, including substituted aliphatic glycol ethers, synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon, and decamethylcyclopentasiloxane are flammable and, thus, could be a potential hazard if in contact with a flame.  Combustible is listed as a special firefighting procedure but all standard firefighting media is recommended for extinguishing fires from these substances.  The handling of a hydrocarbon spill is not substantially different from the cleanup of a perc spill except to remove sources of ignition.  A respirator is also recommended during a spill cleanup and the material is to be placed in a container for disposal.  CO2 is also not flammable and if released, will dissipate rapidly and harmlessly into the atmosphere.  As a result of existing accidental response procedures, potential adverse hazard impacts from transporting alternative dry cleaning solvents are not anticipated.

PROJECT SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  None required.  

REMAINING IMPACTS:  Since hazards impacts are not significant, no adverse impacts remain.
CUMULATIVE IMPACT:  There are no provisions of PAR 1421 that result in either project-specific or cumulative hazard impacts.  Since the proposed project is not expected to create significant adverse project-specific hazard impacts, the proposed project’s contribution to significant adverse cumulative energy impacts are less than cumulatively considerable (CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3) and, therefore, are not significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  None required.
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

While all the environmental topics required to be analyzed under CEQA were reviewed to determine if the proposed amendments would create significant impacts, the screening analysis concluded that the following environmental areas would not be significantly adversely affected by PAR 1421: aesthetics, agriculture resources, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, solid/hazardous waste and transportation/traffic.  These topics were not analyzed in further detail in this environmental assessment, however, a brief discussion of each is provided below.

Aesthetics

This proposed amended rule would not result in a substantial adverse effect on any scenic vistas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of any site and its surroundings because: 1) the proposed project would only affect operations at existing and future dry cleaning facilities 2) the typical dry cleaning facilities would not be expected to appreciably change from existing conditions; and 3) there are no significant scenic resources at these commercial or developed sites.

There are no anticipated light and glare effects because PAR 1421 regulates dry cleaning operations at existing facilities.  No new sources of lighting are expected to be required at these existing sites.  Further, dry cleaning operations occur inside the existing affected facilities, so changing operations would have little or no affect on the visual character of the site at the boundary.  Future dry cleaners would be constructed as part of an industrial or developed area (e.g., shopping or strip mall) and would not be expected to contribute noticeable light or glare effects compared to the entire industrial or developed site.  

Agriculture Resources

New dry cleaning would typically be found in existing industrial or commercial areas, thus, the proposed project would not convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract because modifications would occur to existing facilities not located in areas designated for agricultural use.  There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements would be altered by the proposed project.  The proposed project would modify operations at new or existing dry cleaners; therefore, conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses is not anticipated.  

Biological Resources

Facilities affected by PAR 1421 are located at established sites and the amendments would not require new grading or construction on new land.  Therefore, no direct or indirect impacts that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated.  Modifications to dry cleaning facilities would not require conversions of endangered or sensitive species, riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities.  

Acquisition of protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act is not necessary to modify dry cleaning facilities so the proposed amended rule will not directly remove, fill or interrupt any hydrological system or have an adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. 

There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would affect local policies or ordinances, or regulations, such as tree preservation ordinances or Habitat Conservation Plans, etc.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  PAR 1421 would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  

Cultural Resources

PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use.  New dry cleaning would typically be found in existing industrial or commercial areas, thus these requirements have no potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

Energy

PAR 1421 is not expected to adversely affect energy conservation plans or require altered energy utility systems because, with the exception of CO2 machines, newer alternative technology equipment would be expected to be more efficient.  Further, because of the new power plants either completed or expected to be completed by 2004, sufficient utility capacity currently exists and will be further augmented to accommodate any additional energy demand, if any, from implementing PAR 1421..  

The replacement of older machines with newer equipment that would result from the phasing out converted machines and the gradual replacement of perc based equipment with equipment designed for alternative solvents would not result in significant adverse energy impacts.  In fact, according to equipment distributors, newer alternative technology equipment would likely be more energy efficient with a greater mileage
 per unit of energy used.  An equipment distributor familiar with all types of equipment indicated that only CO2 equipment requires additional electrical power.  A typical CO2 system requires approximately 70 to 150 amperes (amp) service to operate the refrigeration system necessary to maintain the CO2 in a liquid state.  The electricity required to operate the basket motor and compressor on a typical CO2 machine could be up to 20 kilowatt-hour.  Most other dry cleaning equipment, including perc, wet cleaning and solvent alternatives require approximately 70 to 100 amp service.  For a perc machine, the electricity required to operate the wash motor, extract motor, fan motor, pump motor, air exchange motor and compressor at maximum operating load could be up to 10 kilowatt-hour.  Therefore, assuming the same operational time, CO2 equipment could require approximately twice as much electricity as currently used with perc machines.  The increase in electricity, however, would not be considered significant.  It is generally recognized that California’s recent energy problems were due to a number of factors, including shortage of available power.  There are a number of power projects under construction or in the planning stages that will provide additional electricity to the region.  The electricity generating capacity of California is expected to be sufficient to meet the projected demand.  The California Energy Commission, in its staff report called “California Energy Demand: 2000-2010” (June 2000) has projected future demand and supply of electricity through 2010.  Over the short term (1998-2004) consumption is projected to grow at 2.3 percent per year, and over the longer term (1998-2010) growth is expected to be two percent per year.  Peak demand is expected to grow at a slightly higher rate over the forecast period.  In the short term (1999-2004) peak growth is projected to be 1.8 percent annually, and over the longer term of 1999-2010, annual peak growth of 1.7 percent is forecast.

Assuming all 2,200 perc dry cleaning machines transition into CO2 equipment, the incremental increase (20 kW – 10 kW) in the amount of electricity consumed would be 22,000 kilowatt-hour.  The analysis indicates that the proposed project using this “worst-case” assumption relative to energy impacts would increase electricity demand by 0.08 percent, which is a negligible impact on the available capacity projected in year 2004.  This calculation is “worst-case” because not all facilities will switch to CO2 equipment and the proposed project would not be completely implemented until 2019.  The assumptions and methodology in calculating the total maximum energy consumption from the project are summarized shown in Table 4-5.  The proposed project will have a negligible effect on the electricity capacity and therefore no impact on peak or base demands for electricity.

Table 4-5

Energy Consumption and Supply

	Net Energy for Load (Supply) for the State of California 
	289,581 Gigawatt-hour

	Electricity Consumption for the State of California
	279,565 Gigawatt-hour

	Available Capacity
	10,016 Gigawatt-hour per year

	Available Daily Capacity (in Gigawatt-hour)
	27.4 Gigawatt-hour per day

	Available Daily Capacity (in kilowatt-hour)
	27,441,095 kilowatt-hour per day

	Total Daily Maximum Energy Consumption from Proposed Rule (“worst-case” scenario):
	22,000 kilowatt-hour per day

	Energy Impact from the Proposed Project (Percent of Available Energy Capacity)
	0.08 percent


The analysis above was based on a “worst-case” scenario because if the owner/operator chose a wet cleaning process, the energy demand generated would be less compared to the perc or carbon dioxide-based cleaning system.  Under the Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project (Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center, Occidental College, February, 2002), facilities voluntarily have converted to wet cleaning operations.  One wet cleaner facility experienced a 45 percent reduction in electricity usage when switching from perc equipment to the wet cleaning system.  Their average energy use over 15 months from their perc machine was 1115 kilowatts per month while the wet cleaning machine’s average energy use over nine months was 614 kilowatts per month.  Natural gas usage was reduced four percent after switching from perc to wet cleaning.

In general, the proposed project has no potential to conflict with energy conservation plans, result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems, create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy, or create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy. 

All new equipment to be purchased to comply with PAR 1421 are expected to comply with existing energy standards.

Geology and Soils

PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use.  New dry cleaning would typically be found in existing industrial or commercial areas, thus PAR 1421 will not alter the existing potential of injury, loss, etc. from earthquakes, landslides, seismic ground-shaking, etc. because PAR 1421 only affects equipment/operations, and not the structure they are located in.  For new facilities, it is unlikely a structure would be built strictly for a dry cleaning operation.  These facilities would likely be located in existing or new industrial or commercial parks or structures.  Similarly, earthquakes, landslides, etc. would already have been considered in the CEQA document for the industrial/commercial sites.  To the extent new dry cleaners modify the structure they move into, they would then have to conform to the Uniform Building Code.  As part of the issuance of building permits, local jurisdictions are responsible for assuring that the Uniform Building Code is adhered to and can conduct inspections to ensure compliance.  The Uniform Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life.  The basic formulas used for the Uniform Building Code seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represents the foundation condition at the site.  The Uniform Building Code requirements also consider liquefaction potential and establish stringent requirements for building foundations in areas potentially subject to liquefaction.  Thus, the proposed project would not alter the exposure of people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  

The replacement of dry cleaning machines with newer technology at existing facilities does not require groundbreaking, other earthmoving activities, or paving.  Thus, the proposed amended rule would not result in disruption or overcovering of soil, soil erosion, or the loss of topsoil.  

The proposed project does not require or in any way alter the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems because the affected facilities are located in an established, urban environment where sewers are available so there is no need for septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems.  

Hydrology and Water Quality

Water Quality

Implementation of PAR 1421 is not anticipated to affect water quality in the district.  Perc is not readily miscible in water, but a small amount of perc does dissolve into water.  Dry cleaners in the areas under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) are required to annually certify that they do not dispose of their separator water by pouring it into the sanitary sewer.  The LACSD annually inspects every dry cleaning facility in its jurisdiction to insure that facility operators are employing proper disposal methods for separator water.  LACSD representatives also indicated that water used to wash dry cleaning equipment might become contaminated with perc, and that some dry cleaners could be disposing of this water into the sanitation system.  The LACSD tests for perc in wastewater and test results have indicated its presence. Since perc has been identified in wastewater by LACSD and since dry cleaning represents the largest industrial user of perc, it is assumed that some perc in wastewater comes from drycleaners.

Since perc is already present in wastewater, phasing out the use of perc through implementation of PAR 1421, the district would remove dry cleaners as a source of perc in effluent received by publicly owned treatment works.  Therefore, PAR 1421 would provide some water quality benefits through eliminating perc usage at dry cleaning facilities.

Water Demand

To estimate the effects of increased water demand from implementing PAR 1421, it is necessary to know the existing water supply.  Table 4-6 provides the Metropolitan Water District’s (MWD) available water supplies from the Colorado River Aqueduct and California Aqueduct.  The data provided is an average year supply capacity and projected demands.  The difference of the supply and the demand is the potential reserve.

Table 4-6

MWD Water Supply and Potential Reserve Capacity*

	Y E A R   ( a c r e – f e e t   p e r   y e a r )

	
	2005
	2010
	2015
	2020

	Expected Maximum Supply
	3,050,800
	3,076,800
	3,152,100
	2,996,600

	Total Demands
	1,901,400
	1,953,800
	2,076,500
	2,390,000

	Potential Reserve Supply
	1,149,400
	1,114,000
	1,075,600
	606,600

	Daily Reserves (acre-ft/day)
	3,149
	3,052
	2,947
	1,662


*Data from the “Report on Metropolitan’s Water Supplies” (February 11, 2002)

According to the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA)/Occidental College study, “An Assessment of Factors Influencing a Switch from Dry Cleaning to Professional Wet Cleaning” (Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center, February 29, 2000), wet cleaning uses approximately 1.77 times more water than perc based dry cleaning.  The study relied on water use data from newer machines with primary and secondary control and not older equipment.  The study indicated that in 1997 average water use per perc dry wet cleaning facility was 125,714 gallons per year.  An average wet cleaning facility would be expected to use 223,333 gallons per year.  Total annual water use from dry cleaning in the four county area comprising the air district in 1997 was 264 million gallons.  As a “worst-case” scenario, if all existing permitted dry cleaning facilities switched to wet cleaning, the expected annual water use would be 469 million gallons per year.  The resulting per day increase for a five-day workweek would be 788,462 gallons per day.  This is less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of five million gallons per day, and thus there are sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources in the future, even during periods of critical drought.

In addition, 788, 462 gallons per day (2.42 acre-foot) will not significantly impact the water reserve capacity estimated by the MWD (see Table 4-6).  At full implementation of the rule in 2019, the 2.42 acre-foot of water potentially needed if all perc dry cleaners switch to wet cleaning systems, the proposed rule will decrease less than a 1/7 of one percent (0.15 percent) of all MWD’s remaining capacity in year 2020.  This water demand impact is negligible and not significant.

While it is not possible to predict water shortages in the future, existing entitlements and resources in the district provide sufficient water supplies that currently exceed demand.  Further, according to the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), the largest supplier of water to California, “For its part, Metropolitan expects to be able to meet 100 percent of its member agencies’ water needs for the next ten years, even during times of critical drought. Metropolitan and its member agencies have identified and are implementing programs and projects to assure continued reliable water supplies for at least the next 20 years.”
  MWD is expected to continue providing a reliable water supply through developing a portfolio of diversified water sources that includes: cooperative conservation; water recycling; and groundwater storage, recovery, and replenishment programs.  Other additional water supplies will be supplied in the future as a result of water transfer from other water agencies, desalination projects and state and federal water initiatives, such as CALFED and California’s Colorado River Water Use Plan.  

In an article titled “Water Exchanges Help State Through Dry Years,” in the Los Angeles Times (Thursday, April 4, 2002, California Section, page B1) describes the water market created by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) in 1991 when the pressure on water projects increased when the drought struck.  The DWR set up a ‘drought water bank,’ which is a water market with the state playing broker and setting prices, purchasing water from farmers who would sell their water to the state instead of growing a crop for a year.  “Last year, a dry year, the DWR again purchased some water for the farms and cities it serves through the State Water Project.  Even more water was purchased by DWR on behalf of endangered fish through an experimental $57-million program.  Several other water transfers were negotiated one-on-one between water districts.”  According to Tim Quinn, a MWD vice president, “water transfers have helped restore reliability for Southern California.”  Further, according to the article, “the (water) sales amount to a near record, and even more water will be bought and sold in coming years as the state struggles to accommodate its vital agriculture industry and its growing population.”

If all existing permitted dry cleaning facilities switched to wet cleaning, which is highly unlikely, the expected increased water use would be 788,462 gallons per day.  This is less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of five million gallons per day and, thus, water demand from this proposed project is considered not significant. 

Hydrology

The replacement of dry cleaning machines with newer technology at existing facilities does not require trenching, grading, or other earth disturbing activities.  Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not alter any existing drainage patterns or create or contribute runoff water in any area of the district.

The proposed amended rule would affect operation of existing and new dry cleaning facilities.  Any flooding, seiche, tsunami, 100-year flood, or mudflow risks associated with the tanks would be part of the existing situation.  Any new dry cleaning facilities affected by PAR 1421 would still have to undergo land use approvals from the city or county in which the facility is located.  Depending on the situation, a new facility would likely have to undergo a CEQA analysis with the city or county as lead agency.  As a result, the proposed project would not exacerbate any potential flooding, seiche, etc., hazards.

Although the percentage of dry cleaning facilities expected to use wet cleaning may increase water usage slightly, this would not require the construction of new wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  PAR 1421 should be expected to cause a small, but insignificant, increase in wastewater generation.  This small increase is not expected to place any significant increase demand on wastewater treatment facilities.  Consequently, the proposed project has no provisions that would require the construction of additional water resource facilities, the need for new or expanded water entitlements, or an alteration of drainage patterns.  Based on the above, the proposed amended rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of wastewater, require additional wastewater disposal capacity, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.  Further, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge because the proposed project will affect operations at minimum number of facilities.  The proposed amended rule would not create or contribute runoff water at affected facilities that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

Land Use and Planning

Requiring a transition of perc usage at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use will not create divisions in any existing communities because this provision applies generally to existing facilities. 

Dry cleaning facilities would still be expected to comply, and not interfere, with any applicable land use plans, zoning ordinances, habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans.  There are no provisions of the proposed project that would directly affect these plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no present or planned land uses in the region or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  

Mineral Resources

PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use.  New dry cleaning facilities would typically be found in existing industrial or commercial areas, thus no mineral resources, such as aggregate, coal, clay, shale, are required to implement the proposed project.  Thus, there are no provisions of the proposed project that would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  

Noise

Dry cleaning equipment, like other industrial equipment, produces a certain level of noise, however the noise produced by the alternative non-perc technologies will not increase in ambient levels from the noise currently produced by the perc machines.  The facilities with perc machines were subject to local noise ordinances whose requirements will not change when alternative non-perc technologies are installed.  These facilities were expected to comply with noise standards and there is no evidence to conclude that these standards will be violated when alternative non-perc technologies are operated.  Additionally, facilities with new equipment are not expected to exceed groundborne vibration.

Facilities would still be expected to comply, and not interfere, with any applicable airport land use plans and disclose any excessive noise levels to affected residences and workers pursuant to existing rules, regulations and requirements, such as CEQA.  It is assumed that operations in these areas are subject to and in compliance with existing community noise ordinances and applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduction requirements.  In addition to noise generated by current operations, noise sources in each area may include nearby freeways, truck traffic to adjacent businesses, and operational noise from adjacent businesses.  

Population and Housing

Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed project.  The proposal would not result in the creation of any industry that would induce or inhibit population growth or distribution.  Because the proposed project has no effect on population growth or distribution, the proposed amended rule would not directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family housing units.  Accordingly, no significant adverse impacts on human population or housing are expected.

Although wet cleaning operations require more labor because of resizing, and finishing requirements, it is not expected that the increase in the number of employees at these facilities would be significant enough to result in the creation of any new industries that would affect population growth, or directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units.  For example, even if every dry cleaner in the district required two additional employees (2 x 2,200) to operate wet cleaning equipment, this would only be 4,400 new employees.  Such a small number could be easily accommodated by the existing labor pool in the district.  Therefore, PAR 1421 is not growth inducing so no new housing would be required.  Further, dry cleaners are dispersed throughout the district, so the creation of a few new positions per facility would not require relocation of the population or housing.

Public Services

Some of the potential alternative non-perc technologies are more flammable than perc.  The possibility of increased fire protection may result due to storing these materials, although fire codes apply.  Fire protection services are generally provided by city and county fire departments with some cities contracting with the county for services.  Approximately 17,914 personnel (1 per 765 civilians) are employed in fire protection within the four county region comprising the district.  Local fire departments function as the first responding emergency team in the event of a fire or release of hazardous materials.  While the potential demand for the fire department could increase if dry cleaning facilities transition to hydrocarbon alternatives and are not careful with the handling and maintenance of the hydrocarbon product, the impact to fire department resources is not anticipated to be significant because there has been no reported history of fires caused by the hydrocarbon equipment at solvent dry cleaners.  The comprehensive emergency response currently available to serve the cities in the district, coupled with the strict design standards of equipment, and the fact that the dry cleaning facilities are located throughout the district reducing impact on an individual local fire department, should ensure potential impacts are not significant.

Changing equipment and modifying operations at dry cleaning facilities will not place additional demands on local police services.   

The proposed amended rule would not induce population growth or alter the distribution of existing population.  Thus, its implementation would not increase or otherwise alter the demand for schools and parks.

The proposed project does not have the potential to directly or indirectly result in significant adverse effects to public services.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.  In fact, if wet cleaning operations are chosen as the alternative technology to perc, no air quality permit would be necessary.

Recreation

The proposed project would not induce population growth or alter the distribution of existing population.  Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Solid /Hazardous Waste

Numerous factors affect the amounts of solid waste generated from individual dry cleaning facilities.  These factors include, but are not limited to, equipment differences, such as cleaning machine type, capacity, vapor recovery devices, operating temperatures, separator size, filter type, number of cleaning machines, and still type; differences in operating conditions, such as number of articles cleaned per load, level of soil in articles cleaned, number of loads per day drying time; etc.  

There are two different types of filters used in perc and hydrocarbon cleaning machines: cartridge filter or spin disc filter.  The filters are identical whether used in a perc machine or hydrocarbon machine.  The cartridge filter system is typically used on machines used for cleaning light-colored clothes and the spin disc filter is typically used on machines for cleaning dark clothes.  One distributor claims the spin disc filter could last eight to nine years because spin disc filters can be cleaned and reused, while the cartridge filter would need to be replaced and disposed every six months.  CO2 machines use cartridge filters similar to the ones used on a perc machine, and typically replaced the same frequency.  One equipment distributor stated that frequency of replacing either type of filter on the hydrocarbon machine or the perc machine is the same, although replacement is operator-controlled depending upon mileage, machine efficiency and operator behavior.  At the end of their useful life, both types of used filters are drained of liquid waste and collected as solid waste by waste haulers. 

The number of filters used on either type of machine depends on the load capacity of the cleaning machine (i.e., six filters for a 60 pound machine or three filters for a 40 pound machine).  According to one distributor, there are hydrocarbon machines built in Europe that do not require filters but rather use carbon pellets. 

Because the filters are identical between the perc, hydrocarbon and CO2 machine and the type of filter is typically based on fabric color, the use and disposal of cartridge filters should not substantially change if and when facilities switch from a perc machine to a hydrocarbon machine.  In addition, some perc-based dry cleaning machines have been utilizing the spin disc filter instead of a cartridge filter and thus switching to machines that use spin disc filters will not change the solid waste conditions of the proposed project.

Like perc, solvents, CO2 and water are recycled.  The used product is disposed along with other liquid waste.  The amount of used solvents, CO2 and water is dependent on the amount of materials being cleaned.  Because customer behavior to dry clean clothes is not expected to be altered by the cleaning method, dry cleaning facilities are not expected to substantially change the amount of materials being cleaned as a result of the proposed project.  The same holds true for waste disposal of the sludge.  The amount of sludge will not substantially change between perc machines and the non-perc alternative machines because the level of dirt, lint and detergent on clothes constituting the sludge is not expected to be substantially changed by the cleaning method.  Consequently, no significant adverse solid or hazardous waste impacts from are anticipated from the proposed project.

The proposed amendments require replacement of dry cleaning equipment at a date when it is anticipated the equipment will reach its full useful life and would need to be replaced anyway.  Therefore, the landfills or scrap metal collectors would be receiving this equipment whether the new requirements are imposed or not.  The proposed amended rule would not increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes from existing dry cleaning operations, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations.  

Transportation/Traffic

Wet cleaning operations may require additional employees.  Please refer to the discussion under “Population and Housing.”  Again, if two additional employees are required for each dry cleaning machine, and all dry cleaning facilities install wet cleaning equipment, 4,400 new employees would be needed.  Therefore, 4,400 new additional commute trips would be generated and spread throughout the district.  This is not a substantial increase nor would it adversely affect the level-of-service (LOS) at any one intersection.  

Dry cleaning facilities are not expected to increase or decrease the amount of laundry being cleaned as a result of the proposed project.  Therefore, the number of trucks needed to deliver the new solvents for hydrocarbon dry cleaning equipment should not significantly change from the current number of delivery trips of perc.  There is no regular delivery necessary for wet cleaning equipment and CO2 machines use approximately one quart per week of CO2 which is non-hazardous and therefore deliveries of CO2 are not as often as perc or hydrocarbon solvent.  See the solid/hazardous waste section on a discussion of the disposal of solvents, filters and sludge from the non-perc alternative technologies.  No additional delivery or disposal trucks from the implementation of the proposed rule is anticipated to affect the existing transportation and traffic setting and thus, the potential impact is not significant. 

The proposed amended rule transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies and has no provisions that affect or involve air traffic in any way.  

The proposed amended rule transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies and has no provisions that involve roadway design or incompatible vehicle uses.

PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies.  As such, implementation of the proposed amended rule is not expected to additionally interfere emergency accesses.

PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to alternative non-perc technologies.  Even if the implementation of the proposed amended rule would require additional full-time employees, such as in the wet cleaning operations, inadequate parking capacity would not result.  It is unlikely that the number of new employees per facility (e.g. two) would strain parking facilities.

The adoption and subsequent implementation of PAR 1421 would reduce perc emissions in the Basin by approximately 850 tons per year at full implementation which is expected to be by year 2019.  As such, there are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that in any way conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.  

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 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 consistency between PAR 1421 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 that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG in all phases of 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 are to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to stimulate the regional economy.  Proposed amended Rule 1421 in relation to the GMC would not interfere with the achievement of such goals, nor would it interfere with any powers exercised by local land use agencies.  PAR 1421 will modify operating practices at existing dry cleaning facilities, but this will not interfere with regional 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.  Consistent with the Growth Management goals, 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. Growth Management goals also include encouraging employment development in job-poor localities through support of labor force retraining programs and other economic development measures.  Local jurisdictions and other service providers are responsible to develop sustainable communities and 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 1421 is not expected to interfere with the goals of providing social, political and cultural equity because the net effect will be to change operating practices at existing dry cleaning facilities.  Further, PAR 1421 may promote social equity by reducing exposure to perc, a toxic air contaminant, by populations that are disproportionately exposed to high levels of toxic air contaminants.

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 life styles, 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, flood and seismic hazards, unless complying with special design requirements.  Finally, the plan encourages mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and develop emergency response and recovery plans.  Proposed amended Rule 1421 in relation to the GMC is not expected to interfere with attaining these goals but rather assist in improving the regional quality of life by reducing toxic perc emissions throughout the region.

Consistency with Regional Mobility Element (RMP) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP)

Proposed amended Rule 1421 is consistent with the RMP and CMP since no significant adverse impact to transportation/circulation will result from phasing out usage of perc from dry cleaning operations.  PAR 1421 is not expected to cause transportation impacts but affected wet cleaning facilities may require additional employees that could slightly increase traffic and worker commute trips.  However, if two additional employees are required for each dry cleaning machine, and all dry cleaning facilities install wet cleaning equipment, 4,400 new employees would be needed.  Therefore, 4,400 new additional commute trips would be generated and spread throughout the district.  This is not a substantial increase nor would it adversely affect the LOS at any one intersection.  Inadequate parking capacity would not result because it is unlikely that the number of new employees per facility (i.e., two) would strain parking facilities. 

Other CEQA Topics

Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines §15126(c) requires an environmental analysis to consider "any significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved if the proposed action should be implemented."  The Initial Study identified air quality and hazards as a potential impact area.  

As can be seen by the information presented in this Draft EA, the proposed project would result in significant air quality impacts due to potential increase in the VOC emissions if facilities choose the solvent alternative to comply with the requirements of proposed amended Rule 1421.  Irreversible environmental changes refer primarily to the use of nonrenewable resources or the irreversible commitment of resources.  PAR 1421 does not involve an irreversible commitment of any nonrenewable resources.

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126(d) requires an environmental analysis to consider the "growth-inducing impact of the proposed action."  Implementing PAR 1421 will not have a direct or an indirect growth-inducing impact because the proposed amendments will affect the population and housing of a community.  By reducing the perc emissions in the local area, the neighborhood becomes more desirable to live.  However, the proposed amendments do not directly encourage the growth of the industry or nearby neighborhoods.  Indirectly, the proposed amendments will not incentivize or discourage the production and development of fabrics requiring dry cleaning or the operation of dry cleaning equipment.  The supply or demand of dry cleaned clothes will depend on public interest, fashion choices and the performance of the alternative technology by a particular user.  Because no change to the production and services provided by the dry cleaners is expected to result from the proposed rule amendment, the proposed project will not be growth-inducing.
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iNTRODUCTION

This revised Draft EA provides a discussion of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines.  Alternatives include measures for attaining most of the basic objectives of the proposed project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 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 §15126.6(c) 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.

ALTERNATIVES rejected as infeasible

A CEQA document should identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c)).  These alternatives and the rationale for rejecting them as infeasible are discussed in the following subsections.

Small User Exemption

This proposed alternative would allow operators that use only enough perc for two loads of garments or other dry clean materials per day an exemption from the requirements of Rule 1421.  Two situations could occur: facilities could run the two loads of perc cleaning in conjunction with operating non-perc equipment for the remaining items of clothing, or facilities could operate only one perc machine. Ninety-five percent of the dry cleaning facilities currently operate only one machine at their site, so it would seem reasonable for the facility to choose only one machine.  Because of space, labor and training issues, it is not feasible to operate two machines.  However, it has been considered impractical and unrealistic for a business to operate successfully to run such a low number of loads.  Whether a facility operates two machines, one perc and one non-perc, or one low-load perc machine, the exemption would be difficult to monitor and enforce compliance, would possibly limit growth of the facility’s customer base, and most facilities would likely be unwilling to accept such a restriction on perc usage.  Even if the facility agreed to maintain a low load throughput, there has been concern raised with the validity of the recordkeeping documenting such low usage.  

Equipment Design 

New stainless steel perc machines with several advanced design features are in development, according to an industry representative.  The new machines purportedly would greatly reduce perc emissions compared to existing models.  The advanced machine specifications are not widely known or proven.  While these new design features could further reduce emissions, it is impossible at this time to quantify such reductions or evaluate how they may reduce existing residual risk to human health.  Furthermore, methods of operation or maintenance could affect the machine’s ability to function properly, which raises significant questions of enforceability.

Additional Maintenance

Rule 1421 currently requires compliance with good operating practices and maintenance of perc cleaning systems, as well as leak check and repair requirements.  Improved gaskets or clean cooling coils will reduce emissions from the perc machines.  However, this would not provide any additional emission reductions different than those originally anticipated when Rule 1421 was modified to make it consistent with the State ATCM.  Even so, in order to improve equipment maintenance and operation, simple maintenance requirements to clean cooling coils and replace gaskets (main door, still door, button trap and lint trap) have been added to the proposed amended rule.  While the requirements of this alternative are not infeasible, to require additional maintenance as an alternative to the proposed project, the perc emission reduction and human health risk reduction is not lowered to the extent feasible that would result from implementation of the proposed project.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The following proposed alternatives were developed by modifying specific components of the proposed amendments.  The rationale for selecting and modifying specific components of the proposed amendments to generate feasible alternatives for the analysis is based on CEQA's requirement to present "realistic" alternatives; that is, alternatives that can actually be implemented.  Specifically, the primary components of the proposed alternatives that have been modified include different compliance options and compliance dates.  The alternatives, described below and summarized in Table 5-1, include the following:  Alternative A (No Project); Alternative B (Primary and Secondary Equipment Requirement) and Alternative C (Expedited Compliance).  The following sections provide a brief description of each alternative.

Table 5-1

Descriptions of the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives

	EQUIPMENT COMPONENT
	PROPOSED PROJECT
	Alternative A
(No Project)
	Alternative B
(Primary & Secondary Equipment Requirement)
	Alternative C
(Expedited Compliance)

	New facilities
	An owner or operator of a new facility shall not install perc equipment on or after January 1, 2003.
	Subject to Rules 1401 and 1421 requirements
	No new requirements. Subject to Rules 1401 and 1421 requirements
	Use non-perc dry cleaning equipment as of the date of rule adoption.

	Existing facilities replacing or adding new equipment
	Existing facilities installing new cleaning equipment after July 1, 2004, or installing an additional system after January 1, 2003, must install a non-perc alternative.
	Subject to Rules 1401 (except if functionally identical unit or risk reduction) and 1421 requirements.
	Subject to Rules 1401 (except if functionally identical unit or risk reduction) and 1421 requirements.
	An owner or operator of an existing facility shall not replace or add perc equipment on or after January 1, 2003.

	Converted perc machines
	An owner or operator of a dry cleaning facility shall not operate any converted machines on or after July 1, 2004.
	No change from existing Rule 1421 prohibition of installing a converted machine, etc.  Subject to Rule 1402 after 3/17/03, and likely to be replaced.
	Replace with integral primary and secondary dry cleaning equipment by March 1, 2003.
	An owner or operator of a dry cleaning facility shall not operate any converted machines on or after January 1, 2004.

	Facilities operating perc machines with primary controls only
	On or after July 1, 2004, an owner or operator of perc equipment 15 years old or older must replace with a non-perc alternative.
	No requirement; Subject to Rule 1402 after 3/17/03, and likely to be replaced.
	Retrofit with secondary control by September 1, 2003, or replace with integral primary/ secondary or non-perc equipment by five years after date of adoption.
	An owner or operator of perc equipment 10 years old or older must replace with a non-perc alternative no later than January 1, 2006.

	Facilities operating perc machines with primary & secondary controls
	On or after July 1, 2004, an owner or operator of perc equipment 15 years old or older must replace with a non-perc alternative.
	No requirement; Subject to Rule 1402 after 3/17/03, and likely most equipment would be replaced.
	No additional requirement
	An owner or operator of perc equipment 10 years old or older must replace with a non-perc alternative no later than January 1, 2011.


NOTE:  T-BACT = Best Available Control Technology for Toxics,  NSR = New Source Review

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, would, in effect, be the default condition if PAR 1421 is not adopted.  Perc emissions from existing dry cleaning equipment would continue to be regulated by existing Rule 1421, whereas, if new equipment is installed, existing equipment is modified, or existing equipment is relocated it would be subject to Rule 1401 – New Source Review for TACs.

Further, pursuant to Rule 1402 (n)(3) if no source specific rule is adopted that exempts facilities listed in Table II of Rule 1402, which includes dry cleaning facilities, these facilities become subject to the requirement of Rule 1402, a risk based rule.  Rule 1402 would require dry cleaning facilities exceeding the emissions threshold in Table II of 1402 to submit emission inventory data, upon request from the Executive Officer, and prepare a facility-wide health risk assessment (HRA).  If the HRA determines that the facility-wide cancer risk is greater than the action risk level of 25 in-one-million, then the facility will be required to submit a Risk Reduction Plan, which would include risk reduction measures designed to reduce the risk to less than the action level.

When establishing the No Project Alternative, CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2) states, “The ‘no project’ analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published,…as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.”  

At the time the notice of preparation was released, the perc emission factor used when permitting new perc machines was derived using limited data from a field study conducted in May 2000 by AVES
.  This effort was undertaken through an SCAQMD contract to develop additional technologies to monitor and reduce fugitive perc emissions at dry cleaners.  Sampling results from two Bay Area dry cleaners indicated that, per gallon of perc used in dry cleaning equipment with primary and secondary controls, 15 percent of the total perc used was emitted to the atmosphere.  Using this 15 percent emission factor, the SCAQMD developed the “Dry Cleaning Look-up Table (residential receptor),” Table – 1B in the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures for Rule 1401 and 212.  Table –1B shows the maximum number of gallons of perc that can be used per month without exceeding the 10 in one million cancer risk limit in Rule 1401 that is used for permitting new dry cleaning equipment, based on location (nearest meteorological station), distance to the nearest sensitive receptor, and meteorological conditions at the specified meteorological station.  

Similarly, at the time that the notice of preparation for PAR 1421 was released, the SCAQMD’s perc emission inventory for dry cleaners was based on a perc emission factor developed by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) working with ARB, air districts throughout California, dry cleaning associations, and the dry cleaning industry for the “CAPCOA “Air Toxics Hotspots” Program Perc Dry Cleaner Industry-Wide Risk Assessment Guidelines."  This document states that, per gallon of perc used, ultimately 70-80 percent is emitted to the atmosphere.  According to the document, this perc emission factor was derived using annual emissions inventory data provided by owners or operators of dry cleaning facilities.  Using the CAPCOA perc emission factor, the perc emission inventory was originally estimated to be 1,200 tons per year, which was the perc inventory used in the original Draft EA for PAR 1421 (released December 19, 2001 for a 45-day public review and comment period).

Staff did not use the emission factor (15 percent perc emitted) developed by AVES for the perc emission inventory because based on the MATES II study (March, 2000), it was determined that dry cleaners were the major contributors of perc in the ambient air with approximately two-thirds of the emissions (about eight tons per day).  Furthermore, based on the total amount of pure perc sold in the district (approximately 2.2 million pounds) and using a 15 percent emissions, the amount of perc being recycled would be more than 85 percent of the total amount sold to the dry cleaners which is not realistic.  

After release of the notice of preparation, the SCAQMD embarked on an effort to provide more accurate data regarding perc emissions from dry cleaning equipment by collecting and analyzing a number of samples from dry cleaning facilities in the district (see Appendix D for information on the sampling analysis and procedure).  This included two separate rounds of sampling, including use of a statistically significant number of samples taken in June 2002.  Based on the sampling results, the data showed that perc emissions from perc dry cleaning equipment with primary and seconday controls are closer to 50 percent, resulting in a perc emission inventory of 850 tons per year.  To confirm the sampling results, the SCAQMD surveyed the owners or operators of the dry cleaning facilities where the perc samples were obtained and was able to verify usage or disposal for approximately one-half of the samples in the recent analysis.

Based on the perc emission data from the recent sampling analysis, the No Project Alternative considered here is based on the updated perc emission inventory of 850 tons per year using the 50 percent fugitive perc emission factor per gallon of perc used instead of the original inventory of 1,200 tons per year derived using the CAPCOA emission factor.  Further, this No Project Alternative assumes that future permit processing for new, modified, or relocated dry cleaning equipment would include using the 50 percent perc emission factor.  It should be noted that using the 50 percent fugitive perc factor will require modifying Table – 1B in the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures for Rule 1401 and 212.  The comparison of the relative merits of the No Project Alternative, therefore, is based on the assumptions derived from the recent sampling analysis and summarized here, not the existing setting at the time the notice of circulation was released.  This approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(1), which recognizes that the no project alternative might not always be identical to the existing setting.

Alternative B – Primary and Secondary Equipment Requirement

Similar to the No Project Alternative, perc emissions from new, modified or relocated dry cleaning facilities would continue to be subject to Rule 1401 (unless the permit unit is a functional identical replacement or the risk is reduced) and to Rule 1421.  Owners or operators of converted machines would be required to replace them with dry cleaning equipment with integrated primary and secondary controls by March 1, 2003.  There are currently only 18 converted machines operating in the district.

Owners or operators of existing perc machines with primary controls would be required to install dry cleaning machines with integral primary and secondary controls or a non-perc alternative by five years after date of rule adoption.  Facilities operating machines with both primary and secondary controls or non-perc equipment will not be subject to any additional control requirements. 

Alternative C – Expedited Compliance

Alternative C reflects the requirements of an earlier version of PAR 1421 which expedited the compliance dates that all existing perc dry cleaning equipment would be required to be replaced with non-perc alternatives.  Owners or operators of new facilities would be required to install non-perc dry cleaning equipment as of the date of rule adoption. Owners or operators of existing facilities replacing their equipment will be required to install non-perc alternative technology on or after January 1, 2003. Owners or operators of any perc machines with primary controls only would be required to replace their equipment with a non-perc alternative when the equipment reaches ten years old, but no later than January 1, 2006. Owners or operators of perc machines with primary and secondary controls would be required to replace their equipment with a non-perc alternative when the equipment reaches ten years old, but no later than January 1, 2011.  Alternative C will eliminate dip tank operations on and after the date of rule adoption and would also eliminate the operation of converted machines on and after January 1, 2004. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The Environmental Checklist (see Appendix A) identified two environmental topics where the proposed project could cause potentially significant adverse impacts, air quality and hazards.  These two topics were evaluated further in Chapter 4 of this revised Draft EA.  The following sections describe the relative merits of each project alternative and include a comparison of the potential air quality and hazard impacts generated by each alternative to the proposed project.  

Each environmental topic section contains a description of the environmental impacts for each project alternative compared to impacts resulting from implementing the proposed amendments or other alternatives.  Potential adverse air quality and hazard impacts from the proposed project are quantified where sufficient data are available and the calculations are presented in Chapter 4.   Comparisons of the air quality and hazard impacts for the proposed project and each project alternative are summarized in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2

Comparison of Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives

	
	proposed
project
	Alternative A
(No Project)
	Alternative B
(Primary & Secondary Equipment Requirement)
	Alternative C
(Expedite Compliance)

	Air Quality
	
	
	
	

	Criteria Pollutants

(Operation)
	Significant
	Significant, less than PAR 1421
	Not Significant, less than PAR 1421
	Significant, same as PAR 1421, but occurs sooner

	Residual Cancer Risk 
	No cancer risk remains
	Reduction of cancer risk to < 25 x 10-6, greater than PAR 1421
	Reduction to 16 15 to 90 x 10-6, greater than PAR 1421
	Equivalent to PAR 1421

	Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	Not Significant
	Not Significant, less than PAR 1421
	Not Significant, 
no increased hazards
	Not Significant, equivalent to PAR 1421


Air Quality

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would achieve a reduction in human health risks from exposure to perc emissions from dry cleaning facilities.  This reduction, however, is not as quantifiable as under the proposed project, and would require significantly more SCAQMD resources.

Under Alternative A, primary and secondary controls would only be required at dry cleaning facilities when adding new, modifying or relocating equipment because such equipment would be subject to the requirements of Rule 1401.  New, modified or relocated equipment are not subject to Rule 1401 when the permit unit is replaced with a functionally identical unit or the new unit reduces the cancer risk.  Using the fugitive perc emission factor of 50 percent per gallon used, it is probable that fewer new, modified, or relocated dry cleaning machines would successfully obtain permits.  As a result, there would likely be a leveling off of the existing dry cleaner perc emissions inventory within the Basin because no new machines would be added.

Under Alternative A, dry cleaners would also be subject to Rule 1402 requirements.  Application of Rule 1402 would likely impact perc emissions from the 18 converted machines, 1449 primary control only machines and 714 primary and secondary control machines currently in operation within the SCAQMD.

It is likely that the owners/operators of converted machines and the primary only machines would not be able to comply with Rule 1402’s action risk level and thus would have to replace their equipment.  These type of machines constitute 67 percent of all permitted machines.  If the replacement equipment with primary and secondary control is above the action risk level, then the facility would either have to curtail operations or install non-perc alternatives (or move to a less populated area, which is an unlikely choice).  It is possible that these facilities will need to install non-perc alternatives if they choose not to curtail their operations.  

A certain number of perc machines with primary and secondary control equipment might also not be able to comply with the action risk limits under Rule 1402.  Similarly, if the facility is not willing to curtail operations, a non-perc alternative would be necessary to comply.  It does seem unlikely that businesses can operate successfully when subjected to the new perc emission factor.  To comply with Rule 1401 and 1402, perc usage limits, using the new perc emission factor for a West LA facility 25 meters from the closest residential or commercial sensitive receptor, is estimated to range from one to four gallons per month.  Since the current estimated actual average perc usage is 5.3 gallons per month, the new perc usage limit would require many businesses to switch to non-perc technologies in order to keep their customer base and stay in operation.

Alternative A would ultimately require all affected dry cleaning facilities to comply with the action risk level in Rule 1402.  As a result, perc emissions and, therefore, the associated cancer risk levels would likely be reduced significantly compared to current levels.  Perc emission reductions and associated cancer risk reductions, however, may not be as great as those anticipated for PAR 1421 because application of Rule 1402 may not require that all perc machines be phased out.

Alternative A would also have a likely impact on the environment associated with the possible conversion or addition of non-perc alternatives needed to comply with Rules 1401 and 1402.  The March 17, 2000 Draft EA for Proposed Amended Rule 1402 evaluated the adverse secondary impacts from existing sources to comply with amendments to Rule 1402 as a result of installing control equipment, such as thermal oxidizers, carbon adsorbers and wet scrubbers, as well as material replacement and product reformulation.  While the document identified non-perc alternatives, such as hydrocarbon equipment, as a possible method of control for the dry cleaning industry, the analysis did not specifically evaluate the potential increase of VOC emissions from the hydrocarbon machines because it was not clear at that time whether or not perc machines would actually be replaced with hydrocarbon machines.  Depending upon how much solvent is used at each facility and type of solvent used, replacing perc machines with hydrocarbon machines would take approximately 22 to 106 hydrocarbon machines to trigger SCAQMD’s VOC significance threshold at 55 pounds per day.  This result is based on emission factors derived from the recent sampling analysis performed by the SCAQMD on both perc and hydrocarbon dry cleaning machines.  Table 5-3 provides the range of emissions for each solvent at both the maximum potential solvent usage and the estimated actual average solvent usage at full implementation of the proposed rule.  Refer to Table 4-2 for the parameters used to calculate the range of emissions.  Using the maximum potential amount of solvent with higher VOC content will trigger the SCAQMD VOC significance threshold quicker than using an actual average amount of solvent with a lower VOC content.

Ultimately, under Alternative A, most of the existing equipment could be expected to switch to non-perc alternatives in amounts that exceed the number of hydrocarbon machines that could trigger the daily VOC significance threshold.  Thus, a significant adverse air quality impacts would result from the increased VOC emissions under Alternative A, although VOC emissions would be less than what would be expected from PAR 1421.

Table 5-3

Number of Hydrocarbon Equipment to Trigger SCAQMD’s VOC Significance Threshold

	
	Potential VOC Emissions (lbs/day)
	All Affected Equipment
	VOC Emissions Per Machine (lbs/day)*
	# of HC Equipment to Trigger SCAQMD VOC Significance Threshold**

	Range of Emissions of Two Solvents Using Maximum Potential Solvent Usage
	4,854 – 5,536
(2.4 – 2.8 tons/day)
	2181
	2.2 – 2.5
	25 - 22

	Range of Emissions of Two Solvents Using Estimated Actual Average Solvent Usage
	1,143 – 1,304
(0.57 – 0.65 ton/day)
	2181
	0.52 – 0.60
	106 - 92


NOTE:  lbs = pounds

* VOC emissions / # of affected equipment = VOC emissions per machine

For example:  (4,854 lbs/day) / 2181 Machines = 2.2 lbs/day

** VOC Significant Threshold / VOC emissions per machine = # of HC Equipment to Trigger SCAQMD VOC Significance Threshold

For example: (55 lbs VOC/day) / (2.2 lbs/day per equipment) = 25 hydrocarbon machines

Alternative B –Primary and Secondary Equipment Requirement

Because of the secondary controls on the dry cleaning equipment, toxic perc emissions are lower than toxic perc emissions from equipment with only primary control.  Approximately two-thirds of the dry cleaning facilities in the district currently operates equipment with only a primary control.  There are also approximately 18 converted machines.  Under Alternative B, owners or operators of these facilities would be required to replace existing equipment with new equipment with integral primary and secondary controls by five years after date of rule adoption.  As a result, Alternative B will not achieve the same level of perc reductions as accomplished under Alternatives A and C, as well as the proposed project.  Under Alternative B, equipment with primary and secondary controls would be subject to no further control requirements.  Affected facilities subject to Alternative B will not be subject to the action risk levels of Rule 1402, required of other existing facilities emitting a toxic.  As such, Alternative B is a substantial relaxation of the current risk reduction requirements.  

Criteria pollutants from the operation of hydrocarbon technology will not be generated by Alternative B unless facilities purchase new non-perc equipment voluntarily. 

Alternative C – Expedited Compliance

Alternative C would require owners or operators of perc machines with only primary controls to install non-perc equipment five years before the proposed project.  Owners or operators of perc machines with primary and secondary controls are required to use non-perc technology when their equipment reaches ten years old, but no later than January 1, 2011.  New facilities and existing facilities replacing equipment are required to use non-perc technologies sooner than under the proposed project.  Under Alternative C operation of converted perc machines would not be allowed two years before the same requirement becomes effective for the proposed project.  Therefore, the toxic reduction benefit under Alternative C would be achieved sooner than for the proposed project.  Conversely, a potentially significant increase in VOC emissions would happen sooner under Alternative C if owners or operators of facilities choose to operate hydrocarbon technology as the non-perc substitute.  Once fully implemented, perc emissions from dry cleaning equipment would be eliminated and thus, no cancer risk from perc would be generated from those sources.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Under Alternative A, dry cleaners would be subject to Rule 1402 requirements effective March 17, 2003 which includes emission inventory, health risk assessment and risk reduction plans.  Under the risk reduction plan, risk reduction measures to lower the cancer risk below the action level may entail a curtail in operation or a switch to non-perc alternatives.  Some, if not most, affected facilities will switch to hydrocarbon machines and thus, some hazard impacts will result.  However, those impacts are not anticipated to be significant.  Under the No Project Alternative conversions to primary and secondary control perc dry cleaning equipment would only be required when the owners or operators of a facility install new, modified or relocated equipment, which would make them subject to Rule 1401.  Since perc is not considered to be flammable and would continue to be used, installing primary and secondary control perc dry cleaning equipment would not create potential flammability/fire hazard impacts.  Compared to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate less or no hazard impacts, unless facilities choose to install hydrocarbon machines for reasons other than rule compliance. 

Alternative B – Primary and Secondary Equipment Requirement

Alternative B would allow the continued use of perc machines, although transfer machines would have to be replaced with dry cleaning equipment with primary and secondary control systems and machines that currently only have primary control systems would have to, at a minimum, be retrofitted with secondary control systems.  As a result, it is not expected that there would be substantial replacement of perc machines with hydrocarbon machines.  Consequently, there would not be an increase in potential fire hazards, as there would be for the proposed project, although this impact was concluded to be not significant.  Therefore, potential flammability hazard impacts would not be significant as a result of implementing Alternative B.  If a facility voluntarily switches to hydrocarbon solvent dry cleaning equipment or chooses to switch to comply with the requirement under Alternative B, there are enforced fire protection regulations and equipment design safety mechanisms to prevent fires, but this effect would not be a result of implementing Alternative B, but would occur for other reasons. 

Alternative C – Expedited Compliance

Alternative C is based on an earlier version of PAR 1421.  Hazard impacts from Alternative C, in particular flammability impacts, would be the same as the proposed project.  Alternative C is expected to have hazard impacts compared to the proposed project, however because of compliance with fire protection regulations and equipment design safety mechanisms to prevent a fire, the potential flammability hazard impacts are considered less than significant.  The potential fire hazard impacts, if any, would occur earlier because the compliance dates under Alternative C are earlier than the proposed project. 

CONCLUSION

Under the No Project Alternative, affected facilities would fall subject to Rule 1402 on March 17, 2003.  Facilities subject to Rule 1402 would be required to implement risk reduction measures if their risk is greater than 25 x 10-6.  This means the hazards associated with exposure to perc would decline, but would not decline so much as for the proposed project.  VOC emissions would likely exceed the daily significance threshold if 22 facilities install hydrocarbon equipment to comply with Rule 1402.  Flammability hazard impacts would increase because the anticipated because replacement of perc machines with hydrocarbon machines.  This impact would not be significant and would be less than the hazard impacts identified for PAR 1421.  The No Project Alternative would lower the risk to 25-in-one-million but would not be a superior alternative compared to the proposed project because it does not achieve the goal of reducing human health risk to the maximum extent feasible, particularly since non-perc equipment is currently commercially available and successfully operated in garment cleaning businesses in the district, Northern California, elsewhere in the US and internationally.

Alternative B does not require primary and secondary controlled machines to switch to non-perc technology, although this could occur on a voluntary basis.  Therefore, Alternative B will also not achieve the results of the proposed project to reduce risk to the maximum extent feasible from perc emissions at dry cleaning equipment.  Although Alternative B would reduce human health effects associated with exposure to perc emissions from dry cleaning equipment to a certain extent as a result of requiring all machines to have primary and secondary control systems, the residual cancer risk from affected facilities would be higher than the proposed project or Alternative C.  Alternative B would be a substantial relaxation of the risk reduction requirements that would have occurred under Alternative A, when the affected facilities become subject to Rule 1402 on March 17, 2003 with an action risk level of 25 x 10-6.

Alternative C achieves the goal of the proposed project earlier than the proposed project, however, the expedited compliance schedule would produce significant adverse VOC air quality impacts sooner but the benefits of reducing exposure to perc would also occur sooner. 

The proposed project achieves the desired result of minimizing cancer and non-cancer risk from perc emissions at dry cleaning facilities, although, like Alternative C, under a “worst-case” scenario, it has the potential to create significant adverse VOC air quality impacts if all affected dry cleaning facilities switch from perc machines to machines using a hydrocarbon cleaning solvent.  Significant increase in VOC emissions is also likely to occur under the No Project Alternative if conversion to hydrocarbon machines s done to meet the risk levels in Rule 1402.  The proposed project is expected to substantially reduce population exposure to perc emissions especially for localized commercial and residential neighbors and also reducing overall cancer and non-cancer risk in the district.  Whereas Alternative B, if implemented, would result in significantly less decrease in cancer risk from affected facilities compared to what would otherwise have occurred when dry cleaners become subject to Rule 1402 on and after March 17, 2003.  

Eliminating perc emissions from dry cleaning facilities is expected to provide a net health benefit to the district population by reducing adverse human health effects from exposure to perc, and the potential increase in VOC emissions from switching to non-perc alternative dry cleaning equipment will not contribute to significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts because of the net reductions in VOC emissions anticipated from the implementation of current and future AQMP control measures.  Further, as discussed in the air quality project specific mitigation discussion in Chapter 4, potential VOC emission increases that may result from implementing PAR 1421 will not hinder progress in attaining state and national ambient air quality standards for ozone.

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2) contains requirements for identifying the environmentally superior alternative.  If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the CEQA document will identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives.  The selection of an environmentally superior alternative is difficult with regard to the project alternatives presented in this revised Draft EA because each alternative, including the No Project Alternative, has the potential to generate significant adverse environmental impacts.  From a strict environmental perspective, Alternative C would be considered the environmentally superior alternative because it eliminates the human health effect from exposure to perc emissions from dry cleaning equipment sooner than would occur under the other alternatives.  Although this alternative has the potential to generate significant adverse VOC air quality impacts, these impacts are not cumulatively significant, nor are they expected to hinder progress in attaining the state and national ambient air quality standards for ozone.  From a social or financial perspective (i.e., cost of replacing equipment that may not have reached the end of its useful life), Alternative C may not be the preferred alternative.  Based on social and financial considerations, as well as environmental effects of the alternatives, the proposed project would likely to be the preferred alternative because it has the same effects as Alternative C, but the health benefits would occur later, while it would not be so financially disruptive.
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Subject:
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Assessment

Project Title:
Proposed Amendments to Rule 1421 – Control of perchloroethylene emissions from dry cleaning

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), as the Lead Agency, must address the potential adverse affects of the proposed project on the environment.  This Notice of Preparation (NOP) serves two purposes:  1) to solicit information on the scope of the environmental analysis for the proposed project, and 2) to notify the public that the SCAQMD will prepare a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to further assess potential environmental impacts that may result from implementing the proposed project.  

This letter,the NOP and the attached Initial Study are not SCAQMD 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. 

If you wish to receive the Initial Study, please call the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039.  The Initial Study can also be downloaded by accessing the SCAQMD’s website at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa.  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) at the address shown above, or sent by FAX to (909) 396-3324 or by e-mail to mkrause@aqmd.gov.  Comments must be received no later than 5:00 PM on November 21, 2001.  Please include the name and phone number of the contact person for your agency.  Questions relative to the rule amendments should be directed to Mr. Ali Ghasemi at (909) 396-2451.

The Public Hearing for the proposed amendments is scheduled for February 15, 2001.  (Note:  This public meeting date is subject to change).
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C H A P T E R   1  -  P R O J E C T   D E S C R I P T I O N


Introduction


California Environmental Quality Act


Project Location


Project Background 


Project Description


Alternative Non-Perc Technologies

introduction

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  On May 11, 2001, the Governing Board approved the final draft of “An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years.”  One of the control plan’s measures (Control Measure AT-STA–02 - Further Reductions of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Operations) calls for a perchloroethylene (perc) reduction of 95 percent by 2010.  This reduction may be achieved through the use of non-perc alternative solvents in dry cleaning operations (e.g., hydrocarbon cleaning solvents, or alternative cleaning methods such as carbon dioxide and wet cleaning).  This emission reduction may also be achieved by mandating that alternative solvents be used in new equipment purchased for either a new facility or as a replacement for equipment that has reached the end of its useful life.

In response to Control Measure AT-STA-02, SCAQMD is proposing amendments to Rule 1421 that will transition from the use of perc at dry cleaning equipment to alternative technologies no later than January 1, 2018.  Additionally, the proposed amendments would require that new equipment be non-perc technologies after January 1, 2004.  Facilities using older converted machines would be required to install non-perc alternative technologies by January 1, 2006.  Those machines currently operating without primary and secondary controls would be phased out by January 1, 2013.

This Initial Study, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has concluded that the following environmental areas could be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project: air quality and hazards and hazardous materials.  Any other potentially significant environmental impacts identified through this Notice of Preparation/Initial Study process will also be analyzed in the draft environmental assessment (EA) to be prepared for this proposed project.

california environmental quality act

Proposed amended Rule (PAR) 1421 is a “project’ as defined by CEQA.  CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented if feasible.  The purpose of the CEQA process is to inform the SCAQMD's Governing Board, public agencies, and interested parties of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed project and to identify feasible mitigation measures when an impact is significant.

The SCAQMD, as Lead Agency for the proposed project, has prepared this Initial Study (which includes an Environmental Checklist).  The Environmental Checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  The Initial Study is also intended to provide information about the proposed project to other public agencies and interested parties prior to the release of the draft EA.  Written comments on the scope of the environmental analysis will be considered (if received by the SCAQMD during the 30-day review period) when preparing the Draft EA.

project location

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

Dry cleaners using perc as the cleaning solvent were first controlled through the SCAQMD’s Rule 1102.1 – Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems adopted June 6, 1980.  This rule was rescinded December 9, 1994 when Rule 1421 – Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems, was adopted.  Rule 1421 was adopted to reflect the requirements of the state Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Emissions of Perchloroethylene from Dry Cleaning Operations, and the federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Facilities (58 FR 49354), as 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart M.  Rule 1421 was amended June 13, 1997 to incorporate changes to the NESHAP.

The adoption of the NESHAP and subsequent amendments to Rule 1421 resulted in the elimination of transfer machines, which were not as efficient in controlling emissions as dry-to-dry machines.  Inspection, recordkeeping and monitoring requirements and these equipment changes were expected to reduce perc emissions by 80 percent.

The list of toxic air contaminants is determined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the California EPA, including the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  Perc was added to Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants, in September 1998 because there are risk values for cancer and chronic health effects.  At the August 13, 1999 Board Hearing, a requirement to access acute risk was added for perc.  Perc was identified as a key toxic air contaminant in the March 2000 “Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin” (MATES – II) which measured over 30 air pollutants. 

On March 17, 2000, the Governing Board approved the final draft “An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years”.  The Air Toxics Control Plan’s Control Measure AT-STA – 02 -  Further Reductions of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Operations, calls for perc emission reductions of 95 percent by the end of 2010.  This reduction may be achieved using non-perc alternative technologies for dry cleaning operations, including alternative solvents or methods (e.g., hydrocarbons, carbon dioxide and wet cleaning).  In addition, requirements could  be established to use these alternative solvents when equipment is purchased for a new facility or when replacing equipment.

The SCAQMD’s MATES – II study identified all of the Basin’s perc emissions as coming from point and area sources and listed the major contributors as dry cleaning, solvent use, degreasing, and film cleaning.  Perc emissions from other industrial users are currently controlled through Rule 1425 – Film Cleaning and Printing Operations, (March 16, 2001).  Rule 1122 – Solvent Degreasers was recently amended in September 2001 to further reduce the perc emissions from degreasers.  Both of these sources of perc emissions were identified in the Air Toxics Control Plan, as Control Measures AT-STA-03 and AT-STA-04, respectively.  

The universe of dry cleaners consists mainly of small businesses that have been regulated  in the past through Rule 1421, which implements both the federal NESHAP and state ATCM for perc dry cleaners.  These SCAQMD rules controlling perc emissions have contributed substantially to decreases in ambient perc concentrations.  However, a problem still exists as illustrated by results of the MATES II study and the fact that individual dry cleaning facilities can pose a cancer risk between 10 to 170 in one million (10 to 170x10-6).  The adoption of PAR 1421 would complete the objectives for perc identified in the Air Toxics Control Plan.

The SCAQMD has permits for approximately 2,200 perc dry cleaning machines, approximately 300 of these were permitted after September 1998.  These permits, with limited usage of perc, were issued to machines equipped with primary and secondary control systems with a cancer risk at or below 10 in one million (10x10-6).  As existing sources, the remaining 85 percent of the machines were not subject to Rule 1401 requirements and, since they presumably received permits prior to 1998, the potential associated cancer risks were not considered at the time they were permitted.  Using the “AB 2588 Industry-wide Risk Assessment Guidelines for Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning,” prepared in May 1999 by CAPCOA, a cancer risk for a typical dry cleaner, was estimated to range from 10 to 170 in one million (10 to 170x10-6) for residential locations and from 10 to 110 in one million (10 to 110x10-6) for industrial locations.  As part of the rule development process, staff is evaluating the emission characteristics of state-of-the-art perc machines.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Existing Rule 1421 applies to dry cleaning facilities using perc as a cleaning solvent.  A dry cleaning facility is any person or persons who own or operate perc dry cleaning equipment and are located on the same parcel or contiguous parcels.  Dry cleaning equipment is any machine, device, or apparatus used to dry clean materials with perc or to remove residual perc from previously cleaned materials.  Dry cleaning equipment may include, but is not limited to the following: a vented machine, a converted machine, a closed-loop machine, a reclaimer, or a drying cabinet.  The following summarizes the main components of PAR 1421.

· Subdivision (a) of Rule 1421 includes definitions for terms found in Rule 1421.  The proposed amendments would add definitions for “Alternative Cleaning Technology” which is a dry or wet cleaning technology including, but not limited to the following: water-based wet cleaning, carbon dioxide (CO2) cleaning, solvent cleaning, or any other cleaning substances not listed in Rule 1401 Table 1.
· Transfer systems, any vented dry cleaning machine or any self-service dry cleaning machine are not allowed.

· On or after (date of adoption), dip tank operations in connection with dry cleaning are not allowed.

· On or after January 1, 2004, any new equipment will use a non-perc alternative.

· On or after January 1, 2006, no converted machines can be operated.

· On or after January 1, 2013, dry cleaning systems using perchloroethylene, equipped with only primary control system can no longer be operated.

· On or after January 1, 2018, dry cleaning systems must use a non-perc alternative.

A copy of proposed Rule 1421 requirements is included in Appendix A.

ALternative NON-PERC technologies
Non-perc alternative technologies exist in the form of solvent cleaning (regulated under SCAQMD Rule 1102), wet cleaning, and CO2 cleaning.  Most companies also use laundering for about 30 to 35 percent of the garments cleaned.  

Solvent Cleaning

There are a number of non-perc solvents available for dry cleaning.  These include but are not limited to: cyclic methylated siloxanes (VMS, Group II exempt compound), Stoddard solvent (petroleum distillate mixture of naptha paraffins and aromatic hydrocarbons), new synthetic hydrocarbons such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon and propylene glycol ether.  Stoddard solvent was broadly used in the past but has been phased out due to its flammability, with only five facilities currently using the older solvents such as Stoddard and LPA-142.  These older solvents are used in transfer machines which are to be phased out of usage by Rule 1102 – Petroleum Solvent Dry Cleaners, no later than January 1, 2003.  All petroleum-based solvents used in dry cleaning are aliphatic hydrocarbons, meaning they are straight-chained, branched or cyclic as opposed to aromatics which contain stable carbon-ring structures called benzene rings.  Inherent properties of petroleum-based solvents include flammability, solvent power, volatility, odor, and possibly, toxicity.

Siloxanes are liquid silicones such as those used in cosmetics.  They have no smell and contain no volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  Siloxanes separate from and float on water, and largely break down into harmless components in air, although some concerns have been raised about formaldehyde as a breakdown product.  Another potential drawback is that these solvents (which have been used to replace PCBs and perc in electrical transformers), while not themselves chlorinated, are currently manufactured using chlorine.  It is unlikely that dioxins (chlorodibenzo-p-dioxins) are generated during production but it is possible to be released from burning in production waste incinerators.  Preliminary toxicity testing on siloxanes indicates minimal toxicity with most categories reporting no significant toxic responses.  The 2-year bioassay test (combined chronic toxicity and oncogenicity) is still in progress with results expected in 2002. 

Today’s new synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbons differ from perchloroethylene in both weight and solvent aggressiveness.  Perc weighs 13.5 pounds per gallon whereas hydrocarbon solvents weigh about half of that amount.  The weight of the solvent has a direct relationship to the amount of mechanical action that a solvent has on the fabric.  Some delicate fabrics may be harmed by too aggressive a solvent and dry cleaners using perc must sometimes use chemical additives to reduce the aggressiveness of perc.  The new solvents no longer contain toxic aromatic compounds such as benzene and they have fairly high flash points that reduce, but do not completely eliminate, the risk of fire or explosion.  The lower vapor pressures of these solvents reduce exposure through inhalation.  In addition, most shops using the new hydrocarbon solvents also use very efficient new machines that greatly reduce the amount of solvent that escapes.  The solvents are mostly odorless and retain the color of fabrics cleaned. 

Both the hydrocarbons containing VOCs and propylene glycol ether would be regulated by Rule 1102 – Petroleum Solvent Dry Cleaners.  This rule was amended November 15, 2000 to reduce emissions of VOCs from solvent dry cleaning operations.  There are approximately 30 solvent cleaning operations in the Basin.  Currently, the dimensions of a typical fifty-five-pound perc machine are:  81 inches wide, by 67 inches deep; by 93 inches high.  A typical forty-five-pound hydrocarbon machine measures approximately 82 inches wide, with a depth of 69 inches and a height of 81 inches.  The dimensions are the same for a 60 pound hydrocarbon machine.

Wet Cleaning
Wet cleaning is an alternative to dry cleaning for fabrics labeled “dry clean only.”  The technology uses computer-controlled washers and dryers with detergents specifically formulated for the process.  Finishing equipment includes pressing, tensioning and stretcher machines.  The wet cleaning machines minimize agitation and are computer-controlled for a variety of fabric types.

All wet cleaning systems consist of a special washer and dryer.  The core technology of the washer is the use of a frequency-controlled motor.  The ultra gentle wash action is produced by controlling rotation of the wash drum (by the motor), and extremely smooth acceleration and deceleration can be created.  The actual wash program software determines the combination of time, water level, heating, chemical injection, extraction, and drum rotation variables, which can result in successful, wet cleaning.  Proper training of employees makes a difference in the acceptance and application of this technology.

Wet cleaning systems use non-toxic, biodegradable chemicals, which are approved for disposal into the sewer system.  In addition to being pH neutral, detergents must also incorporate agents, which coat the scaly surface and penetrate the hollow core of natural fibers.  Without these agents, the fibers will interlock.  Many stains are water-based and those are more easily removed by wet cleaning.  This is especially true of such stains as salts, sugars, body fluids, starch milk and many foods and drinks.  Solvent cleaning works best for oil-based stains such as grease, wax, oils and resins.

Wet cleaned garments must be carefully dried in preparation for finishing.  As with aggressive drum agitation, prolonged tumbling in a dryer can cause shrinkage.  Thus, it is essential that drying time be short, and terminate as soon as the desired humidity level in the garment is achieved.  An ordinary dryer will not achieve the desired results as it controls the drying process by time and temperature.

There are at least six manufacturers providing a variety of sizes and models of wet cleaning machines to the dry cleaning industry.  Chemicals typically used by a wet cleaning operation include spotting agents, detergents, fabric conditioners and sizing products.  Other products may be used for cleaning leather and suede including water repellants.

There are currently three facilities in the Basin, using the wet cleaning technology.  A typical fifty-pound capacity washer measures approximately 43 inches wide by 65 inches high by 50 inches deep.  A typical companion dryer measures approximately 47 inches, by 65 inches, by 38 inches.  Various finishing equipment might include a tensioning form finisher typically measuring 36 inches, by 24 inches by 91 inches; a tensioning shirt finisher measuring 42 inches, by 87 inches by 65 inches; an up-air finishing board typically sized at 23 inches by 64 inches; and a tensioning pants topper typically sized 45 inches, by 20 inches, by 78 inches.  Spotting boards are approximately 25 inches, by 50 inches, by 40 inches.

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Cleaning
Another alternative to perc dry cleaning is the use of liquid carbon dioxide (CO2).  This technology uses gaseous CO2 under pressure, making it a liquid and giving it solvent properties.  Liquid CO2 has been used in nuclear weapons research facilities to clean machine parts and clothes.  The liquid carbon dioxide cleaning machines have a configuration, which is significantly different from a solvent or perc machine.  Like wet cleaning, operations using liquid CO2 would not be subject to Rule 1421, or Rule 1102, assuming the detergents and additives used in the operations contained less than 50 grams per liter of VOC.  

The CO2 machines pressurize the gas in a drum, to between 700 and 800 pounds per square inch.  Through either a spinning or agitation motion, the CO2 fluid is forced through the clothes and then pulled out to prevent the dirt from being redeposited on the clothing.  At the end of the cycle, the pressure is released and the CO2 returns to a gaseous state, with the dirt and substances removed from the clothing dropping out.

The CO2 used in this process does not contribute to global warming, as it is an industrial by-product from existing operations, primarily alcohol production.  There is currently one facility in the Basin using CO2 cleaning technology.  A typical fifty-five-pound capacity CO2 machine is approximately 48 inches wide, by 92 inches high, by 96 inches deep.
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INTRODUCTION

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

GENERAL INFORMATION

	Project Title:
	Proposed Amended Rule 1421 - Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems

	Lead Agency Name:
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

	Lead Agency Address:
	21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA  91765

	CEQA Contact Person:
	Mr. Michael Krause    (909) 396-2706

	Rule Contact Person:
	Mr. Ali Ghasemi (909) 396-2451
Ms. Pamela Perryman  (909) 396-3103

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

	Project Sponsor's Address:
	21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA  91765

	General Plan Designation:
	Not applicable

	Zoning:
	Not applicable

	Description of Project:
	SCAQMD is proposing amendments to Rule 1421 that will transition from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to alternative technologies by January 1, 2018.  The proposed amendments would also require that new equipment be non-perc alternative technologies after January 1, 2004.  Facilities using older converted machines would be required to install non-perc alternative technologies by January 1, 2006.  Those machines currently operating without both primary and secondary controls would be phased out by January 1, 2013.  The adoption and subsequent implementation of PAR 1421 would reduce perc emissions in the South Coast Air Basin by approximately 1,200 tons at full implementation.  

	Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
	Not applicable

	Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
	Not applicable


Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The following environmental impact areas have been assessed to determine their potential to be affected by the proposed project.  Any checked items represent areas that may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each area.

	(
	Aesthetics
	(
	Geology and Soils
	(
	Population and Housing

	(
	Agricultural Resources
	(
	Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	(
	Public Services

	(
	Air Quality
	(
	Hydrology and Water Quality
	(
	Recreation

	(
	Biological Resources
	(
	Land Use and Planning
	(
	Solid/Hazardous Waste

	(
	Cultural Resources
	(
	Mineral Resources
	(
	Transportation/Traffic

	(
	Energy
	(
	Noise
	(
	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 revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

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


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

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


Date:   October 23, 2001

Signature:

[image: image4.png]






Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor – CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


I. a) - c): SCAQMD is proposing amendments to Rule 1421 that will transition from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to alternative technologies by January 1, 2018.  The proposed amendments would additionally require that new equipment be non-perc alternative technologies after January 1, 2004.  Facilities using older converted machines would be required to install non-perc alternative technologies by January 1, 2006.  Those machines currently operating without primary and secondary integral controls would be phased out by January 1, 2013.  The adoption and subsequent implementation of PAR 1421 would reduce perc emissions in the Basin by approximately 1,200 tons.  

These proposed amended rule would not result in a substantial adverse effect on any scenic vistas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of any site and its surroundings because: 1) the proposed project would only affect operations at existing and future dry cleaning facilities 2) the typical dry cleaning facilities would not be expected to appreciably change from existing conditions; and 3) there are no significant scenic resources at these commercial or developed sites.

I. d): There are no anticipated light and glare effects because PAR 1421 regulates dry cleaning operations at existing facilities.  No new sources of lighting are expected to be required at these existing sites.  Further, dry cleaning operations occur inside the existing affected facilities, so changing operations would have little or no affect on the visual character of the site at the boundary.  Future dry cleaners would be constructed as part of an industrial or developed area (e.g., shopping or strip mall) and would not be expected to contribute noticeable light or glare effects compared to the entire industrial or developed site.  Based upon the preceding considerations, aesthetics impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


II. a) - c): PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use.  New dry cleaning would typically be found in existing industrial or commercial areas, thus, the proposed project would not convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract because modifications would occur to existing facilities not located in areas designated for agricultural use.  There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements would be altered by the proposed project.  The proposed project would modify operations at new or existing dry cleaners; therefore, conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses is not anticipated.  Based upon the preceding considerations, agricultural impacts will not be significant and will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?   


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


III. a):
Full implementation of PAR 1421 is expected to decrease perc emissions by 1,200 tons, which is expected to decrease cancer risk in the Basin.  This rulemaking is consistent with SCAQMD’s policy outlined in the “Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years” to reduce toxic air contaminants.  Also, PAR 1421 is consistent with reducing toxic emissions in accordance with the goals of the 1997 AQMP, including improving air quality and protecting human and public health.
III. b), f): Eliminating perc in dry cleaning systems will increase use of alternate dry cleaning methods, which has the potential of causing or contributing to a violation of an ambient air quality standard.  Dry cleaners will, most likely, adopt the system that exhibits the best balance between equipment cost, cycle time and effectiveness.   Alternative technologies currently available include: wet cleaning, CO2 cleaning, hydrocarbon-based alternative solvents such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon or propylene glycol ether, and exempt VOC alternative cleaners such as volatile methylated siloxanes (VMS).  VMS is exempt from the definition of a VOC, but is classified as a Group II exempt compound because it may be a toxic air contaminant, stratospheric ozone depleter, or a greenhouse gas.  It is currently undergoing toxicity testing.  Preliminary testing on siloxanes indicates minimal toxicity with most categories reporting no significant toxic responses.
At this time, it is not clear what the favored replacements will be.  The choice of a hydrocarbon-based cleaner such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon will result in an increase in VOC emissions in the district.  The percentage of the increase is dependent upon the number of facilities that choose this alternative and the emission rate from the replacement machines.  If all 2181 permitted drycleaning equipment was switched to solvent cleaning methods using such solvents as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon or propylene glycol ether, VOCs emissions in the district would increase approximately 0.59 ton per day (1180 pounds per day), which exceeds the SCAQMD’s regional mass daily significance threshold of 55 pounds of VOC per day.  VOCs contribute to ozone formation and the SCAQMD is currently mandated by the AQMP to implement control measures aimed at reducing ozone precursors (VOCs and NOx).
III. c): If all dry cleaners converted to petroleum solvents, the operation or implementation of the proposed amendments would result in significant adverse air quality effects and, therefore, the project's incremental contribution to a cumulative effect may be cumulatively considerable.

III.  d): The objective of the proposed project is to lower health risks from perc emissions.  Perc emissions create impacts to localized receptors.  Limiting or eliminating perc emissions will result in air quality benefits to sensitive receptors.  Other dry cleaning technologies do not create any known impacts to sensitive receptors.  To the extent PAR 1421 increases VOC emissions, they will not create localized impacts because VOC is an ozone precursor and ozone is considered a regional pollutant .
III. e): The PAR 1421 is expected to eliminate perc emissions in the district.  Replacement solvents are not anticipated to result in any additional odor impacts in the district.  

Odor and air quality impacts will be further analyzed and discussed in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


IV. a), b), d): Facilities affected by PAR 1421 are located at established sites and the amendments would not require new grading or construction on new land.  Therefore, no direct or indirect impacts that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated.  Modifications to dry cleaning facilities would not require conversions of endangered or sensitive species, riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities.  

IV. c): Acquisition of protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act is not necessary to modify dry cleaning facilities so the proposed amended rule will not directly remove, fill or interrupt any hydrological system or have an adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. 
IV. e), f): There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would affect local policies or ordinances, or regulations, such as tree preservation ordinances or Habitat Conservation Plans, etc.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  PAR 1421 would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  Based upon the preceding considerations, biological impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


V.  a) - d): PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use.  New dry cleaning would typically be found in existing industrial or commercial areas, thus these requirements have no potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries.  

Based upon the preceding considerations, cultural impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?


	(
	(
	(


VI. a), b): PAR 1421 should not adversely affect energy conservation plans or require altered energy utility systems because, with the exception of CO2 machines, newer equipment would be expected to be more efficient.  Further, because of the new power plants either completed or expected to be completed by 2004, sufficient utility capacity currently exists and will be further augmented.  

VI. c), d): The replacement of older machines with newer equipment that would result from the phasing out of converted machines and the eventual replacement of perc based equipment with equipment designed for alternative solvents would not result in significant adverse energy impacts.  In fact, newer equipment would likely be more energy efficient with a greater mileage2 per unit of energy used.  An equipment distributor familiar these systems indicated that only CO2 equipment requires additional electrical power.  A typical CO2 system requires approximately 70 to 150 amperes (amp) service to operate the refrigeration system necessary to maintain the CO2 in a liquid state.  The electricity required to operate the basket motor and compressor on a typical CO2 machine could be up to 20 kilowatt-hour.  Most other dry cleaning equipment, including perc, wet cleaning and solvent alternatives require approximately 70 to 100 amp service.  For a perc machine, the electricity required to operate the wash motor, extract motor, fan motor, pump motor, air exchange motor and compressor at maximum operating load could be up to 10 kilowatt-hour.  Therefore, assuming the same operational time, CO2 equipment could require approximately twice times as much electricity as currently used with perc machines.  The increase in electricity, however, would not be considered significant.  It is generally recognized that California’s energy problem is due to a shortage of available power.  There are a number of projects under construction or in the planning stages that will provide additional electricity to the region.  The electricity generating capacity of California is expected to be sufficient to meet the projected demand.  The California Energy Commission, in its staff report called “California Energy Demand: 2000-2010” (June 2000) has projected future demand and supply of electricity through 2010.  Assuming all 2200 dry cleaning facilities transition into CO2 equipment, the increased amount of electricity consumed would be 44,000 kilowatt-hour.  The analysis indicates that the proposed project will increase electricity demand by 0.16 percent which is a negligible impact on the available capacity projected in year 2004.  The assumptions and methodology in calculating the total maximum energy consumption from the project are below in Table 2-1.  The proposed project will have a negligible effect on the electricity capacity and therefore no impact on peak or base demands for electricity.
Table 2-1

Energy Consumption and Supply

	Net Energy for Load (Supply) for the State of California 
	289,581 Gigawatt-hour

	Electricity Consumption
	279,565 Gigawatt-hour

	Available Capacity
	10,016 Gigawatt-hour per year

	Available Daily Capacity (in Gigawatt-hour)
	27.4 Gigawatt-hour per day

	Available Daily Capacity (in kilowatt-hour)
	27,441,095 kilowatt-hour per day

	Total Daily Maximum Energy Consumption from Proposed Rule (“worst case scenario”):
	44,000 kilowatt-hour per day

	Energy Impact from the Proposed Project (Percent of Available Energy Capacity)
	0.160 percent


In general, the proposed project has no potential to conflict with energy conservation plans, result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems, create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy, or create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy.

VI.  e): All new equipment to be purchased to comply with PAR 1421 are expected to comply with existing energy standards. Based upon the preceding considerations, energy impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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

	· Strong seismic ground shaking?
	(
	(
	(

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

	· Landslides?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


VII. a), c), d): PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use.  New dry cleaning would typically be found in existing industrial or commercial areas, thus PAR 1421 will not alter the existing potential of injury, loss, etc. form earthquakes, landslides, seismic ground-shaking, etc. because PAR 1421 only affects equipment/operations, not the structure they are located in.  For new facilities, it is unlikely a structure would be built strictly for a dry cleaning operation.  These facilities would likely be located in existing or new industrial or commercial parks or structures.  Similarly, earthquakes, landslides, etc. would already have been considered in the CEQA document for the industrial/commercial sites.  To the extent new dry cleaners modify the structure they move into, they would then have to conform to the Uniform Building Code.  As part of the issuance of building permits, local jurisdictions are responsible for assuring that the Uniform Building Code is adhered to and can conduct inspections to ensure compliance.  The Uniform Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life.  The basic formulas used for the Uniform Building Code seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represents the foundation condition at the site.  The Uniform Building Code requirements also consider liquefaction potential and establish stringent requirements for building foundations in areas potentially subject to liquefaction.  Thus, the proposed project would not alter the exposure of people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  

VII. b):  The replacement of dry cleaning machines with newer technology at existing facilities does not require groundbreaking, other earthmoving activities, or paving.  Thus, the proposed amended rule would not result in disruption or overcovering of soil, soil erosion, or the loss of topsoil.  

VII. e): The proposed project does not require or in any way alter the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems because the affected facilities are located in an established, urban environment where sewers are available so there is no need for septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems.  

Based upon the preceding considerations, geological impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

	b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


VIII. a), b), i): Perc is a nonflammable solvent and the PAR 1421 could result in the increased use of flammable materials, such as hydrocarbon solvents.  Thus, there is a potential significant increase of fire hazards, transport of hazardous materials and through accident conditions, the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  The replacement solvents will, however, be used in equipment that has been designed to address flammability issues and some have incorporated precautionary mechanisms to safeguard from potential hazardous situations.  This item will be further analyzed in the Draft EA.  

Historically perc has been used in the dry cleaning industry because it is effective and non-flammable. Alternative cleaning methods include wet cleaning (aqueous systems), liquefied carbon dioxide (CO2), and several hydrocarbon solvents.  The hydrocarbon solvents could have more hazardous physical or chemical properties (e.g., higher flashpoint, autoignition temperature, etc.) than the perc. (Table 2-1).   The hydrocarbon alternatives are regulated as Class III combustible liquids according to the NFPA ratings.  Perc is non-combustible.
Table 2-2

Comparison of Physical and Chemical Characteristics of 
Alternative Dry Cleaning Technologies

	
	S O L V E N T   C L E A N I N G
	
	

	Hazard Characteristic
	synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon
	decamethylcycl-opentasiloxane
	Propylene glycol ether
	CO2 Cleaning
	Wet Cleaning

	Flashpoint
	145oF
	170oF
	>200oF
	NA
	NA

	Flammable Limits
	
	
	
	
	

	   LEL
	1.3
	0.7
	0.7
	1.7
	NA

	   UEL
	8.8
	Unknown
	7.0
	6.7
	NA

	Autoignition Temperature
	640oF
	738oF
	451oF
	>700oF
	NA

	NFPA*
	
	
	
	
	

	   Health
	1
	0
	1
	2
	NA

	   Flammability
	2
	2
	2
	1
	NA

	   Reactivity
	0
	0
	0
	0
	NA

	HMIS**
	
	
	
	
	

	   Health
	1
	0
	1
	-
	NA

	   Flammability
	2
	2
	2
	-
	NA

	   Reactivity
	0
	0
	0
	-
	NA


* National Fire Protection Association
**  Hazardous Materials Identification System
0 = minimal; 1= slight; 2 = moderate; 3= serious; 4 = severe
LEL = lower explosive limit
UEL = upper explosive limit

VIII. c): PAR 1421 reduces perc emissions which reduces TAC emissions, so would provide a benefit.  To the extent of replacement solvents, solvents have more hazardous physical/chemical properties, this is addressed in item VIII a) and b).  

VIII. d): Whether or not any of the affected dry cleaning facilities are located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5, the proposed amended rule would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment because it only requires potential modifications to existing structures and will not affect or alter managing hazardous wastes.

VIII. e), f): As stated above, the proposed amended rule would require potential modifications to equipment or operation inside existing established dry cleaning facilities and not require new grading or additional space.  Thus, the proposed project would not create safety hazards for people residing or working near public airports or private airstrips.

VIII. g): The proposed amendments, however, are not expected to impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Affected facilities will likely have to modify existing business emergency response plans if they transition from perc usage, a nonflammable substance, to a flammable replacement.  Modifying this plan, however, is not expected to impose a significant hazardous impact.

VIII. h): The proposed amended rule would require modifications to established dry cleaning facilities, which are typically located in industrial or commercial area not near open wildland areas, PAR 1421 will have no potential to increase the risk of wildland fires.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

	(
	(
	(

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

	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


IX. a), f), k): Implementation of PAR 1421 could affect water quality in the Basin.  Although perc is not readily miscible in water, a small amount of perc does dissolve into water.  Dry cleaners in the areas under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) are required to annually certify that they do not dispose of their separator water by pouring it into the sanitary sewer.  The LACSD annually inspects every dry cleaning facility in its jurisdiction to insure that facility operators are employing proper disposal methods for separator water.  LACSD representatives also indicated that water used to wash dry cleaning equipment might become contaminated with perc, and that some dry cleaners could be disposing of this water into the sanitation system.  The LACSD tests for perc in wastewater and test results have indicated its presence. Since perc has been identified in wastewater by LACSD and dry cleaning represents the largest industrial user of perc, it is assumed that some perc in wastewater came from drycleaners.
Since perc is already present in wastewater, phasing out the use of perc through implementation of PAR 1421, the district would remove dry cleaners as a source of perc in effluent received by publicly owned treatment works.  Therefore, PAR 1421 would provide some water quality benefits through eliminating perc usage at dry cleaning facilities.
IX.  b), n): According to the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA)/Occidental College study, “An Assessment of Factors Influencing a Switch from Dry Cleaning to Professional Wet Cleaning” (Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center, February 29, 2000), wet cleaning uses approximately 1.77 times more water than perc based dry cleaning.  The study indicated that in 1997 average water use per facility was 125,714 gallons per year.  An average wet cleaning facility would be expected to use 223,333 gallons per year.  Total annual water use from dry cleaning in the four county area comprising the air district in 1997 was 264 million gallons.  As a “worst case” scenario, if all existing permitted dry cleaning facilities switched to wet cleaning, the expected annual water use would be 469 million gallons per year.  The resulting per day increase for a five-day workweek would be 788,462 gallons per day.  This is less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of five million gallons per day, and thus there are sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources.  

Although some sources of water in the SCAQMD include groundwater supply, the increase in water use only represents a 0.021 percent increase.  This does not represent a significant impact on groundwater sources.  Further, it is not likely that every dry cleaning facility in the district would switch to wet cleaning, so the above estimate, although not significant substantially over-estimates potential water demand from dry cleaners as a result of implementing PAR 1421.

IX. c), d), e): The replacement of dry cleaning machines with newer technology at existing facilities does not require trenching, grading, or other earth disturbing activities.  Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not alter any existing drainage patterns or create or contribute runoff water in any area of the district.

IX. g), h), i), j): The proposed amended rule would affect existing dry cleaning facilities.  Any flooding, seiche, tsunami, 100-year flood, or mudflow risks associated with the tanks would be part of the existing situation.  The proposed project would not exacerbate any of these potential hazards.

IX. l), m), o): Although the percentage of dry cleaning facilities expected to use wet cleaning may increase water usage slightly, this would not require the construction of new wastewater treatment or storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  PAR 1421 should be expected to cause a small but insignificant increase in wastewater generation.  This small increase is not expected to place any significant increase demand on wastewater treatment facilities.  Consequently, the proposed project has no provisions that would require the construction of additional water resource facilities, the need for new or expanded water entitlements, or an alteration of drainage patterns.  Based on the above, the proposed amended rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of wastewater, require additional wastewater disposal capacity, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.  Further, the project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge because the proposed project will affect operations at minimum number of facilities.  The proposed amended rule would not create or contribute runoff water at affected facilities that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:


	
	
	

	a)
Physically divide an established community?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


X. a.): Requiring a transition of perc usage at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use will not create divisions in any existing communities because this provision applies generally to existing facilities. 

X. b), c): Dry cleaning facilities would still be expected to comply, and not interfere, with any applicable land use plans, zoning ordinances, habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans.  There are no provisions of the proposed project that would directly affect these plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no present or planned land uses in the region or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  

Based upon the preceding considerations, land use and planning impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


XI. a), b): ): PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies by specific dates depending on the type of equipment in use.  New dry cleaning would typically be found in existing industrial or commercial areas, thus no mineral resources, such as aggregate, coal, clay, shale, are required to implement the proposed project.  Thus, there are no provisions of the proposed project that would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  

Based upon the preceding considerations, mineral resources impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


XII. a), b), c), d): Dry cleaning equipment, like other industrial equipment, emits a certain level of noise, however the noise produced by the alternative non-perc technologies will not increase in ambient levels from the noise currently produced by the perc machines.  The facilities with perc machines were subject to local noise ordinances whose requirements will not change when alternative non-perc technologies are installed.  These facilities were expected to comply with noise standards and there is no evidence to conclude that these standards will be violated when alternative non-perc technologies are operated.  Additionally, facilities with new equipment are not expected to exceed groundborne vibration.

XII. e), f): Facilities would still be expected to comply, and not interfere, with any applicable airport land use plans and disclose any excessive noise levels to affected residences and workers pursuant to existing rules, regulations and requirements, such as CEQA.  It is assumed that operations in these areas are subject to and in compliance with existing community noise ordinances and applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduction requirements.  In addition to noise generated by current operations, noise sources in each area may include nearby freeways, truck traffic to adjacent businesses, and operational noise from adjacent businesses.  

Based upon the preceding considerations, noise impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


XIII. a) - c): Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed project.  The proposal would not result in the creation of any industry that would induce or inhibit population growth or distribution.  Because the proposed project has no effect on population growth or distribution, the proposed amended rule would not directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family housing units.  Accordingly, no significant adverse impacts on human population or housing are expected.

Although wet cleaning operations require more labor because of resizing, and finishing requirements, it is not expected that the increase in the number of employees at these facilities would be significant enough to result in the creation of any new industries that would affect population growth, or directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units.  For example, even if every dry cleaner in the district required two additional employees (2 x 2100) to operate wet cleaning equipment, this would only be 4200 new employees.  Such a small number could be easily accommodated by the existing labor pool in the district.  Therefore, PAR 1421 is not growth inducing so no new housing would be required.  Further, dry cleaners are dispersed throughout the district, so the creation of a few new positions per facility would not require relocation of the population or housing.

Based upon the preceding considerations, population and housing impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

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


	
	
	

	
a)
Fire protection?
	(
	(
	(

	
b)
Police protection?
	(
	(
	(

	
c)
Schools?
	(
	(
	(

	
d)
Parks?
	(
	(
	(

	
e)
Other public facilities?
	(
	(
	(


XIV.  a): Some of the potential alternative non-perc technologies are more flammable than perc  The possibility of increased fire protection may result due to storing these materials, although fire codes apply.  Fire protection services are generally provided by city and county fire departments with some cities contracting with the county for services.  Approximately 17, 914 personnel (1 per 765 civilians) are employed in fire protection within the four county region comprising the district.  Local fire departments function as the first responding emergency team in the event of a fire or release of hazardous materials.  While the potential demand for the fire department could increase if dry cleaning facilities transition to hydrocarbon alternatives and are not careful with the handling and maintenance of the hydrocarbon product, the impact to fire department resources is not anticipated to be significant.  The comprehensive emergency response currently available to serve the cities in the district, coupled with the strict design standards of equipment, and the fact that the dry cleaning facilities are located throughout the district reducing impact on an individual local fire department, should ensure potential impacts are not significant.

XIV. b): Changing equipment and modifying operations at dry cleaning facilities will not place additional demands on local police services.   

XIV. c), d): The proposed amended rule would not induce population growth or alter the distribution of existing population.  Thus, its implementation would not increase or otherwise alter the demand for schools and parks.

XIV. e): The proposed project does not have the potential to directly or indirectly result in significant adverse effects to public services.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XV.
RECREATION.  


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


XV. a), b): The proposed project would not induce population growth or alter the distribution of existing population.  Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Based upon the preceding considerations, recreation impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


XIV.  a): The proposed amendments require replacement of dry cleaning when at a date when it is anticipated the equipment will get full useful life.  Therefore, the landfills or scrap metal collectors would be receiving this equipment whether the new requirements are imposed or not.  Therefore, PAR 1421 is not expected to increase solid waste.  

XVI. b): The proposed amended rule would not increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes from existing dry cleaning operations, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations.  In fact, newer non-perc technology closed-loop machines would likely generate less waste than the older transfer machines.  Older transfer machines typically utilize cartridge filters that are disposed of along with the collected waste as hazardous waste.  The newer closed loop machines typically use spin disc filters, which are cleaned and reused.  Consequently, no significant adverse solid or hazardous waste impacts are anticipated.
Based upon the preceding considerations, solid and hazardous waste impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:


	
	
	

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

	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

	e)
Result in inadequate emergency access?


	(
	(
	(

	f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(


XVII. a), b): Wet cleaning operations may require additional employees.  Please refer to the discussion under “Population and Housing.”  Again, if two additional employees are required for each dry cleaning facility, and all dry cleaning facilities install wet cleaning equipment, 4400 new employees would be needed.  Therefore, 4400 new additional commute trips would be generated and spread throughout the district.  This is not a substantial increase nor would it adversely affect the LOS at any one intersection.  

XVII. c): The proposed amended rule transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies and has no provisions that affect or involve air traffic in any way.  

XVII. d): The proposed amended rule transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies and has no provisions that involve roadway design or incompatible vehicle uses.

XVII. e): PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to non-perc technologies.  As such, implementation of the proposed amended rule is not expected to additionally interfere emergency accesses.

XVII. f): PAR 1421 transitions from the use of perc at dry cleaning facilities to alternative non-perc technologies.  Even if the implementation of the proposed amended rule would require additional full-time employees, such as in the wet cleaning operations, inadequate parking capacity would not result.  It is unlikely that the number of new employees per facility (e.g. two) would strain parking facilities.

XVII. g):  The adoption and subsequent implementation of PAR 1421 would reduce perc emissions in the Basin by approximately 1,200 tons.  As such, there are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that in any way conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.  

Based upon the preceding considerations, transportation/traffic impacts will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.

	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	
	
	
	

	XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.


	
	
	

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


	(
	(
	(

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


	(
	(
	(

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


XVIII. a), c):  The proposed project is expected to potentially create significant adverse air quality and hazards/hazardous materials impacts.  These impacts and feasible alternatives to the project will be analyzed in the Draft Environmental Assessment. 

XVIII b) Because the proposed amendments have a potential significant adverse environmental impact, the project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is cumulatively considerable.

A P P E N D I X   A   (of the INITIAL STUDY)

P R O P O S E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E   1 4 2 1

In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of the proposed amended Rule 1421 located elsewhere in the rule package.  The version “par1421f” (October 5, 2001) of the proposed amended rule was circulated with the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) that was released on October 23, 2001 for a 30-day public review and comment period ending November 21, 2001. 

Original hard copies of the NOP/IS, which include the version “par1421f” (October 5, 2001) of the proposed amended rule, can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at the Diamond Bar headquarters or by calling (909) 396-2039.

A P P E N D I X   B

P R O P O S E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E   1 4 2 1

A P P E N D I X   C

C O M M E N T   L E T T E R S   O N   T H E   N O P / I S   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 
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COMMENT LETTER #1 FROM 
richard mc gregor

(October 23, 2001)

Response 1-1

While it is true that the dry cleaning industry has made significant reductions in perchloroethylene (perc) emissions, there remains the concern with the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects from perc emissions from dry cleaning equipment.  The SCAQMD’s Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) II (November 1999) identified perc as a key component in the ambient air and dry cleaners contribute 55 percent of the total perc emissions in the South Coast Air Basin.  Virtually all perc emissions come from stationary sources.  Approximately fourteen percent of dry cleaners have new machines that have been permitted under Rule 1401 requirements, which allow an industrial risk of 10-in-one million or less.  The remaining 86 percent of dry cleaners pose industrial (worker) risks ranging from 34-in-one million to 132-in-one million and up to 170-in-one million for residential exposure.  The total perc emission inventory is approximately 850 tons per year.  Phasing out perc emissions will eliminate dry cleaners as a source of perc and substantially reduce overall cancer and non-cancer risks from perc in the district.

Response 1-2

Staff recognizes that dry cleaners have invested to purchase new units in the past but is concerned with the remaining cancer risk from perchloroethylene emissions.  So far, staff calculates the total cost to all dry cleaners in the district to be $12, 500,000.  The 1994 Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) was estimated (by the California Air Resources Board) to cost dry cleaners statewide $4,900,000, annualized.  The percent of the state’s dry cleaner population in the district is 46 percent, thus the annual cost to SCAQMD dry cleaners is $2,250,000.  Since the ATCM was incorporated into Rule 1421 seven years ago, in December 1994, the total costs to the district dry cleaning industry is approximately $16,000,000.  However, because the 1997 amendments were a relaxation of requirements with an associated total cost savings of $3,300,000, the final cost to the dry cleaning industry in the Basin for complying with Rule 1421 is $12,500,000.  Sources of information for this calculation are the Final Socioeconomic Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1421 – Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems, May 1997 and CARB's Technical Support Document to the Staff Report Proposed Airborne Toxic Control Measure and Proposed Environmental Training Program for Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Operations, August 27, 1993.

Response 1-3

Alternative technologies are fully and safely developed as indicated by their wide use in Europe.  There are also a number of alternative technology-based cleaners operating in the district.  Also, the compliance dates have been extended to allow sources more time to switch to an alternative technology. 

Four dedicated wet cleaners are in the testing mode with the SCAQMD’s Technology Advancement Office, Wet Cleaning Commercialization project in conjunction with Occidental College’s Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center.  SCAQMD staff-visit to one of these facilities showed a wide range of fabrics that had been wet cleaned.  The owner of the facility was very pleased with the process.  There are approximately 30 hydrocarbon solvent machines permitted in the SCAQMD.  Again, the operators are pleased with the process and have found few items they cannot clean.  Conversely, the same limits on fabric types can be seen in perc cleaning.  Europe is switching over to wet and hydrocarbon solvent cleaning.  In Germany alone, 20 dedicated wet cleaners are operating (out of 2000).  There is also emerging technology being demonstrated at a site in Long Beach that cleans with CO2.  The fabric/solvent compatibility is summarized below: 

Fabric/Solvent Compatibility

	Fabric Type
	Perc
	Wet Cleaning
	Hydrocarbon
	CO2

	Silk
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Wool
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Sequins/Buttons
	Yes*
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Acetate
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Velvet
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Leather
	Yes*
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Linen
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Cotton
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Rayon
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes


* Not all perc dry cleaners will accept leather garments or garments with sequins and certain types of buttons

Response 1-4

Staff understands the financial concerns expressed by small business owners.  In fact, the AQMD Small Business Assistance Office is designed to help address these concerns.  Additionally, the proposal has been modified to allow substantially more time for dry cleaning facilities to replace perc machines with alternative non-perc technologies to allow dry cleaners to use their equipment for the total useful life of the equipment, which according to the dry cleaning industry is approximately 15 years.

Response 1-5
The USEPA lists perc as one of 188 Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) and controls the emissions of this chemical through several NESHAPs.  OEHHA has established unit risk factors used to determine the carcinogenic risk to nearby receptors.  While the precise carcinogenicity classification of perc has been debated within the scientific community, all major government agencies list perc as a possible or probable carcinogen.  Only one organization, a consortium of scientists and physicians funded by the dry cleaning industry, does not classify perc as a carcinogen.  The table below lists the various organizations and their current carcinogenicity classifications of perc.

	Organization Name
	Type of Organization
	Perc Carcinogenicity Classification

	American Council of Science and Health (ACSH)
	Consortium of more than 350 scientists and physicians, funded by the dry cleaning industry (not a government agency)
	Not hazardous to humans at typical levels of use.

	International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC)
	Part of the World Health Organization, an international organization
	Tetrachloroethylene is listed as a probable human carcinogen (Group 2A) but from various international studies on worker exposure in dry cleaning operations, perc is possibly carcinogenic (Group 2B) to humans.

	State of California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and California Air Resources Board (CARB)
	State government agencies under California’s Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA)
	Possible human carcinogen. (risk values approved by Scientific Review Panel, body of experts established by state of California law)

	United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
	Federal government agency
	Hazardous air pollutant; intermediately classified between a probable and possible human carcinogen (Group B/C).


CARB identified perc as a TAC because “there is sufficient evidence that exposure to perc poses a public health hazard, perc is detected in ambient and indoor air and does not break down in the atmosphere at a rate that would eliminate public exposure, and perc is listed as a hazardous air pollutant by the federal government pursuant to section 7412 of Title 42 of the United States Code; therefore, pursuant to section 39655 of the California Health and Safety Code, perc is required to be identified as a toxic air contaminant.
”  After reviewing available carcinogenicity data, CARB concluded that perc is a “potential human carcinogen.”  OEHHA’s website refers to the classification of perc by IARC as “2B: The agent is possibly carcinogenic to humans,” which was the conclusion IARC made from various international studies with regards to worker exposure to perc.  OEHHA has established unit risk factor used to determine the maximum individual cancer risk of perc to nearby receptors.

The USEPA is currently reassessing the carcinogenicity classification of perc, and since a definitive assessment has not been finalized, the chemical is not classified as to its degree of carcinogenicity in the USEPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS).  IRIS, prepared and maintained by the USEPA, is an electronic data base containing information on human health effects that may result from exposure to various chemicals in the environment. IRIS was initially developed for USEPA staff in response to a growing demand for consistent information on chemical substances for use in risk assessments, decision-making and regulatory activities. The information in IRIS is intended for those without extensive training in toxicology, but with some knowledge of health sciences.   

According to the IRIS website under tetrachloroethylene, “it is essential to refer to other sources of information concerning the carcinogenicity of this substance.  If the U.S. EPA has evaluated this substance for potential human carcinogenicity, a summary of that evaluation will be contained in Section II of this file.”  No evaluation was provided in Section II.

In June 1998, the USEPA announced a proposal to intermediately classify perc as between a probable and possible human carcinogen (Group B/C).  The USEPA originally listed perc as a possible human carcinogen (Group C, cancer-causing effect) in 1985.  In 1986, new evidence prompted the EPA Human Health Assessment Group to proposed perc as a probable human carcinogen (sufficient evidence from animal studies), which was published in USEPA’s Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxic Substances (OPP) 1991 report “Cleaner Technologies Substitutes Assessment for Professional Fabricare Processes” (CTSA), USEPA 744-B98-001.  From Appendix C, page C-13 the CTSA states, “Overall Evidence: Based on these bioassay data, which show increased incidences of tumors at three different sites and in two animal species, together with its evaluation of several epidemiological studies including Ruder, et al. (1994), IARC, in 1995, classified perc as a group 2A carcinogen; (i.e., probably carcinogenic to human).  Since the mechanisms of perc carcinogenesis are not clearly understood, USEPA has considered the conclusive animal data for perc, taken as a whole, to be sufficient evidence for classifying perc as a group B2 substance (probable human carcinogen) (USEPA, 1991).”  However, the Halogenated Solvents Subcommittee of USEPA’s Science Advisory Board disagreed and instead believes that perc should be classified on a continuum between Group B and Group C until the controversy is resolved.  

The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) is part of the World Health Organization.  IARC coordinates and conducts both epidemiological and laboratory research into the causes of cancer.  IARC monitors global cancer occurrence, identifies the causes of cancer, concentrates on the interaction of carcinogens with DNA to identify stages where it may be possible to intervene in the process to prevent progression to clinical disease, and develops scientific strategies for cancer control.  The agency is involved in both epidemiological and laboratory research and disseminates scientific information through publications, meetings, courses, and fellowships.  IARC has research collaborations with scientists and with research and public health institutions in over 60 countries.  IARC conducts independent scientific evaluations of the carcinogenicity of exposures to chemical, physical and biological factors.  In their overall evaluation of perc, IARC concluded tetrachloroethylene, the product name for perc, is probably carcinogenic to humans (Group 2A) considering the following evidence: 

(ii) Although tetrachloroethylene is known to induce peroxisome proliferation in mouse liver, a poor quantitative correlation was seen between peroxisome proliferation and tumor formation in the liver after administration of tetrachloroethylene by inhalation. The spectrum of mutations in proto-oncogenes in liver tumors from mice treated with tetrachloroethylene is different from that in liver tumors from mice treated with trichloroethylene. 

(ii)
The compound induced leukaemia in rats. 

(iii)
Several epidemiological studies showed elevated risks for oesophageal cancer, non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma and cervical cancer.

IARC also evaluated the proportionate mortality studies, case-control studies and four cohort studies conducted in the US, Canada, United Kingdom, Denmark and Sweden.  From those studies, IARC concluded that “dry cleaning entails exposures that are possibly carcinogenic to humans” due to the limited evidence in humans.  IARC noted a variation within individual studies and stated that conclusions depend on the nature and level of perc exposure, which varies from shop to shop and across studies of dry cleaning workers.  “There is also variation in the types of solvents used over time and across geographic regions.  These limitation notwithstanding, the epidemiological studies on dry cleaning indicate that the risks for cancers at two sites, urinary blatter and oesophagus, may be increased by employment in dry cleaning.”

The total risk estimates established in the MATES II study were based on actual ambient emission measurements.  The risk calculated for dry cleaners was based on a typical dry cleaner located in west Los Angeles using 100 gallons of perc per year.  In the year 2000, approximately 3,000,000 pounds of perc were sold to the dry cleaners in the South Coast Basin.  This equals an average of 100 gallons of perc usage per dry cleaner, assuming 2,200 dry cleaners in the Basin.  

Additionally, according to federal law which specifies labeling requirements for hazardous chemicals, (“hazardous substance” is a term defined in the Federal Hazardous Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1261 et seq.)), perchloroethylene is classified as a health hazard.  This means there is statistically significant evidence based on at least one study conducted in accordance with established scientific principles that acute or chronic health effects may occur in exposed individuals.  

The preceding information indicates that substantial adverse health effects are associated with exposure to perc.  Eliminating perc emissions from dry cleaners in the district is expected to substantially reduce exposure to perc and the human health effects associated with perc.
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- | * November 28, 2001
Mr. Michael Krause B
W c/o CEQA

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
Soyth Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Egst Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re:  Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Aséessment, Proposed
Amendments to Rule 1421 — Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from
Dry Cleaning

Dear Mr. Krause:

The Halogenated Solvents Industry Alliance, Inc. (HSIA) wishes to provide the
following comments on the District’s Initial Study of the environmental impacts of the
proposed amendments to Rule 1421, HSIA represents the manufacturers and some users
of perchloroethylene and other chlorinated solvents. While we understand that these
comments have not been submitted within the 30-day comment period, we request that

- they be considered as the District begins to prepare its subsequent assessment.

On pages 1-1 and 1-3, the Initial Study incorrectly indicates that the District’s air
toxics control plan calls for a perchloroethylene reduction of 95 percent from dry '
cleaning operations by 2010. While there is no reference to consideration of the plan in
the May 2001 Board meeting, as suggested, the minutes from the Board’s March 2000
meeting indicate the control plan was approved “as a planning document for possible
future actions.” The March 2000 final draft of the plan, in fact, notes the Board’s
approval “is not binding and does not commit the AQMD to a definitive course of action
and that the strategies discussed have not been “approved, adopted, or funded” by the
agency or board. When specifically discussing a possible amendment to Rule 1421,
moreover, the March 2000 document notes that it “could” produce a perchloroethylene
reduction of 95 percent at each facﬂxty ; .

”

The Initial Study (on page 1-4) repeats the District’s current estimates of the _
- potential localized health risks from dry cleaners and indicates that the MATES II study
, 1llustrates that “a problcm still exlsts” with perchloroethylene emissions from dry
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cleaning operations. In comments on the preliminary draft staff report on the proposed
amendments to Rule 1421, industry has pointed out that the District has significantly
overstated the emissions, and resulting risk, from dry cleaning. HSIA’s own review
(enclosed) suggests that the District’s initial estimate of emissions may have been
overstated by as much as four-fold. The final draft of the air toxics control plan,
moreover, notes that ambient levels of perchlorocthylene in the South Coast Air Basin
contribute only 0.8% to the overall potential cancer risk from the monitored pollutants.

HSIA agrees with the Initial Study’s conclusion (on page 2-7) that implementation |
of the proposed amendments would result in a significant increase in emissions of
volatilefgrganic compounds (VOCs). Although we believe that the estimate of a potential
increasgiof 0.59 tons per day is reasonable, it is not cqpsistent with the methodology the -
Districf@aas applied to estimating emissions of perchigroethylene in its preliminary draft
staff report. As the basic technology used to control VOC solvents in drycleaning is
essentially the same as that that used for perchloroethylene, there is no basis for different
assumptions about emissions.

Current drycleaning technology for VOC solvents is comparable to perchloro-
ethylene drycleaning equipment using primary control only. In its assessment of
engission rates from these types of perchloroethylene machines, the District’s analysis
asgumag that 80 percent of the solvent purchased is emitted to the atmosphere. Although

lali information indicates that this assumption significantly overstates emissions,
apglying the 80-percent assumption to VOC solvents suggests that the potential increase
in'emissions as a result of the proposed amendments to Rule 1421 could be as highas 1.8
tons per day. While HSIA supports the use of the best available information to assess the
impacts of the proposed amendments, we believe that the District must be consistent in

-its appligations of assumptions about emission rates.

* In assessing the flammability risks associated with the alternative drycleaning
technologies (page 2-14), the Initial Study indicates that the flashpoint of the propylene
glycol ether solvent is in excess of 200 degrees F. Based on the information available
about this solvent (marketed as RYNEX), this temperature refers to the flashpoint of the
azeotrope of the glycol ether and water used in the cleaning process. The chemical used
in the process, however, is reported to be propylene glycol tertiary butyl e}her (PGTBE)
which has a flashpoint of 113 degrees F. An evaluation of the fire safety issues
associated with the use of this solvent must consider the potential for the production of

vapors of the pure glycol ether.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have questions about these comments.

We understand that the District may revise its proposed amendments to Rule 1421 and

bﬁ
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that the environmental assessment will reflect the range of options under consideration by
the District. HSIA is very interested in recelvmg any subsequent drafts of the
assessment.

Sincerely, |

Executive Director

Enclosure





COMMENT LETTER #2 FROM 
halogenated solvents industry alliance, inc

(November 28, 2001)

Response 2-1

The SCAQMD has reviewed your letter and it will be included in the administrative record.

Response 2-2

The Final Draft of the Air Toxics Control Plan was approved by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board at its March 17, 2000 meeting, which was incorrectly noted on page 1-1 in the Initial Study.  The Air Toxics Control Plan is a “planning document for possible future actions, as recommended by staff.”  Each possible rule is evaluated for technical and economic feasibility.  Staff is recommending the phase out of perchloroethylene (perc) used by dry cleaning facilities because non-perc dry cleaning equipment is available and the proposed project will achieve the strategy outlined in the Air Toxics Control Plan.  That strategy is “promoting non-perc alternatives for dry cleaning operations, including use of alternative solvents (e.g., hydrocarbons, carbon dioxide, wet cleaning) and establishing requirements to use these solvents when equipment is purchased for a new facility or when replacing equipment that has reached the end of its useful life.”  

Response 2-3

The risk estimates established in the MATES II study were based on actual ambient emission measurements.  The risk calculated for dry cleaners was based on a typical dry cleaner located in west Los Angeles using 100 gallons of perc per year.  In the year 2000, approximately 3,000,000 pounds of perc were sold to the dry cleaners in the South Coast Air Basin.  This equals an average of 100 gallons of perc usage per dry cleaner, assuming 2,200 dry cleaners in the district.  

Response 2-4

Staff acknowledges that the methodology for calculating petroleum solvent emissions is different than the methodology for calculating perc emissions.  Hydrocarbon solvents do not evaporate as quickly as perc and, unlike perc, is not recycled.  Therefore, different percentages of evaporation are used in the calculations.  According to policies and procedures provided by SCAQMD engineering staff, ten percent of solvent is emitted to the atmosphere from hydrocarbon solvent equipment because of the closed loop system.  Limits on production from this equipment is based on this emission assumption.

Response 2-5

Since the methodology to calculate solvent emissions, which is consistent with SCAQMD engineering guidance and is within the range of solvent emissions provided by the regulated industry, is different from the methodology for calculating perc emissions, the potential increase in VOC emissions is not as high as 1.8 tons per day.  Based on the information submitted by the Korean Dry Cleaning and Laundry Associations and California Cleaners Associations, the percent perc being emitted to the atmosphere varies from nine to 88 percent.  In addition, CAPCOA has assumed 20 to 30 percent of perc usage is disposed as hazardous waste, in development of Industry-wide Risk Assessment Guidelines.  

Response 2-6

According to the Rynex website, the flash point for its substituted aliphatic Glycol Ether is greater than 200 degrees F.  According to representative of the company, Jeff Battison, the primary solvent component is propylene glycol ether, not PGTBE.  The classification of propylene glycol ether will be modified in the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to substituted aliphatic Glycol Ether.  Fire hazards are addressed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EA.

Response 2-7

The proposed amendments to Rule 1421 have changed to provide additional time for phasing out perc and will continue to evolve during the rule development process.  The environmental assessment prepared for this proposal includes alternatives to the proposed project.  These alternatives are sufficient to permit a reasoned choice for the decision-makers, but does not include every conceivable project alternative.  State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) 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 commentator is referred to Chapter 5 of the Draft EA for a description of the project alternative and a comparison of the relative merits of each project alternative.

A P P E N D I X   D

s a m p l i n g   a n a l y s i s   a n d   p r o c e d u r e s 

SAMPLING ANALYSIS AND PROCEDURES

This appendix describes the sampling effort conducted in April and May of 2002 on perchloroethylene (perc) and hydrocarbon (HC) dry cleaning machines to obtain data on emissions from these types of machines.

Background

Very little field testing has been done on perc machines to estimate emissions.  Prior to December 2001, emissions from perc machines were based primarily on estimates from the draft CAPCOA Risk Assessment document.  Based on survey information provided by the dry cleaning industry, 70 – 80% of total perc consumption is emitted from a typical dry cleaning machine.  Dow Chemical estimates the percent perc emitted from a machine with primary and secondary control systems to be 40% of perc consumption, based on the experience of one of their executives.  

Since last December, AQMD staff has completed two sets of sampling analysis on liquid sludge from perc and HC machines.  The purpose was to estimate the percent solvent in the sludge and consequently the percent solvent emitted to the atmosphere using a mass balance equation.  The first set of sampling was from machines with primary control and machines with primary and secondary control systems.  The second set of sampling focussed on machines with primary and secondary control systems to better analyze potential impacts of the proposed rule and alternative proposals.

The first set of sampling analysis was conducted on six machines, four with primary control systems and two with primary and secondary control systems, to estimate the amount of perc being emitted from these types of perc machines. The analysis from the first set of sampling indicated that the percent perc emitted from machines with a primary control system and machines with primary and secondary control systems was very similar and on average 60% of perc consumption is emitted to the atmosphere.

Emission testing on perc machines has been very limited and tests on emissions from HC machines either has never been done on commercially operating machines or sampling data were not released.  For these reasons, staff conducted another set of testing for perc and a first time testing on HC machines.  Statistical analysis was performed to estimate the number of machines to be tested to give less than or equal to 10% error rate at a 95% confidence level.  All sampling and laboratory analyses were based on standard procedures as described in the following sections.

Sample Size

A standard formula listed in “Statistics and Research Methods for Managerial Decisions” by Anderson, Sweeney, Williams, Davis, Utts, and Simon, published by South Western in 2001, page 304, was used to estimate the number of machines needed to be tested.  This is a standard formula used for random sampling with known population size.

n = N*(2 / (((N-1)*B2/Z2)+(2)

where,

n = size of sample

N = total population

( = population standard deviation

(2 = population variance

B = 10% (allowable error)

Z = 1.96 (95% confidence)

a) Estimation of the sample size for perc

n = N*(2 / (((N-1)*B2/Z2)+(2)

Total Population (N):

Total population was based on the number of perc machines with primary and secondary control systems.

N = 714

Population Standard Deviation (():
To estimate the population standard deviation, staff used the percent (%) perc concentration in waste sludge (35.2%, 50.3%, 89.2%, 60.2%, 89.9%, and 80.8%) that resulted from the first set of samples.  This data set included machines with primary control only and machines with primary and secondary controls.  The data did not indicate a difference in percent perc emitted between machines with different controls.

( = 0.224

Allowable error (B):

Staff used an allowable error of 10%.

B = 10%

Z-Score (Z):

Z was based on 95% confidence level.

Z = 1.96

n = 714*(0.224)2 / ((713*(10%)2 / (1.96)2) + (0.224)2)

n = 19

b) Estimation of the sample size for HC

n = N*(2 / (((N-1)*B2/Z2)+(2)

Total Population (N):

Total population was assumed to be 70, which was based on the total number of facilities with the HC machines.

N = 70

Population Variance (():

To estimate the population standard deviation, staff used the percent HC emitted (10%, 38%, 35%, and 50%) that has been listed by a manufacturer, estimated by industry, or used by the permitting staff to estimate HC emissions.

( = 0.168

Allowable error (B):

Staff used an allowable error of 10%.

B = 10%

Z-Score (Z):

Z was based on 95% confidence level.

Z = 1.96

n = 70*(0.168)2 / ((69*(10%)2 / (1.96)2) + (0.168)2)

n = 9

For consistency purposes to HC machines, staff estimated that the sample size for perc machines would be 10, if the population standard deviation were calculated based on % perc emitted (67%, 69%, 25%, 55%, 45%, and 59%) as opposed to % perc in the sludge.  However, 20 samples were taken.

Facility Selection Process

In the analysis, AQMD staff selected facilities with a single machine, primary and secondary control systems, and a sludge cooking schedule that would accommodate the field efforts.  The selection procedures are outlined as follows:

· AQMD staff independently used the AQMD database to search for facilities with primary and secondary control systems located in each inspector’s sector using the basic equipment category (BCAT) and control equipment category (CCAT).  In the entire selection process, staff purposely did not account for the facility’s emission data or any compliance history.  The only criteria used in this selection process were to choose facilities with primary and secondary control systems;

· Facilities with multiple machines were excluded because it would not be straightforward to analyze the sludge per machine and there was a possibility of mixed solvents in the sludge when different solvents are used; and 

· Facilities with sludge cooking time schedules that fell outside of the testing period were not tested.  Dry cleaning facilities remove sludge at different times based on the amount of clothes cleaned.  In addition, sludge cooking occurred at the beginning and end of day or weekends.  Staff contacted all those selected dry cleaning facilities with a single machine equipped with primary and secondary control systems.  This step was taken to find out their next cooking and sludge removal schedule so that they could set up a time for sampling.  Staff accommodated facilities that would cook or remove their sludge very early in the morning, late in the afternoon, or weekend.  Facilities with sludge cooking and removing schedules outside of the testing period were not tested.

By following these procedures, AQMD staff had a high degree of confidence that the selected equipment constituted a diverse sample population, while enabling the sampling analysis to be completed in a timely manner.

Sampling Procedures

Seven AQMD inspectors were assigned to collect samples.  All inspectors were given standard procedures to follow and were trained in sample collection techniques.  The procedures entailed taking proper glass containers provided by the AQMD laboratory and collecting samples of sludge from hydrocarbon and perc dry cleaning facilities.  Also, pure hydrocarbon (DF-2000) samples were collected in metal pint containers.  Prior to sampling, AQMD inspectors contacted the dry cleaning owner/operator to schedule a time for sampling.

For consistency, all samples were taken between 4 to 6 hours after completion of the cooling cycle.  AQMD inspectors visited the facility and asked the operators to stir the sludge prior to sampling and collect the sample of sludge from the still.  The operator then handed the glass container directly to the AQMD inspector.  The inspectors labeled the sample bottle, put the sample into a cooler, and brought it back to the AQMD laboratory for analysis.  In addition, AQMD inspectors collected purchase invoices and waste manifest documents for estimating the amount of solvent purchased and recycled.

Laboratory Analysis Methods and Procedures

Dry-cleaning still bottoms (sludge samples) were received in pre-cleaned, 250-ml glass jars with Teflon-lined screw caps, although a few samples were received in metal one-pint cans.  Sample bulk density was measured according to SCAQMD Method 304-91 Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) in Various Materials. The density measurement consists of placing a portion of mixed sample in a pre-weighed container of known volume (Gardner cup) and re-weighing the container. 

Sludge samples were distilled according to SCAQMD Method 302-91 Distillation of Solvents from Paints, Coatings, and Inks.  The procedure consists of heating a weighed portion of the sample under vacuum and recovering the distillate in a liquid nitrogen-cooled trap.  The distillation is applicable to perchloroethylene, but it was also validated for hydrocarbon-based dry cleaning fluids by distilling pure DF2000 to verify a recovery of better than 95%.

The distillates were examined for uniformity.  Distillates that had more than approximately 0.2 ml of water prompted an analysis of the bulk sample for water.  The water analysis was conducted using Karl Fischer titration by SCAQMD Method 304-91, which involves adding a weighed amount of sample to a Karl Fischer titrator and adding measured amounts of a standardized titrant until the water in the sample is consumed.  The percent water results were used to correct distillate volume.

Distillates were analyzed for volume percent dry-cleaning fluid using SCAQMD Method 303-91 Determination of Exempt Compounds.  This method consists of diluting distillates and analyzing them for individual compounds using a gas chromatograph equipped with a thermal conductivity detector.  The method is applicable to perchloroethylene, but requires modification for hydrocarbon-based dry-cleaning fluids. Hydrocarbon-based dry-cleaning fluids elute as a merged series of related hydrocarbons, rather than as a single sharp peak.  In addition, the detector response for these compounds is low.  However, due to the high concentrations detected, this is not an issue.  Appropriate elution times and response factors were established using pure DF2000 and HC-DCF.  The amount of dry-cleaning fluid in the distillate and the amount of distillate in the sample were used to determine the weight percent of dry-cleaning fluid in the sample.

The weight percent dry-cleaning fluid was totaled with weight percent water and residue.  If the result was more than 100, the weight percent dry-cleaning fluid was corrected downward.  Corrections, when they occurred, were less than 5%.

Although the laboratory staff has not as of the date of publishing this document completed multiple test aliquots on sludge samples taken in July 2002, the laboratory staff has, in the past, run multiple test aliquots on solvent and coating samples containing perc.  It is estimated that the measurement error for the hydrocarbon and perc samples would not exceed ±15%.

Summary of Sampling Procedures and Results

1. Initial Perc Sampling:  Twenty facilities operating perc machines were initially selected for possible testing.  The facilities were selected using criteria such as facility location (at least one in each county) and machine specifications (i.e., different types, models, and ages).  Due to scheduling difficulties only six facilities were selected.  Among the six machines sampled, there were four machines with only primary control systems and two with primary and secondary control systems.  The samples were taken from the bottom of the stills and analyzed for perc concentrations and sludge density in the AQMD laboratory.  In addition, staff obtained annual operation information as well as copies of waste manifests and perc purchase records.  The annual operation information included:  amount of clothes cleaned, operating hours, amount of perc purchased, and amount of liquid and solid sludge for each facility.  The perc concentration in the liquid sludge ranged from 35 to 89% by weight for machines with primary control systems and 80 to 90% by weight for machines with primary and secondary control systems.  Using these results and the facility’s operating information, the amounts of perc being emitted and recycled were estimated for each facility.  The following information summarizes the results:

· For machines with primary control systems, the percentage of perc emitted ranged from 25 – 69% by weight;

· For machines with primary and secondary control systems, percent of perc emitted ranged from 45-59% by weight;

· Regardless of the type of machine, 5 out of 6 samples indicated that the percent perc emitted ranged from 45-69% by weight.  Using this range, the average percent perc emitted and recycled was estimated to be 60% and 40% by weight, respectively.  The percent perc emitted from one sample, which was thought to be an outlier, was 25%.  If the result from this sample is included, the average percent perc emitted from all six samples is 53% by weight.

2. Recent Sampling for Perc and HC:  Based on the population of perc and hydrocarbon machines in the district, statistical procedures indicate that to have statistically significant results, 19 perc machines and 9 HC machines need to be tested (the sample size for perc machine is 10, if percent perc emitted is used to determine the population variance).  AQMD selected perc facilities from a group that have equipment with primary and secondary control systems.  Samples were taken following standard procedures, and delivered to the AQMD laboratory for analysis in accordance with AQMD standard chain of custody.  In addition, staff obtained annual operation information as well as copies of waste manifests and perc purchase records.  Where possible, staff verified the information submitted by the dry cleaners through the suppliers and waste haulers and revised the information as needed to maintain consistency between the two sources of information.  Sources may have information on solvent usage from annual records required to be kept, purchase receipts or through the supplier.  Approximately 85 percent of the facilities sampled had purchase records, 50% of those with purchase records were verified through the suppliers, seven facilities had annual reports of which three had no purchase records.  For facilities that kept monthly records of the amount of solvent added, staff used the recorded amount as the actual usage.  For facilities that did not keep monthly records of the amount of solvent added, staff assumed the usage was the same as the amount purchased on an annual basis.  For facilities with a newer machine, the perc usage was estimated to be equal to the amount purchased excluding the amount used for original fill of the machine.

Staff verified information submitted by HC facilities for 10 out of 11 facilities through the suppliers and waste haulers.  Staff also verified information submitted by perc facilities regarding the amount perc purchased or amount recycled for 12 out of 20 facilities through either the solvent supplier or waste hauler.

The sample results indicated that the perc concentration in the liquid sludge of a perc machine ranged from 15 to 91% by weight and VOC concentration in the liquid sludge of a HC machine ranged from 13 to 85% by weight.  The liquid sludge densities ranged from 9 to 13 pounds per gallon (lb/gal) for perc and 7 to 9 lb/gal for HC machines.  Using these results and the facility’s operating information, the percentage of perc and VOC being emitted and recycled were estimated for each facility.  The following information summarizes the results:

Perc

· The annual perc consumption for a machine with a primary and secondary control system ranged from 20 to 245 gallons.  The average perc consumption was 96 gallons per year.

· The percentage of perc emitted ranged from 15 – 92% by weight.  The average percentage of perc emitted from a machine with primary and secondary control systems was 50% by weight.

· The mean and standard deviation of perc sampling results are estimated to be 50% and 19% respectively.

· The 95% confidence limits on the average percent perc emitted is 41 – 59% by weight.

· At the 5% level of significance there was no difference with respect to equipment size and age, between our the perc sample data and the perc population data.

HC

· The annual solvent consumption (DF-2000) for a HC machine ranged from 30 to 140 gallons.  The average solvent consumption was 63 gallons per year.

· The percentage of VOC emitted ranged from 12 – 75% by weight.  The average percentage of VOC emitted from a HC machine was 34% by weight.

· The mean and standard deviation of HC sampling results are estimated to be 34% and 21% respectively.

· The 95% confidence limits on the average percent VOC emitted is 21 – 47% by weight.

· At the 5% level of significance there was no difference with respect to equipment size and age, between our HC sample data and the HC population data.

The HC and perc analysis results are summarized below:

	
	HC Machine
	Perc Machine

	Number of facilities tested
	11
	20

	Average mileage (lb / gal)
	838
	872

	Average solvent purchased (gal/yr)
	87
	114

	Average solvent used (gal/yr)
	63
	96

	Average % solvent in waste sludge (w%)
	46%
	63%

	Average waste sludge density (lb/gal)
	8
	11

	Average % solvent emitted
	34%
	50%


For more details, please refer to attached spreadsheets (Table 1-Summary of HC Sampling Analysis and Tables 2 and 3 – Summary of Perc Sampling Analysis).

Data Limitations

On June 13, 2002, a Working Group meeting was held with dry cleaners, dry cleaners association representatives, solvent industry representatives, environmental groups, and others to review preliminary sampling results.  Several comments and questions were raised:

1. need information on types of filters – cartridges or spin disc;

2. need to check if wastes disposed include one filter or multiple filters,

3. facilities do not always fill tanks to capacity or to same fill mark;

4. waste may also contain lint, spotting agents, water, soaps, etc; and

5. some data points looked like outliers.

Of the above possible data limitations, #4 could affect the results most significantly and could tend to over estimate the amount of solvent being recycled and consequently under estimate the amount of solvent emitted to the atmosphere.

Regarding the exact number of disposed filters, staff used the number of filters listed in the manifest or provided by the dry cleaners.  In the June 13th meeting, only Safety Kleen (waste hauler) was identified as not listing the exact number of filters in such waste manifest.  In the analysis, staff assumed 1 gallon of solvent is recovered per filter and the solvent recovered from the liquid sludge is assumed to be 50%.  As the number of disposed filters increases, the amount of solvent recovered will increase which reduces the percent solvent emitted.  However, solvent recovered from the disposing of filters is a small fraction compared to the total solvent recovered from the liquid waste sludge.

Regarding the facilities not filling the tanks to the capacity or to same fill mark, this could either over or underestimate the solvent usage.  In a statistically significant sample, these effects would be expected to cancel out because there would not be a bias expected towards one direction.  Staff used amount of solvent added to the machine as usage, and excluded the amount of solvents used to fill the machine when information was provided.  In other cases, staff assumed the amount of solvent purchase and usage were the same.

Regarding outliers, staff presented all the data collected from the facilities in the attached spreadsheets.  Although mileage of a machine (amount of clothes cleaned per one gallon of solvent used) may appear to be low or high compared to the average, it was information submitted by the dry cleaners.  However, neither the machine mileage nor amount of clothes cleaned is a factor used to calculate solvent usage.  These numbers were listed for information purposes.  No information was obtained that would invalidate any of these data points.  Using the average percent perc emitted from only data points within one standard deviation of the mean would change the average percent perc emitted from 50% to 47%.

Staff has performed follow-up phone calls to facilities to ask if any of the above data limitations pertain to their facility and to what extent.  Many of these calls were conference calls with representatives from the California Cleaner’s Association, Korean Dry Cleaning and Laundering Association, the Halogenated Solvent Industry Alliance.  Calls were made to four dry cleaners whose businesses participated in the AQMD perc sampling of sludge.  Initially, staff selected eight facilities with input or calculated results that were questioned by industry.  One facility representative refused to participate, another had a phone number that was disconnected, and two representatives could not be contacted after repeated attempts.  The results of the phone surveys were compared to the data staff had received from the shop owners or operators through facility records.  Based on revised information, few changes were made to the input data and sampling calculation.  For Facility W (see Table 2), the initial information indicated that they recycled more perc than they purchased.  Based on the phone conversation, the amount of perc purchased was reduced from 85 to 65 gallons per year, the amount of perc used changed from 85 to 55 gallons per year, and the number of filters disposed changed from 8 to 4.  These revisions did not effect the previous results.  For Facility P2, the amount of perc purchased and used was changed from 50 to 40 gallons per year and from 50 to 20 gallons per year, respectively.  The amount of perc recycled was reduced from 30 to 24 based on the information provided by the owner that one-half gallon of waste water per month was included in the sludge.  Further verification and refinements were incorporated in the data.

Emission and Risk Calculations
Estimation of Percent (%) Solvent Emitted

From the sludge samples collected from the dry cleaners, staff measured the percent solvent in the sludge and sludge density.  In addition, from the information provided by the dry cleaners such as purchase records and waste manifest, staff estimated the amount and percent solvent being emitted using a mass balance equation.  The mass balance equation and a sample calculation are shown below.

Mass Balance Equation:

Amount of solvent emitted (gal/yr) = amount of solvent used (gal/yr) – amount of solvent recovered

Amount of solvent recovered (gal/yr) = (amount of liquid sludge recycled (gal/yr) x sludge density (lb/gal) x weight percent of solvent in the sludge / solvent density (lb/gal)) + (number of filters recycled x 1 gallon of solvent per filter)

Percent solvent emitted = amount of solvent emitted (gal/yr) / solvent used (gal/yr)

Where,

Amount of solvent used:  given by cleaner (from purchase records)

Amount of liquid sludge recycled:  provided by the cleaner (from manifest)

Number of filters recycled:  provided by cleaner (from manifest)

Weight percent of solvent in the sludge:  measured via sampling analysis

Sludge density:  measured via sampling analysis

Example:

Using the information provided for Facility F listed in the attached spreadsheet titled “Summary of Sampling Analysis on HC Machines”:

Solvent usage = 55 gal/yr (from purchase record)

Liquid sludge recycled = 55 gal/yr (from manifest)

Sludge density = 7 lb/gal (measured from sampling analysis)

Solvent density (DF-2000) = 6.4 lb/gal (from MSDS)

W% of solvent in the sludge = 63.4% (measured from sampling analysis)

Number of filters recycled = 4 (from manifest)

Amount of solvent in a filter = 1 gallon (assumed)

Amount of solvent recycled (gal/yr) = ((55 gal/yr x 7 lb/gal x 63.4%) / (6.4 lb/gal)) + (4 filters x 1 gal/filter)) = 42.1 gal/yr

Amount of solvent emitted (gal/yr) = 12.9 = 55 gal/yr – 42.1 gal/yr

Percent solvent emitted (%) = 12.9 / 55 = 23.4%

Estimation of Total Perc Emissions in Basin

Based on the new sampling analysis results, the perc emission reductions from machines with primary and secondary control systems and machines with primary control system were re-estimated.  As such, the total perc emission reductions from 2,181 machines were revised to 850 tons/yr from the previously estimated 875 tons/yr.

For any population there is a range, that is, the distance between the smallest and largest of a frequency distribution.  Within the range of data, there is a center or middle area of the frequency distribution.  There are three ways of denoting the central tendency or average and each has a distinct meaning.  The mean is the arithmetic average of the summation of all values divided by the number of values or points in the data.  The median is the value at the middle or the range below which half the values in the data population fall.  The mode is the value which appears most frequently.

Of these three statistical measurements, the mean is the most commonly used and best understood measure of central tendency.  On this basis, the mean of such measurements as percent perc emitted is presented in this appendix.

Based on the recent sampling analysis for 20 machines with primary and secondary control systems, the average perc usage and percent emitted were estimated to be 96 gallons per year and 50% by weight, respectively.  For the data that was verified through phone calls, the percent perc emitted was 47%.  Previously, the perc usage and percent perc emitted from these types of machine were estimated to be 66 gallons per year and 60% by weight, respectively.

For machines with primary control systems only, the average percent perc emitted is estimated to be 54% by weight based on sampling analysis on 4 machines.  The amount of perc usage for these machines was assumed to be 113 gallons per year.  Previously, the percent perc emitted from the primary and primary and secondary machines were estimated to be equal to 60% by weight.  This previous estimate for these two machine types was based on the average percent perc emitted from 3 machines with primary control systems and 2 machines with primary and secondary control systems.

Estimation of Cancer Risk

Staff developed a generic profile for a typical dry cleaner by assuming a building area of 1,600 ft2, a building height of 15 ft, a general ventilation system with 60% capture efficiency, and operating hours of 8 hours per day, 5 days per week, and 52 weeks per year.  The Working Group indicated that these values were acceptable.  A standard Gaussian model, ISCST3 (Industrial Source Complex-Short Term, Version 3) was used to estimate the annual average perc concentration at different receptors.  The cancer risk was estimated by multiplying the average annual perc concentration by perc unit risk factor (5.9x10-6 ((g/m3)-1).  Then, the cancer risk was adjusted for operating hours and the commercial receptors as described below:

· The cancer risk was adjusted by a factor of 0.71 (6240 hours / 8760 hours) so that the perc concentration would be distributed evenly throughout the year.  This was because the actual operating hours for a typical dry cleaner was assumed to be 8 hours/day, 5 days/week and 52 weeks/year and the ISCST3 model was run for the actual operating hours.  That means the emissions were considered to be zero for the hours that emissions did not occur (machine was not in operation).

· The cancer risk was also adjusted by a factor of 0.66 (46 years / 70 years) for commercial receptors based on the CAPCOA risk assessment guidelines.

Using the above methodology and sampling analysis results, the cancer risk from a typical perc machine at a residential location 25 meters from the facility ranged from 25 to 140 in-one-million which is slightly lower than previously estimated range of 40 to 150 in-one-million.  The cancer risk ranged from 16 to 90 in-one-million at a commercial location 25 meters from the facility.  This cancer risk was previously ranged from 27 to 100 in-one-million.  These cancer risk levels were based on the perc usage of 29 to 163 gallons per year (average usage + one standard deviation) and average percent perc emitted of 50%.  The average cancer risk for residential and commercial locations 25 meters from the facility were estimated to be about 80 and 55 in-one-million, respectively.  

These risk numbers are conservatives.  Many dry cleaners are located closer than 25 meters to their nearest residence or businesses.  This results in higher risk.  Also, these risk numbers are based on estimated emissions that are lower than emissions reported by the dry cleaners included in the CAPCOA Industry-wide Risk Assessment Guidelines.

Summary of Sampling Analysis on HC Machines

	Table-1, Hydrocarbon machines
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CO NAME
	Make
	Model Year
	Clothes Cleaned (lb)
	Mileage (lb/gal)
	DF-2000 Purchased (gal/yr)
	DF-2000 usage (gal/yr)
	Liquid Sludge (gal/yr)
	Sludge Density (g/ml)
	Sludge Density (lb/gal)
	%  solvent in sludge
	# of filter
	Solvent in Filter (gal/filter)
	Tot. solvent Recov. (gal/yr)
	VOC Ems (gal/yr)
	% VOC emitted
	solvent density (lb/gal)
	VOC Ems (lb/yr)

	
	
	rptd
	rptd
	calc.
	rptd
	est.
	rptd
	msrd.
	calc.
	msrd.
	rptd
	assumed
	calc.
	calc.
	calc.
	MSDS
	calc.

	Facility A
	Satec
	Sep-00
	39,000
	1,300
	30
	30
	30
	0.79
	6.59
	85.4
	0
	0
	26
	4
	12%
	6.4
	23

	Facility B
	Multimatic 
	5/2001
	28,800
	524
	110
	55
	55
	0.97
	8.09
	66.1
	0
	0
	46
	9
	16%
	6.4
	58

	Facility C
	Permac
	Dec-01
	20,000
	625
	165
	32
	36
	0.81
	6.75
	68.5
	0
	0
	26
	6
	19%
	6.4
	38

	Facility D
	Satec
	Feb-00
	65,000
	1,182
	55
	55
	76
	1.06
	8.84
	41
	0
	0
	43
	12
	22%
	6.4
	77

	Facility E
	Multitex
	Jun-00
	44,000
	314
	140
	140
	165
	1.08
	9.00
	46.6
	0
	0
	108
	32
	23%
	6.4
	204

	Facility F
	Lindus
	May-01
	39,000
	709
	70
	55
	55
	0.84
	7.00
	63.4
	4
	1
	42
	13
	23%
	6.4
	82

	Facility G
	Lindus
	Dec-00
	54,000
	982
	110
	55
	60
	0.85
	7.09
	56.5
	2
	1
	40
	15
	28%
	6.4
	99

	Facility H
	Rennzacci
	Mar-99
	46,800
	851
	55
	55
	90
	0.88
	7.34
	30.9
	1
	0
	32
	23
	42%
	6.4
	148

	Facility I
	Rennzacci
	Mar-99
	137,400
	1,249
	110
	110
	275
	0.95
	7.92
	17
	1
	1
	59
	51
	46%
	6.4
	327

	Facility J
	Crown
	Apr-00
	40,435
	735
	55
	55
	90
	0.92
	7.67
	12.7
	4
	1
	18
	37
	68%
	6.4
	239

	Facility K
	Satec
	Jul-00
	40,872
	743
	55
	55
	55
	1.02
	8.50
	18.6
	0
	0
	14
	41
	75%
	6.4
	265

	Average
	
	
	50,482
	838
	87
	63
	90
	1
	8
	46
	
	
	
	
	34%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reported - rptd ; Calculated - calc. ; Estimated - est. ; measured - msrd ;  Material Safety Data Sheet - MSDS
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	             % solvent  emitted = Amount of solvent emitted / Solvent usage 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	              Amount of solvent emitted (gal/yr) = (solvent usage (gal/yr)) -(total solvent recovered (gal/yr)) 
	
	
	
	
	

	              Total solvent recovered (gal/yr) = [((liquid sludge recycled (gal/yr) x sludge density (lb/gal) x w% of solvent in the sludge) / solvent density (lb/gal)) + (# of filters x 1 gallon of solvent /filter )]

	Example:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	For Facility F:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Solvent usage = 55 gal/yr
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Liquid sludge recycled = 55 gal/yr
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Sludge density = 7 lb/gal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       W% of solvent in the sludge = 63.4%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        Solvent density = 6.4 lb/gal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Number of filters = 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        Amount of solvent in a filter = 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        Amount of solvent emitted = 55 - [(55 x 7 x 0.634 / 6.4) + (4 x 1)] = 12.86 gal/yr
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        % solvent emitted = 12.86 / 55 = 0.233 = 23.3%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sample Size Estimation:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using the formula from Statistics and Research Methods for Managerial Decisions by Anderson/ Sweeney/ Williams/ Davis/ Utts/ Simon, 
	
	

	n= NS2 / (((N-1)B2/Z2) + S2)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	n = sample size = 
	9
	
	
	
	B = 10% (margin of error or allowable error)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N= Population size = 70
	Z= 1.96 (95% confidence)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S= Population variance = 
	Population variance is the standard deviation of 10%, 38%, 35%, and 50% which are the % solvent emitted used by industries or permitting staff 


Summary of Perc Sampling Analysis

	Table-2, Machines with primary and secondary tested (groups 1 & 2) [Note: excluded facilities with more perc recycled than purchased]
	
	
	

	FACILITY  
	Make
	Model Year
	Clothes Cleaned (lb)
	Mileage (lb/gal)
	Perc Purchased (gal/yr)
	Perc usage (gal/yr)
	Liquid Sludge (gal/yr)
	Sludge Density (g/ml)
	Sludge Density (lb/gal)
	W% perc in sludge
	# of filter
	Perc in Filter (gal/filter)
	Tot. Perc Recov. (gal/yr)
	Perc Ems (gal/yr)
	% perc emitted
	Perc density (lb/gal)
	Perc Ems (lb/yr)

	
	
	rptd
	rptd
	calc.
	rptd
	est.
	rptd
	msrd
	calc.
	msrd.
	rptd
	assumed
	calc.
	calc.
	calc.
	MSDS
	calc.

	Facility A2
	Crown
	2001
	21,423
	536
	40
	40
	38
	1.29
	10.75
	67.4
	0
	1
	20
	20
	49%
	13.5
	265

	Facility B2
	Permac
	2000
	62,955
	1,049
	60
	60
	128
	1.2
	10.00
	49.1
	0
	1
	47
	13
	22%
	13.5
	181

	Facility C2
	Lindus
	1998
	32,920
	572
	58
	58
	32
	1.27
	10.59
	63.3
	4
	1
	20
	38
	65%
	13.5
	509

	Facility D2
	Firbimatic
	1996
	38,750
	158
	245
	245
	227
	1.42
	11.84
	72
	0
	1
	143
	102
	42%
	13.5
	1374

	Facility E2
	Union
	1999
	146,660
	978
	240
	150
	77
	1.26
	10.50
	61.3
	0
	1
	37
	113
	76%
	13.5
	1529

	Facility F2
	Forenta
	1998
	14,165
	472
	30
	30
	27
	1.31
	10.92
	68
	1
	1
	16
	14
	47%
	13.5
	191

	Facility G2
	Frigosec/Union
	1995
	98,455
	1,977
	50
	50
	32
	1.43
	11.92
	80.9
	2
	1
	25
	25
	50%
	13.5
	337

	Facility H2
	Multimatic
	2001
	25,875
	108
	415
	240
	93
	1.2
	10.00
	50.3
	2
	1
	37
	203
	85%
	13.5
	2745

	Facility I2
	Permac
	2000
	47,195
	787
	60
	60
	69
	1.25
	10.42
	57.1
	0
	1
	30
	30
	49%
	13.5
	399

	Facility J2
	Fibermatic
	1998
	43,940
	879
	50
	50
	71
	1.22
	10.17
	50.2
	0
	1
	27
	23
	46%
	13.5
	312

	Facility K2
	Multimatic
	2000
	89,933
	500
	180
	180
	89
	1.52
	12.67
	91.3
	2
	1
	78
	102
	56%
	13.5
	1371

	Facility L2
	Multimatic
	1998
	131,075
	1,311
	100
	100
	110
	1.31
	10.92
	62.4
	2
	1
	58
	42
	42%
	13.5
	573

	Facility M2
	Union
	1999
	92,909
	1,858
	50
	50
	42
	1.05
	8.75
	16.7
	0
	1
	4
	46
	91%
	13.5
	614

	Facility N2
	Renzacci
	1998
	205,840
	1,073
	192
	192
	235
	1.34
	11.17
	57.4
	3
	1
	115
	77
	40%
	13.5
	1042

	Facility O2
	Union
	2000
	72,757
	848
	86
	86
	68
	1.27
	10.59
	56
	14
	1
	44
	42
	49%
	13.5
	566

	Facility P2
	Crown
	2001
	18,893
	945
	40
	20
	24
	1.24
	10.34
	55.4
	0
	1
	10
	10
	49%
	13.5
	133

	Facility Q2
	Mutimatic
	1999
	135,999
	1,133
	150
	120
	150
	1.43
	11.92
	70.8
	8
	1
	102
	18
	15%
	13.5
	246

	Facility R2
	Lindus
	2000
	51,946
	958
	54
	54
	63
	1.3
	10.84
	65.9
	2
	1
	35
	19
	35%
	13.5
	255

	Facility E
	Columbia
	1997
	57,273
	573
	100
	100
	63
	1.58
	13.17
	95.8
	Disc
	1
	59
	41
	41%
	13.5
	555

	Facility F
	Union
	2001
	35,321
	981
	36
	36
	15
	1.46
	12.17
	80.8
	4
	1
	15
	21
	59%
	13.5
	284

	Average:
	
	
	71,214
	885
	112
	96
	83
	1
	11
	64
	
	
	
	
	50%
	
	

	              Facilities E & F are from the first set of sampling conducted in December of 2001.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	             % solvent  emitted = Amount of solvent emitted / Solvent usage 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	              Amount of solvent emitted (gal/yr) = (solvent usage (gal/yr)) -(total solvent recovered (gal/yr)) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	              Total solvent recovered (gal/yr) = [((liquid sludge recycled (gal/yr) x sludge density (lb/gal) x w% of solvent in the sludge) / solvent density (lb/gal)) + (# of filters x 1 gallon of solvent /filter )]

	Example:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	For Facility E:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Solvent usage = 100 gal/yr
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Liquid sludge recycled = 63 gal/yr
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Sludge density = 13.17 lb/gal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       W% of solvent in the sludge = 89.9%
	
	
	Amount of solvent emitted = 100 - [(63 x 13.17 x 0.899 /13.5) + (0 x 1)] = 44.75 gal/yr
	
	
	

	        Solvent density = 13.5 lb/gal
	
	
	
	% solvent emitted = 44.75 / 100 = 0.4475 = 45%
	
	
	

	       Number of filters = 0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	        Amount of solvent in a filter = 1
	
	
	
	
	
	


Summary of Perc Sampling Analysis (concluded)

	Sample Size Estimation:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using the formula from Statistics and Research Methods for Managerial Decisions by Anderson/ Sweeney/ Williams/ Davis/ Utts/ Simon, 
	
	
	
	

	n= NS2 / (((N-1)B2/Z2) + S2)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	n = sample size = 
	19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N= Population size = 714
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S= Population variance = 
	0.23
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B = 10% (margin of error or allowable error) & Z = 1.96 (95% confidence)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Population variance is the standard deviation of 35.2%, 50.3%, 89.2%, 60.2%, 89.9%, and 80.8% which are the % solvent in the sludge based on first set of sampling results 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 3, Facilities with more perc recycled than purchased(1)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FACILITY  
	Make
	Model Year
	Clothes Cleaned (lb)
	Mileage (lb/gal)
	Perc Purchased (gal/yr)

Perc usage (gal/yr)
	Liquid Sludge (gal/yr)
	Sludge Density (g/ml)
	Sludge Density (lb/gal)
	W% perc in sludge
	# of filter
	Perc in Filter (gal/filter)
	Tot. Perc Recov. (gal/yr)
	Perc Ems (gal/yr)
	% perc emitted
	Perc density (lb/gal)
	Perc Ems (lb/yr)

	
	
	rptd
	rptd
	calc.
	rptd
	est.
	rptd
	msrd
	calc.
	msrd.
	rptd
	assumed
	calc.
	calc.
	calc.
	MSDS
	calc.

	Facility W
	Lindus
	1998
	43,450
	790
	65
	55
	180
	1.28
	10.67
	62.5
	4
	1
	93
	-38
	-69%
	13.5
	-509

	Facility X
	Union
	1999
	68,100
	908
	75
	75
	99
	1.49
	12.42
	80.5
	6
	1
	79
	-4
	-6%
	13.5
	-58

	Facility Y
	Realstar
	2000
	No info.
	
	100
	100
	143
	1.53
	12.76
	93.8
	4
	1
	131
	-31
	-31%
	13.5
	-415

	Facility Z
	Crown
	2000
	50,655
	1,013
	50
	50
	No info.
	1.33
	11.09
	53
	0
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	(1) Not used in the analysis
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From: {Lsan'g kahng [zerosang@hotmail.conﬁ’]
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2002 9:.05 PM
To: mkrause@aqgmd.gov

Subject: perc proposal

Dear Mr. Krause,

As an owner of a dry cleaning business using perchloroethylene ("perc") in
the South Coast Air Quality Management District, | strongly oppose proposals
advanced by the South Coast staff which would completely phase out the use
of perc in dry cleaning. | have already bought more efficient equipment to-
reduce the environmental impact of perc. | also conduct training sessions

on environomental training for dry cleaners.

The complete elimination of perc will devastate my business. The proposal
is based on inaccurate, invalid and inflated assumptions. The alternatives
of no perc usage have their own environmental concerns.

I strongly urge you to fully investigate and consider the alternatives to
improve air quality using perc. Our industry is committed to improving air
quality.

Please fully consider other options before you place my business, and
hundreds of other dry cleaners out of business.

Sincerely,

Sang Kahng, Palm Desert Cleaners

Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at http://explorer.msn.com/intl.asp.
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Professional Dry Cleaning £ Wet Cleaning Senice
2646 Fletcher Pkwy, El Cajon, CA 92020

Mr. Michael Krause

c/o CEQA

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO RULE 1421-CONTROL OF PERC EMISSIONS FROM DRY CLEANING

Dear Mr. Krause:

This is Dan Kim, owner and operator of Town & Country Fabricare. I am a certified
environmental dry cleaner, CED, using "PERC" in the Southern Coast Air Quality
Management District. I oppose South Coast staff's proposal which a ""complete phase
out of perc by 2011" because perc does NOT contribute to smog formation, ozone
depletion or the "greenhouse" warming effect. Perc is less toxic than many common
products, such as Mercurochrome. As long as we don't use them an abusive way, they
are safe. As you know that many of common household items, such as ammonia, bleach,
antifreeze, nail polish remover, and gasoline are falling into the same classification as
perc considered as moderately toxic.

Most of all, the dry cleaning industry had has been reduced the use of perc more than
80% since past decade. I believe that today's many of state-of-the art dry cleaning
equipment with proper emission controls can meet your District's concerns about air
quality.

Thank you for your patience and cooperation.

Respectfully,

o
“.., N . ’
@6 i U@w

Dan Kim, CED
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1129 N. Mountain Ave.
Ontario, CA 91762

Jan. 24th 2002

Mr. Michael Krause

c/o CEQA

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

RE: Draft Environmental Assessment, Proposed amendments to Rule

1421 — Control of Perchloroethylene from Dry Cleaning

Dear Mr. Krause,

As an owner of a dry cleaning business using Perchloroethylene (“perc™) in the South
Coast Air Quality Management District, I oppose proposals advanced by South Coast
staff that would completely phase out the use of perc in dry cleaning. Perc is used by
more than 90% of dry cleaners in the District and beyond, and its elimination would have
devastating economic consequences for my business and damage my ability to serve my
customers.

I'am opposed to the proposal because:

- The dry cleaning business industry has already reduced the use of perc in the
Los Angeles area by 80% since the mid-90s, leading to tremendous reductions
in ambient level of perc;

- the proposal is based on invalid assumptions about ambient perc usage, in
light of improvements in modern dry cleaning equipment;

- The efficiency of alternative technologies has not been established, and
certain of these technologies raise environmental concerns of their own; the
proposal will lead to greater emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
and raise serious flammability issues. -

There is much that can be done to meet valid District concerns about air quality with a
move towards state-of-the art cleaning equipment. These alternatives should be fully
evaluated before adopting proposals that will put large numbers of dry cleaners out of
business.

Sincerely yours,

Adol Lai

Adel Rasol
Owner
Jasmine Cleaners
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KENNETHT, HAAN * Attorneys AT LAW FILE NUMBER
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** OF COUNSEL,
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TEL (213) 639-2900 FAX (213)639-2909

January 25, 2002

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL
(909) 396-3324

Mr. Michael Krause

c/o CEQA

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
21865 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, Ca 91765-4182

RE: PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULE 1421
CONTROL OF PERCHLOROETHYLENE EMISSIONS FROM DRY CLEANING SYSTEMS

Dear Mr. Krause:

Please be advised that [ am and have been an advisory counsel for Korean Drycleaners &
Laundry Association of Southern California (hereinafter “KDLA”) since 1999 and have attended a
number of public hearings and workshops regarding the Air Toxic Control Plan.

Recently, California Cleaners Association of Dry Cleaners & Launderers (hereinafter “CCA”™)
and KDLA have been informed of PAR 1421 aforesaid and of your department’s strong intentions of
eliminating the use of Perc machine in the near future.

Theretofore, this letter is made on behalf of KDLA and its members upon their request,
expressing its members deep concern and opinions, including the alleged technical feasibility, their
financial burden and hardships, cost and benefit, and unfairness and prejudice including the
inconsistency of policy by the Governmental Agency during last 20 years.
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For the purpose of better understanding and avoiding the vagueness and ambiguity, the terms and
meanings of the following terminologies used in this documents will be defined as follows:

L

II.

IIL

IV.

Second Generation Perc Machine (2" Generation) : 2" Generation Machine shall
mean the Dry-to-Dry, Perc using drycleaning machine which replaced the Transfer
machine immediately after, and which has no Primary control, either integrated or added
on thereafter.

Third Generation Perc Machine (3" Generation) : 3 Generation Machine shall
mean the Dry-to-Dry, Perc using Drycleaning Machine which has an Integral Primary
Control Unit only. This 3™ Generation Machine can be converted to Fourth Generation
Perc Machine (4™ Generation) with the proper installation or add-on of Secondary
Control Unit by an authorized manufacturer or installer. Certain models of 3" Generation
Machine are viable for the installation or add-on of Secondary Control Unit, while some
other models are not suitable for the installation or add-on of such.

Fourth Generation Perc machine (4™ Generation) : 4™ Generation Machine shall
mean the Dry-to-Dry, Perc using Drycleaning Machine which has an Integral Primary
Control Unit and add-on Secondary Control Unit.

Fifth Generation Perc machine (5" Generation) : 5" Generation Machine shall mean
the Dry-to-Dry, Perc using Drycleaning Machine which has both Integral Primary Control
Unit and Integral Secondary Control Unit.

THE NUMBER AND TERRITORY OF AFFECTED MEMBERS

Pursuant to the information from and sources of KDLA and CCA, there are currently about 3,200
drycleaner businesses located in Southern California, covering from Santa Barbara county to San Diego
County, and about 2,000 of them are owned or operated by the Korean Americans. As of the end of year
2001, the active registered members of KDLA are about Nine Hundred (900).

It is informed and advised that the number of the dry cleaners within the territory and under the
control and management of SCAQMD reaches up to over 2,200 businesses.

Considering the effect and consequences which PAR 1421 might cause if passed and enforced,
KDLA and its members herewith would express the concern and suggest the following Proposals
regarding the PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULE 1421.
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According to Agenda of SCAQMD dated January 10, 2002, the previous Proposal of SCAQMD
states as follows:

1. No dip tanks after date of adoption

2. No new perc machines after January 2004
3. No converted machines after January 2006
4. No primary machines after January 2013

5. No perc machines operated after January 2018

SCAOMD CURRENT PROPOSAL (THINKING)

According to Agenda of SCAQMD dated January 10, 2002, the current thinking (Proposal) of
SCAQMD states as follows:

1. All perc machines must be integral primary and secondary controls within 3 years.
2. Usage limits to reflect risk of 25-in-one-million.

3. Annual record keeping plus 4-year updates.

4, Fee to assist switching to alternative technologies.

S. No new perc machines after January 1, 2010.

This current proposal (Thinking) of SCAQMD can be interpreted that
ALL DRYCLEANING MACHINES MUST BE REPLACED WITH 5™ GENERATION
MACHINE ONLY WITHIN 3 YEARS, regardless when the current machines were purchased and what

the condition of the current machines are.

It is also intended to prohibit thus eliminate the Perc Machine forever by not permitting a new
perc machine from January 1, 2010.

KDLA and all if its members using Perc Machines, including 3", 4™, 5™ Generation Machines
strongly object to the CURRENT THINKING (PROPOSAL) of SCAQMD.
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For further reduction of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Operations, the Proposed
Amendments to Rule 1421 are aimed at promoting, but eventually forcing the dry cleaning the

business owners to substitute Perchloroethylene with non-perc alternatives, such as Hydrocarbons,
CO2, Wet cleaning.

And it also would require the use of these solvents when equipment is purchased for a new facility or
when the business owner wants to replace the equipment with new one.

This Air Toxic Control Plan is believed to have been drafted and to be drafted and amended in
consideration of some other criteria also, such as:

. Technical Feasibility.

. Reduced Cumulative impacts.

. Findings of MATES II (Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study).
. Emission and Risk Reduction potential.

. Cost effectiveness and benefit analysis.

. Socioeconomic analysis.

. Continued analysis and evaluation of Input.

. And other relevant factors

O~ O\ BN =

Currently, three major alternative materials have been recommended and introduced as the technical
feasibility for PERC, which are HC, CO2, and WET CLEANING.

First of all, we would like to point out the dire problems and dangers in using those unproven
alternatives.

HYDROCARBON MACHINES (HC)

1. Out 0of 2000 Dry Cleaning Businesses owned or operated by Korean American, only a
few business owners were known to have purchased and operated with HC MACHINE ,
primarily depending upon the manufacturer’s recommendation and guaranty, foreseeing
the possibility of enactment of Air Toxic Control Plan.

2. Their opinion regarding the quality and maintenance of HC machine is heavily negative
against the use of it.

3. The clothes is shrunk after cleaning and the owners are subject to the claims for the
damage from the customers.

4. Not effective against the spot, because dirty spot still remains.
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[image: image17.png]After cleaning, it takes much longer time to dry, decreasing the productivity and
increasing the operation expense. /

The cloth after cleaning feels oily, as if the cloth is coated with oil.
All of which are not conformed to the guaranty made by the manufacturers.

HC is classified as Class #3 Fire Hazard (147 Fahrenheit degree) under the regulation of
the Fire Department and is subject to more harsh and difficult regulation than the pre-
existing one and the landlord is reluctant to lease the premises out of the fear of Fire
Hazard. Also the possibility of increased liability insurance and Worker’s Compensation
premium is expected due to the high risk of hazardous accident.

9. The price of the substitute machine is twice as expensive.
C0O2 MACHINE (C0O2)
1. The size of machine is almost as twice big as the conventional perc-machine, therefore it

is not suitable to the existing space and location, possibly necessitating the remodeling of
the premises or relocation.

There is a danger of explosion, and the safety and dependability of it is not proved or
tested in the actual market.

The price of the machine is approximately $150,000.00, causing irreparable harm and
financial burden to the business owners.

WET CLEANING

1.

2.

The cloth is shrunk, producing too many wrinkles on the cloth after wash.

It requires too long a time to dry, increasing the operating expenses and make the
business non-profitable.

. Most clothes are not washable in water.,

Comparison of Productivity by presser between Perc and Wet machine:
Perc- 25-30 clothes per hour.
Wet - 5-6 clothes per hour.
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method.

Feasibility must be tested and proven by independent authority
(Government supported independent program )

When the technical feasibility is to be determined, it is vital to take other factors into
consideration also such as economical feasibility, possible negative effects, hidden danger,
whether it is actually tested and proven in the market for a sufficiently enough period of time to
provide a documented statistics and data.

Also, it must be tested and proven by the independent authority which is not related to or
with any particular group or companies with pecuniary interest.

It is also imperative for the business owners to have the opportunity to review the opinions or
facts proposed by the proponent of the alternatives.

FINANCIAL BURDEN

Most of business with Purchase Money Loan

Most of the business owners or operators have started the business with more than
half of the initial capital amount being financed by the bank or by promissory note
to the previous owner secured with the business as collateral.

Extra burden due to Riot

Some of them even have not recovered from the damages and losses incurred
during the Los Angeles Riot. They are still in the payment of the loan made to
repair the damage during the Riot.

Additional burden due to Earth Quake

Majority number of the business owners have replaced the old transfer-type or
dry-to-dry closed loop machines with THIRD GENERATION MACHINES
soon after the Earth Quake.
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[image: image19.png]IN EARLY AND MID 90°, MOST OF BUSINESS OWNERS EQUIPPED WITH
THIRD GENERATION MACHINE PURSUANT TO NEW REGULATIONS

In early and mid 90’s , they have purchased and replaced the perc-using dry
cleaning machines with THIRD GENERATION MACHINES, equipped with
Primary Control Unit, in compliance with the new regulation by the agency.

Currently, approximately 75% of KDLA members are equipped with these 380
GENEARTION MACHINE.

If the law requires or causes to force the business owners to place the dry cleaning
machine again within such a short period of time, it will not only cause a great financial
burden on the owners but also an irreparable harm such as to close the business and ruin their
lives. It might also result in the taking of personal properties without due compensation or
without any reasonable opportunity to be compensated.

Most of them work 12-14 hours a day six days a week(Monday through Saturday).
Usually run by husband and wife, with the help of their children.

Most of the businesses have average one to two employees only, making up the
shortage of labor by themselves to reduce the business expenses and to make it profitable.

They can not afford another loan, the burden and expenses for the toxic

contaminant free machine must be born by the manufactures by reinvesting in research
and development of new technology.

Government initiated program or model business

Government may initiate the program to have a certain agency to run the model business
with the technically feasible alternatives and monitor all the positive and negative effects
including the cost effectiveness.

Or alternatively, have the manufacturers of the technically feasible machine burden of
running the model business as Franchise and report the pro and cons, cost and benefits.

Some of the HC and WET cleaning machine manufacturers or distributors are created as
late as mid of 1999, or recently. There has not been enough opportunity or time even for the
manufacturers or distributors to test and prove the safety or feasibility in the actual market.

Government policy and rules can not depend solely upon the assertion or unilateral

recommendation of the manufacturers, which have never provided any proven statistics or
data over a sufficient period of time.
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[image: image20.png]The Policies and the Rules of SCAQMD have been enacted, amended and enforced
against the business owners with several inconsistent changes and amendments.

Each and every occasion whenever the business owners have complied with the new
Rules or Regulations, the compliance to such new Rules or Regulations resulted in the
possible loss of Capital Value in their asset and dire effect of negative cash flows.

The policies or regulation can not and must not be changed such as to cause irreparable
damage to the person who diligently and in good faith complied to the regulations.

The business owners can not afford to risk their future solely based on the assertion of the
manufacturers, which has no sufficient proof or data of feasibility, technologically or
economically.

Fairness and Balance between the industries

Pursuant to the report of SCAQMD, the toxic air contaminants(TAC) by PERC. is
reduced by 85% since early 1990's.

We can attribute these successful reduction of TAC by PERC to the followings:
1. largely because of the elimination of the transfer machine.

2. Installation of new Primary and Secondary retrofit unit.

3. And of course the efforts and enforcement of AQMD, CARB, EPA.

No other field of industries or business have reduced the air contamination so successfully as
the dry cleaning business industries. It must be reasonably fair and equal in the implementation
of the regulation.

Currently majority of air toxic level is from the emissions of auto and diesels and other
industries other than dry cleaning business.

It is too harsh and stringent an implementation especially on the dry cleaning business

compared to other industries.

MATESII indicates that the average cancer risk level is around 1400 in one million with
diesel, but 400-600 in one million without diesel.

No acts or laws requires the auto makers or the owners to replace the diesel engine into any
other substitute.
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machine with other alternatives, which has not been proven technologically or
socioeconomically.

Also it was informed and advised that the analysis of ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY OF
PAR 1421 has been studied by a prominent professor, Hyung-Ki Jinm Ph. D., specialized in
Industrial Research & Executive Education at Finance and Business Economics. The foregoing
statements are in conformity and furtherance of said study, entitled “THE ECONOMIC
FEASIBILITY OF RULE 421", dated November 8, 2001.

KDLA AND ITS MEMBERS’ PROPOSED AMENDMENTS OF 1421

FOR THE REASONS stated above, KDLA and its MEMBERS herewith suggests the
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS OF RULE 1421 as follows:

1. No use of SECOND GENERATION MACHINE (2™ Generation) after January
2006.

2. No use of THIRD GENERATION MACHINE (3" Generation) after January 2015.

- currently 75% of dry-cleaning business owners are operating with this 3"
Generation machine.

- These group of people have complied to the new rules and regulations of
SCAQMD, which have been inconsistent over the period of time, and now face the
most financial burden and hardship.

- According to the information of KDLA, about One-half of these group might be
able to be installed with Secondary Control Unit, therefore turned into FOURTH
GENERATION MACHINE, but One-half are not be able to converted into 4t
Generation machine.

- Based on the assumption and proven cases that the Perc dry cleaning machine can
be operated between 20 and 30 years with good maintenance and repair. and
actually proven in the market, to allow 3" Generation machine to be in use for 13
more years from the date of enaction).

3. FOURTH GENERATION (4™ Generation) and FIFTH GENERATION
MACHINE (5™ Generation) may be used until the life time of its machine without
any limitation.

4. New permit for Perc machine shall be limited only for 5™ GENERATION.
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5. New PERC MACHINE with 5" Generation shall be permitted without any time
limitation, until the feasible Technology and its machine is proven and guaranteed
to the satisfaction of its industry.

6. OBLIGATION OF PUBLIC NOTICE PURSUANT AB2588:

- PAR 1421 also places a burden and obligation of NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC on
the business owners, pursuant to AB2588. This burden would cause high risk of
financial burden or harassment on the business owners and practically might
deprive them of fair and reasonable conditions in operating the business.

- Therefore, the burden must be placed on the authority such as SCAQMD or
manufacturer. Any danger or hazard of Perc exists inherently, no matter how much
care and diligence might have been exercised by the operater.

It is informed and advised that the policies and regulations of SCAQMD have been
inconsistent, causing the members and groups of Dry Cleaning Business Industries suffer dire
economic losses and unnecessary burden, especially extremely detrimental to their members.

KDLA and its members would hope that all the staffs and legislation take aforesaid facts in
consideration and make a fair and equitable decision regarding this matter.

Should you have questions or need more information, please feel free contact me.

Very truly yours,

KENNETH T. HAAN & ASSOCIATES
A Professional law Corporation

//‘_‘, _—
Kenneth T. Haan, Esq. Q
Counsel for KDLA

KDLA
CCA
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25 January 2002

Mr. Michael Krause
c/aCEQA

21865 East Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, Ca®1765-4182

B Dicar Mr: Krause:

[ have owned @ dry cleaning business in Glendale for 35 years and am
‘opposcdmtheproposaltomascancintheclming'indusky. Most
of us have complied with all the other rules and regulations and now you
want t0 take away our livelibood. Jf washing wool clothes in soap and

, t,_wwtermﬂ\emwtoﬂwclmﬁnuindmmﬂmddhmmum
of money lOyearugobynothavingtoupgmdcwdmnimmihndjm »
bougnawaslﬂngmdmine.lhavecustommﬂmmuiedthenewcmning
method and are not happy with the way their clothes came out.

My husband and I have gope through many years of work and training in Spot
semoval and at that time we had State exams for all this. Many of the stains

that are put are clothes are not removed by just putting themn through water. §
To this day, customess come in and say that we'have been recommended by § .
others because of oar cleaning and spotting. :

Owindusuyhasalreadydonemuchtoredweﬂleuseofpacandﬁw /
- ambient levels. We have worked in the industry for aver 40 years, as well
asmisedourfamﬂyinthisbu:immmmnotinn.poﬁﬁmmuke
an the financial burden that you afe imposing on us by elinipating perc
A ‘andgoingtoa‘diffemnmeﬂwdufdmning‘ﬂmmhavcmmewious

- 1SSULS, '

John & Carol Cianfrin:
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From: BarFein@cs.com

Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2002 5:03 PM
To: mkrause@aqmd.gov

Subject: perc

Mr. Krause | am a dry cleaner in the L.A. district. Last December we
installed a new machine and it cut our perc use from 400 gals a year with our
first machine that was at this location in 1985 to 45 galin year 2001 Most
of the dry cleaners | know have put in new equipment in the last few years
and they have cut the perc use also. This last machine was over sixty
thousand dollars and it will take a long time to recoop that investment. |
feel that your effort to stop using perc altogether is goingtobe a

hardship on our industry. | feel our industry has made a real effort to meet
your tuff standards and you keep asking for more.

Barry Fein

London Cleaners Inc.

310-208-7722  barfein@cs.com
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|
Timothy F.Malloy
405 Hilgard Avenue “

Los Axngelcs, CA 90095
i | ' o
_ February 1, 2002

1 Krause : ‘ “W

ast Air Quality Management District k ' .

, Copley Drive
Bar, CA 91765-4182

Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed
Amendments to Rule 1421 ’

. Krause:

"I am a law professor at the Law School at the University of rnia in Los o

¢s. [ am writing to provide my personal comments concerning South Coast Air : [ 4
Quali { Management District’s (“SCAQMD”) Draft Environmental Assessment for the ‘

di to amend Rule 1421 o , |

Page 2.2: The discussion of Control Measure AT-STA-02§

~ Toxics Control Plan states that requirements "could be.e

d  these alternative solvents when cquipment is purchased for
when replacing equipment.” This description dilutes the si ghificar
content of the Control Mcasure. The actual ATCO lang: e expressly calls!

for " establishing requirements to use these solvents when z uipment is (
purchased for a new facility or when replacing equipment fijat has reached the

end of its useful life." Although the EA languagc identifies a phase-out as ay o
possibility under the Control Measure, the Control Measure language itself §

s

characterizes a phase-out as an expected part of any revision.

| e Page 2-7: The discussion regarding wet cleaning should clarify that wet
 cleaning systems use specialized dryers and tensioning equipment to ensure
that shrinkage of finished garments does not occur. See USEPA,Cleaner
Technologies Substitutes Assessment; Professional Fabricare Processes (EPA
744-B-98-001). In addition, that discussion states that threc facilities within
the district use wet clcaning technology. While accurate, this understates the
broader use of wet cleaning technology in the United States and the world

more generally. As of 1999, there were over 190 facilities using wet cleaning

AL e bt

% 1| submit these comments in my personal capacity. They are not made on behalf of the University of
Galifornia, its Regents, ¢he Law School of the University of California in Los Angeles, or its faculty.

'
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identified that could encourage perc dry cleaning facilities to not choose a

- minimize selection of hydrocarbon solvents, including facility and consumer

~ achieve the estimated levels of reduction. Unfortunately, actual operating

optimum, and enforcement efforts by SCAQMD simply cannot overcome this
. reality. RS '

-SCAQMD attcmpts to control emissions from these machines in two primary

~ requirements under current Rule 1421, and (b) permit limits on PCE usage

technology in the United States, with approximately 30 of them using it as the
sole cleaning technology. USEPA, Design for the Environment Wetcleaning
Directory (EPA 744-B-99-002).

Page 4-5: The EA states that "[n}o feasible mitigation measure has been

hydrocarbon solvent." It would be helpful if SCAQMD would identify the |
basis for this conclusion, as well as the mitigation measures it has considered.
It appears that there are a wide variety of measures that could be undertaken to &
education and outreach, as well as use of incentives to encourage usc of other §
alterpative solvents (¢.2., training and technical assistance programs and B
financial incentives). R ’

Page 5-5: The discussion of Alternative B, the use of a primary and
secondary control equipment in licu of alternative solvents, includes estimates
of cancer risk from facilities using such equipment. Those estimates, and the -
calculations included in Chapter 4 of the EA appear to based upon :
assumptions regarding the emission reductions achievable through the use of
these so-called fourth and fifth generation machines. My current research and
prior personal experience as an enforcement attorney at the federal
Environmental Protection Agency suggests that SCAQMD’s reliance on fifth
generation machines is misplaced. It may be true that, if operated under
optimum conditions and if conscientiously maintained, these machines could

conditions and maintenance levels typically fall far short of the theoretical

ways: (a) operating, inspection, maintepance, record-keeping and reporting

under Rule 1401. As described below in more detail, history teaches that -

compliance rates for these requirements are astonishingly low. Analysis of
the structure of the regulations demonstrates that there is little reason to expect
significantly better compliance in the future. Consequently, reliance on these -
machines is misplaced, and will lead to continued human health impacts.

Compliance audits of drycleaners conducted in five urban areas between 1996
and 1999 revealed striking levels of noncompliance with Rule 1421 and
similar rules in other jurisdictions. As table below shows, non-compliance
rates ranged between 79 and 98% percent, and the percentage of facilities that
had PCE emissions or discharges was between 22% and 67%.
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Due in large part to increased enforcement activities, compliance rates have
risen above these abysmal levels. However, there is little reason to believe
that widespread and sustained compliance is likely. The “paperwork-based,”:
self-reporting approach of Rule 1421 and many other source specific rules I

 jtself is root of the problem, particularly in industry sectors consisting of many
small, marginally profitable businesses. As written, Rule 1421 (and its state -
and federal counterparts) impose complicated and time-consuming .
‘maintenance and inspection requirements on the cleaners. The rule also
requires cleaners to maintain extensive records and submit reports to
demonstrate compliance. As a practical matter, SCAQMD and CARB
inspectors must rely upon these records in determining whether the source is

- complying with the rule. Unless inspectors spend a massive amount of time
focused on each facility, it is difficult to determine whether the inspections
and maintenance was properly performed, or even performed at all. Likewise,

* 2 CARB. 1997. An Evaluation of the Sdcrame(zta Metropalitan Air Quality Mandagement District’s Air
Pollution Conirol Program. Sacsamento. =~ s : L )
i ? SCAQMD. 1997. Fact Sheet: Findings from Dry Cleaner Inspections in South Coast AQMD. Diamond L
§Bar. - E ST ‘ :

¢ Pupka, Edwin. SCAQMD. July 1,1999. ‘ o _ o

5 CARB. 1998. An Evaluation of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s-Air Pollution Control
Program. ' ' :

: ¥ Drycleaners News, January 1999. Volume 48, No.1.

7 Drycleaners News, November 1998. Volume 47, No. 11.
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Mr.. Michael Krause

comprehensive inspection of cleancrs® compliance with substantive emission
limitations is costly and resource intensive, and thus is rarely done. .
Consequently, when the sclf-reporting form of regulation is coupled with
limited enforcement resources in this industry sector, it raises the specter of

widespread noncompliance and under-reporting, and ultimately excess ?
emissions.

i
i

_To some degree, the low compliance rates can be traced to prior reductions i
SCAQMD’s enforcement effort in the sector. Between 1994 and 2000, most
of the South Coast’s dry cleaners went for five years or more without an
inspection. Although the agency has turned greater enforcement attention to
this sector following the audits, SCAQMD’s resources are limited and it is
doubtful that the increased attention can overcome the enforcement problems
inherent in Rule 1421.% Absent a commitment to provide substantial funding
and priority for comprehensive, copsistent and aggressive enforcement '
capable of overcoming the barriers to compliance in Rule 1421, SCAQMD
should not base its rule revisions on the theoretical emission reductions from
fourth and fifth generation machines.

~ SCAQMD also uses permit limits on PCE usc to control toxic emissions from
dry cleaning facilities. These limits are typically based on some form of risk
assessment performed by SCAQMD, and are intended to ensure that PCE
emissions will not exceed a 10 in a million maximum individual cancer risk
for purposes of Rule 1401. Simply put, as a practical matter these restrictions
are not enforceable. As with Rule 1421, compliance with the PCE usage .
limits is demonstrated through record keeping, and thus it is extremely
difficult to document whether in fact a cleaner has complied with the limit.
“This is particularly troubling because in my experience usage limits and
throughput limits of this sort are often ignored by facility employees in the
day-to-day rush to do their work. In many small businesses, little attention is
given to the actual terms of a permit. -Once received, a permit is placed in a
drawer or file and never referred to again. Indeed, PPERC performed an
evaluation of seven permits issued by SCAQMD in 1998 concluded that for
most of the permits evaluated, “the expected through-put that they would be

* limited to in order to operate within the PCE limit was over 50% lower than
the through-put expected for these facilities.™

% Moreover, even with increased enforcement, the consequences of noncompliance with Rule 1421 are
often minimal. Between October 2000 and March 2001, the penaities paid by individual dry cleaniog
B facilitics ranged between just $50.00 and $400.00. , IR

9 Sinsheimer, Peter and Gottlieb, Robert. 2000. Supporting Pollution Prevention in the Garment Care
Jndustry. Los Angeles: PPERC. Subscquent to the study, SCAQMD increased its assumption concerning
 the amount of PCE that typicaily ends up in waste, thus reducing estimatcs of the amount of PCE cmitted.
This change allowed for less stringent PCE usage limits, and consequently greater throughput. Even with
that change, therc is significant question concerning the efficacy of the permit {imits. .
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Thank you for the opportunily to comment on the draft EA. %hould you have any
questions or require additional inforF)ation, please do not hesitate to gontact me at 310-
794-5278. v ‘ r

' Timothy F, Malloy -
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South Coast Air Qqahty Management Dlstrnct ; 1
21865 E. Copley Drive

)« Dxanpnd Bar, CA 91765-4182 o , i

} Re: © Comuments on Draft Environmental Assessrnent for Proposed Amendments to
: Rule 1421 :

¥

4 ‘
; Dear Mr. Krause:

l; This letter is being written with respect to the Draft Envu'onmental Assessment for the
proposal to amend Rule 1421. :

The () ents we are submitting are mformed by the research our Center has conducted

| & over the past six years on the viability of professional wet cleaning as a pollution

prevention alternative to dry cleaning. Our research on this subject has been funded by
govemnment agencies (SCAQMD, USEPA, and the California Air Resources Board) as

. well as non-governmental foundations (the California Wellness Foundation and the
“Liberty Hill Foundatlon) In addition, our recommendations are consistent with the
recommendations in two research reports produced by our Center: Pollution Prevention

_jn the Garment Care Industry: Assessing the Viability of Professional Wet Cleaning
*“(1 997) and Supporting Pollution Prevention in the Garment Care Industry: dn

Assessment of Factors Influencing a Switch from Dry Cleaning to Professional Wet

_ .
February 1, 2002

j02/01 /282 17:81 2132592734 WP 2132552734  PAGE 82

f

~ Cleaning (2000). Findings from these reports confirmed the viability of professional wet -

- cleaning as a substitute technology for PCE dry cleaning and also identified problems
with the regulation of PCE dry cleaning ~ both for cleaners attempting to comply with
these rules and for regulatory agencles responsible for enforcemcnt

_ The focus on these comments centers around the proposcd prOJect and the project -
- alternatives.
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 Alternative B — Primary and Secondary Equipment Reguirgmmt

Alternative B calls for all converted PCE machir':es,to be replace with integral ptimary |
and secondary control dry clean machines by March 1, 2003.

Cancer risk estimation for Alternative B is based on emissions reduction achievable by
integral primary and secondary control dry clean machines. The EA does not difcuss a
number of issues that suggest that actual emissions at dry cleaners are likely to hc '
substantjally higher than what is theoretically achievable, v

* The EA does not mention the fact that administrative audits, conducted by SCAQMD
and others, show extremely low compliance rates with respect to PCE dry cleaning
'regulations.. Since these regulations are specifically designed to reduce PCE
‘emissions, low compliance rates suggest that PCE emissions from dry cleanets are
greater than expected. Indeed, evidence from these compliance audits documents that
a significant percentage of cleaners had PCE leaks that were unacceptable.ﬂ
") : . : ]

e ¥he EA does not discuss the limits to which SCAQMD has been able to cffec;ﬁvely
yegulate dry cleaners using PCE cleaning machines. R P

=
. o The EA does not mention the fact that the pollution control devises, which ar 3
{  basis for estimating emissions reduction capacity, have a limited life and thaf i
emissions of PCE are likely to increase substantially past this use?l life?
These facts are particularly disconcerting in regards to any permit which caps t :
amount of PCE that the dry cleaner can use. The intent of such a PCE cap is to limit -
PCE emissions and keep the cancer risk down to an acceptable level (e.g. MICR of 10
per million for Rule 1401 and MICR). The practical implication for a dry cleaner of -
PCE caps is that if they reach their yearly (or monthly) PCE quota prior to the end of
the quota period, they would be required to shut down their dry cleaning machine —
and either tun away customers, send out garments, or use an alterative non-PCE
- technology to process garments, Yet, the fact that most cleaners do not comply with
- the current Rule 1421 regulations, coupled with the fact that the SCAQMD does not
"1 have the administrative capacity to efficiently enforce the rule, suggests that cleaners
l . who have reached their quotajbefo;e the end of the quota period may purchase PCE in
. excess of the PCE quota and undérreport these purchases. This scenario is
{ increasingly likely as PCE machines age and the efficiency of the machines pollution
ji' - control system declines. :
_g[‘ California Air Resource Board. Fact Sheet: Findings from Dry Cleaner Inspections in South Coast
AOMD, 1997; California Air Resource Board. 4n Evaluation of the Bay Area Air Quality Management

District’s Air Pollution Control Program, 1998; California Air Resource Board. An Evaluation of the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s Air Pollution Control Program, 1996.

2U.S. House. 2000. Committee on Small Business, Subcommirtteé on Tax, Finance and Exports. Helping ‘
. Small Dry Cleaners Adopt Safer Technology: Without Losing Your Shirt. 106™ Cong., 2nd sess. 20 July;
- Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center. 1997. Pollution Prevention in the Garment Care

Industry: Assessing the Viability of Professional Wet Cleaning.
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, Ev1dence for such underreportlng already exists. SCAQMD reported that in a recent
| PCE emissions evaluation of six cleaners, the District contacted two PCE supplies to |
verify the PCE purchases reported by the cleaner. In both cases, the cleaner

- underreported by half the amount of PCE they actually purchased from the supplier.®

~ Other evidence for underreporting comes from Oregon, where a black market for
PCE4 has been created as a result of actions taken by cleaners to avoid PCE solvent

; tax. , . o ,

by

Proposed Project

The proposed project calls for a phasc out of PCE dry cleaning by 2018, a phase out of
' " primary control systems by 2013, a phase out of converted machines by 2006, and a

phase out a new PCE machines purchases by 2004.

The EA states that the proposed rule could 51gmﬁ'cantly increase VOC emissions of %
faculties choose fo operate hydrocarbon technology as the non-PCE substitute. This
estimation is based the “worst-case” scenario that all PCE dry cleaners would switch to

' hydrocarbon technology. and the assumption that no feasible mitigation measure has been

identified that could encourage perc dry cleamng facilities to not choose a hydrocarbon

solvent. , P

¢ The new hydrocarbon alternatives are regulated as Class III combustible liquids.

i As a consequence, they are subject to significant design requirements. For '

‘ example, the City of Los Angeles classifies a solvent with a flashpoint between

¢ -140-200 °F, such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon, as a Class IIIA solvent. The
Los Angeles City fire code requires Class IIIA solvents to be separated from other
operations in the facility (c.g. pressing and ironing) by no less than two-hour fire-
resistive occupancy separations. 3 Since most dry cleaning plants are small,
‘building a separate room enclosure for a petroleum dry cleamng machine is -
practically infeasible, thus dlscouragmg cleaners from moving to hydrocarbon.
Cities or counties in the region with similar restrictions for Class IIIA solvents
will also discourage cleaners from switching from PCE to petroleum.

e There are a wide variety of programs that could be undertaken to minimize
selection of hydrocarbon solvents, including facility and consumer education and

R il Whynot South Coast Aix Quality Management Dlstnct, Rule 1421 Workmg Group Meetmg, January

31,2
* Dry: Cleaner Advisory Conimittee. Oregon Department of Envxronmental Quahty May 16, 2000 Mcetmg
hutp://www.deq.state or. us/w u./clt.a u ’dc.lmnO" 1600.htm. .

g Clty of Los Angeles Municipal Code sec. 57.79.06. Class II and I Dry Cleamng Plants.
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- outreach, as well as use of incentives to encourage use of other alternative
solvents (e.g., training and technical assistance programs and financial |
incentives). SCAQMD recently suggested the possibility of increasing the permit
fec paid by PCE dry cleaners to pay for the purchase of non-PCE technologies.®

4 To discourage cleaners from moving to hydrocarbon, such a fund could be
~ restricted to non-PCE and non-hydrocarbon technologies. R

: native C calls for a phase oﬁt of PCE dry cleaning by 2011, a phase out of primar)i N |
! systems by 2006, a phase out of converted machines by 2004, and a phase out a
CE machines purchases upon rule adoption. : L

eative C — Expedited C

The g’A states that compared to the proposed project, Alternative C could accelerag an'
incregse of VOC emissions of faculties choose to operate hydrocarbon technologyjs the
ICE substitut:l}As noted above, there are limits to the diffusion of petrole ‘

cleaggng due to existing fire code restrictions. In addition, there are problems thatgould
be uridertaken to minimize selection of hydrocarbon solvents.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EA. L ‘ '
Sincerely, ‘

Peter Sinsheimer - ,
Director, Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center

- $SCAQMD. Rule 1421 Working Group Meeting, January 10, 2002
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VIA PERSONAL DELIVERY

Mr. Michael Krause

c/o CEQA

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended
Rule 1421—Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning

Systems

Dear Mr. Krause:

We submit this letter on behalf of our client, Halogenated Solvents Industry
Alliance, Inc. (“HSIA”), to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for
Proposed Amended Rule 1421—Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning
Systems (the “Draft EA”). A review of the Draft EA makes it apparent that the South Coast Air
Quality Management District’s (the “District”) staff has predestined the elimination of
perchloroethylene (“PCE”) emissions from dry cleaning operations before conducting a proper
analysis of the environmental impacts of such an action. Indeed, the Draft EA overestimates
PCE emissions, greatly underestimates volatile organic compound (“VOC”) emissions,
misrepresents the EPA’s classification of PCE, mentions and rejects purported “alternatives” to
the proposed amendment to rule 1421 (the “Project) in a perfunctory and conclusory fashion,
does not even seriously attempt to consider feasible mitigation measures, and offers no factual
support for the conclusions it reaches. The Draft EA fails utterly in its obligation to provide the
District with any substantial evidence upon which to make an informed decision.

Because the Draft EA is cursory, sparse on data, and entirely inadequate in its
discussions of environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives to the Project, the
public has not been given sufficient time to comment adequately on all of the Draft EA’s
inadequacies. Moreover, public comment on this issue is particularly important given the
enormous impact the Project will have on air quality, worker safety, and public health.
Accordingly, HSIA respectfully requests that the comment period be extended by 45 days. The
preceding notwithstanding, HSIA submits the following comments, which are necessarily
abbreviated for the reasons stated above.

633 WEST FIFTH STREET, SUITE 4000 * LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 9007I-2007
TELEPHONE: (2I3) 485-1234 * FAX: (2I3) 89I-8763
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A. The Draft EA Inflates Current PCE Emissions From Dry Cleaning
Operations

The Draft EA erroneously states that PCE emissions from dry cleaning operations
are 1200 tons. However, the District staff has revised its estimate of PCE emissions to about 900
tons—two-thirds of its initial estimate. See Paul Dugard, PhD and Stephen P. Risotto, Report on
the Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1421 Control of
Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems at 1 (February 1, 2002) (the “Dugard
and Risotto Report”). Indeed, according to the Dugard and Risotto Report, an analysis based on
data compiled by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) estimates PCE
emissions at only about 500 tons per year—only 40% of the erroneous estimate contained in the
Draft EA. Id. Accordingly, the Draft EA is defective because it fails to present an accurate
picture of current PCE emissions from dry cleaning operations. See Planning and Conservation
League v. Dep'’t. of Water Res., 83 Cal. App. 4™ 892, 916 (2000) (failure to provide a “thorough
examination” or a “full disclosure of the potential environmental impacts” of the no project
proposal is a fatal defect under the California Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code
§21000, et seq. (“CEQA™)).

B. The Draft EA Identifies VOC Emissions As A Significant Impact, But
Grossly Underestimates VOC Emissions That Will Result From The Project.

The Draft EA identifies emissions of VOCs from hydrocarbon-based cleaning as
a significant air quality impact. See Draft EA at 4-5. The Draft EA further concludes that the
District’s VOC threshold of significance will be exceeded if only 102 of the approximately 2200
dry cleaners in the area adopt hydrocarbon-based cleaning as a result of the Project. Id. at 4-5.
The Draft EA bases this conclusion, however, on an assumption that only 10% of the
hydrocarbon solvents used are emitted into the atmosphere. Id. at 4-5, Table 4-2 (note). The
Draft EA contains no discussion, data, or support for this arbitrary assumption of a 10%
emissions rate.

By contrast, the EPA has analyzed and compared several types of PCE and
hydrocarbon technologies and stated that the emissions to the atmosphere from dry-to-dry
hydrocarbon equipment with primary controls are 38%, not 10%. See Dugard and Risotto
Report at 3; EPA, Cleaner Technologies Substitute Assessment for Professional Fabricare
Processes (“CTSA”) at Chapter 4 (June 1998) (Tab 1). Applying the EPA’s 38% emissions rate
along with the District’s assumption that a typical hydrocarbon facility uses 270 gallons of
solvent per year results in annual emissions per facility of 108 gallons (788 pounds of substituted
glycol ether). See Dugard and Risotto Report at 3-4. Assuming that all 2200 dry cleaning
facilities switch to the glycol ether, the resulting annual VOC emissions would be over 1.7
million pounds. Id. at 4. This means that the District’s VOC significance threshold will be
exceeded if only 26 facilities switch to glycol ether—nearly one-quarter the number originally
estimated by the Draft EA. Id. Further, if all dry cleaning facilities switched to aliphatic
hydrocarbons instead of glycol ether, the resulting annual emissions would be 691 pounds. Id. at

LA_DOCS\779046.2[W2000]
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4, n.9. Under this scenario, only 30 facilities would need to adopt aliphatic hydrocarbons to
trigger the District’s VOC significance thresholds. Id. These numbers are in stark contrast to the
Draft EA’s estimates.

Further, using EPA methodology, the Project will create about 867 tons of
increased VOC emissions with a corresponding decrease of only 500 tons of PCE—a
comparison that the Draft EA fails to make. Id. at 4, Table 3. Thus, the Draft EA fails to
quantify accurately VOC emissions resulting from the Project, thereby failing to provide the
District with meaningful data upon which to base its decision. See Planning and Conservation
League, 83 Cal. App. 4™ at 916 (failure to provide a “thorough examination” or a “full disclosure

of the poltential environmental impacts” of the no project proposal is a fatal defect under
CEQA).

C. The Draft EA Fails To Provide Sufficient Data To Evaluate And Compare
The Project’s Alleged Health Benefits From Reducing PCE Emissions With
The Harmful Effects Of Increasing VOC Emissions.

In another attempt to stack the deck in favor of the Project, the Draft EA purports
to quantify the cancer risk of PCE-based dry cleaning facilities, but makes no attempt to quantify
the health hazard of the increased VOC emissions the Project will cause. Indeed, the Draft EA
states that “individual dry cleaning facilities can pose a cancer risk between 10 to 170 in one
million.” See Draft EA at 2-3. See also, id. at 2-4, and 5-5. However, the Draft EA entirely
neglects to provide a comparable risk figure for the increased VOC emissions that will result if
the Project is approved.

The Draft EA’s unequal treatment of PCE and VOC emissions constitutes a fatal
flaw. First, the mere discussion of cancer risk figures with regard to PCE and the omission of
any discussion of health effects with regard to VOCs misleadingly creates the impression that the
VOC emissions the Project will create are benign compared to current PCE emissions. Second,
given that the Draft EA inflates current PCE emissions by 33% to 140%, its corresponding
potential cancer risk figures are inflated as well. See Dugard & Risotto Report at 1. Third,
absence of health effect information for the increase in VOCs deprives the District with

Given the significant public health effects caused by VOC emissions, the Draft EA’s
underestimate is significant. As the Draft EA concedes, hydrocarbon-based cleaning emits
VOCs, which play a vital role in ozone formation and Particulate Matter (“PM,,”) concentrations.
Ozone attacks the lungs and respiratory system, and can cause pulmonary edema deaths and lung
cancer. See Draft EA at 3-12. The District’s jurisdiction has some of the highest ozone
concentrations in the United States. In 2000, maximum one-hour average and eight-hour average
ozone concentrations were 150 percent and 190 percent of the federal standards, respectively. Id.
PM,, can damage lungs, cause lung function declines and respiratory problems in children,
aggravate influenza, chronic respiratory disease and cardiovascular disease, and cause death. Id.
at 3-14.

LA_DOCS\779046.2[W2000]
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substantial evidence upon which to base a decision. See Planning and Conservation League v.
Dep'’t. of Water Res., 83 Cal. App. 4™ 892, 916 (2000) (Failure to provide a “thorough
examination” or a “full disclosure of the potential environmental impacts” of the no project
proposal is a fatal defect under the California Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code
§21000 et seq. (“CEQA™).

Moreover, the Draft EA fails to compare current PCE emissions from PCE-based
equipment with estimated hydrocarbon emissions from hydrocarbon-based equipment. Indeed,
based on EPA methodology and data, the Dugard and Risotto Report found hydrocarbon losses
to the atmosphere are 240% times greater from hydrocarbon-based machines than PCE emissions
from PCE-based machines containing primary controls. See Dugard and Risotto Report at 3.
Moreover, hydrocarbon losses to the atmosphere were nearly three times greater from
hydrocarbon-based machines than PCE emissions from PCE-based machines containing primary
and secondary controls. /d. Again, the Draft EA fails to provide substantial evidence upon
which the District can base its decision. Accordingly, the Draft EA is inadequate.

D. The Draft EA Mischaracterizes EPA’s Position Concerning PCE’s
Carcinogenicity.

In an apparent effort to bolster its position that PCE emissions are likely to cause
cancer in humans, the District staff’s response to a comment in Appendix C misrepresents the
EPA’s position as to the carcinogenicity of PCE. In its response to comment letters, staff
characterizes the EPA’s position as follows:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has
listed perc as a possible human carcinogen (cancer-causing effect).
USEPA’s Office of Research and Development (ORD) made a B2
probable human carcinogen finding which was published in
USEPA’s Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxic Substances
(OPP) 1991 report ‘Cleaner Technologies Substitutes Assessment
for Professional Fabricare Processes’ (CTSA), USEPA 744-B98-
001. From Appendix C, page c-13 the CTSA states: ‘Overall
Evidence: Based on these bioassay data, which show increased
incidences of tumors at three different sites and in two animal
species, together with its evaluation of several epidemiological
studies including Ruder, et al. (1994), the International Agency for
Research on Cancer (IARC), in 1995, classified perc as a group 2A
carcinogen (i.e., probably carcinogenic to human). Since the
mechanisms of perc carcinogenesis are not clearly understood,
USEPA has considered the conclusive animal data for perc, taken
as a whole, to be sufficient evidence for classifying perc as a group
B2 substance (probable human carcinogen) (USEPA, 1991).

LA_DOCS\779046.2[ W2000]
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Regardless of the carcinogenic effects of perc, it is well established
that low levels of perc cause adverse acute and chronic health
effects.

Draft EA at C-5.

That discussion varies markedly from what is available from any official EPA
source of health effects information. Indeed, it is difficult to understand how, short of intentional
misrepresentation, the Draft EA could reference an erroneous statement in an obscure
publication instead of the official EPA position. The current Integrated Risk Information System
(IRIS) states the following:

II. Carcinogenicity Assessment for Lifetime Exposure
Substance Name: Tetrachloroethylene
CASRN-127-18-4

Not available at this time.

See EPA, IRIS Summary re: Tetrachloroethylene (CASRN 127-18-4) (January 31, 2002)
<http://www.epa.gov/iris/subst/0106.htm> (Tab 2). A subsequent reference in the IRIS
Summary makes clear that this has been the situation since May 1, 1990, when the
Carcinogenicity Assessment for PCE was withdrawn.

Even more definitive statements of EPA’s classification of PCE can be found in
the Federal Register. In 1998, EPA announced a proposed rule to correct an error in a table of
one of its regulations. The table included compounds that EPA classified as either Group A
(known human carcinogens) or Group B (probable human carcinogens), and PCE was
mistakenly included. EPA described the amendments, which were adopted without change, in a
June 1998 proposal:

The EPA intended to include in table 4 those pollutants classified
under the EPA’s hazard ranking methodology as Group A (known
human carcinogen) or Group B (probable human carcinogen). The
EPA currently considers both perchloroethylene and
trichloroethylene as intermediately classified between a probable
and possible human carcinogen (Group B/C). The EPA is in the
process of revising its cancer risk assessment guidelines and is
currently reassessing these pollutants. Since a definitive
assessment of the carcinogenicity of these two chemicals has not
been finalized by the EPA, and given the current carcinogenicity
classifications of these chemicals, the EPA is proposing to remove
them from table 4.

LA_DOCS\779046.2[ W2000]
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63 Fed. Reg. 34336, 34338 (Tab 3).

In adopting the amendments, EPA specifically responded to a commenter who
asserted that EPA has long considered PCE to be a “probable human carcinogen.” EPA
addressed this comment as follows:

At present, this chemical is not classified as to its carcinogenicity
in the EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System. The EPA is
currently reassessing the potential carcinogenicity of
perchloroethylene. Since a definitive assessment of
carcinogenicity of this chemical has not been finalized by the EPA
and since only chemicals classified as type A and B carcinogens
are prohibited in cleaning and washoff solvents, the EPA is
removing perchloroethylene from the list of prohibited chemicals
in table 4.

63 Fed. Reg. 71376, 71378 (Tab 4).

A further example of bias appears in the same staff response. After a selective
and inadequate discussion of epidemiology and animal studies that overstates positive results
while omitting any discussion of the weight of the evidence, it states: “As evidence accumulates
it is possible that PCE could be promoted to known human carcinogen status.” See Draft EA at
C-5. This statement is true but meaningless. It is at least equally likely that “as evidence
accumulates” it will support reviewers such as EPA’s Science Advisory Board and the American
Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, who have consistently concluded that the
limited evidence of carcinogenicity for PCE does not even warrant its classification as a
“probable human carcinogen.” Accordingly, the District staff mischaracterizes EPA’s
classification of PCE.

b

E. The Draft EA Fails To Identify, Let Alone Analyze or Discuss, Mitigations
: For Significant Air Quality Impacts It Found Would Result From The
Project.

An environmental assessment is “the functional equivalent of an [environmental
impact report (“EIR™)] prepared by a state agency operating under its own regulatory program.”
See Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish and Game Commission, at 16 Cal. 4™ 105, 113 (1997).
The whole point of an environmental planning document such as the Draft EA or an EIR is “to
provide public agencies and the public in general with information about the effect that a
proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to ‘[i]dentify ways that environmental
damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.”” See Berkeley Keep Jets Over The Bay
Committee v. Bd. of Port Commissioners, 91 Cal. App. 4™ 1344, 1354 (2001), quoting Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14 (“CEQA Guidelines”) § 15002(a)(2).
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CEQA requires that the Draft EA “[i]nclude[] a description of the proposed
activity with alternatives to the activity, and mitigation measures to minimize any significant
adverse effect on the environment of the activity.” Pub. Res. Code § 21080.5(d)(3)(A).
Similarly, the CEQA Guidelines state that “a document used as a substitute for an EIR . . .in a
certified program shall include . . . [a]lternatives to the activity and mitigation measures to avoid
or reduce any significant or potentially significant effects that the project might have on the
environment.” See CEQA Guidelines §15252(b)(1). Finally, the District’s own codification of
its certified regulatory program states that: '

It is the policy of the District . . . to prepare staff reports in a
manner consistent with the environmental protection purpose of
the District’s regulatory program and with the goals and policies of
the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code
Section 21000 et seq.). All staff reports shall contain, among other
things, a description of the proposed action, an assessment of the
anticipated significant long- or short-term adverse and beneficial
environmental impacts associated with the proposed action, and a
succinct analysis of those impacts. The analysis shall address
feasible mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to the
proposed action which would substantially reduce any
significant adverse impact(s) identified.

See District Rule 110 (emphasis added). Thus, pursuant to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and
the District’s own rules, the Draft EA must describe feasible mitigation measures for the
significant environmental impacts it identified. This requirement “ensures there is evidence of
the public agency’s actual consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures, and reveals to
citizens the analytical process by which the public agency arrived at its decision.” See Mountain
Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4" at 134. The Draft EA, however, fails to even identify, let alone
analyze or discuss, any mitigations.

1. The Draft EA Fails To Discuss Mitigations For Increased VOC
Emissions.

The Draft EA concludes that the Project will result in significant air quality
impacts primarily due to increased VOC emissions. See Draft EA at 4-5. However, it utterly
fails to identify, analyze, discuss or describe any “mitigation measures to avoid or reduce any
significant or potentially significant effects that the project might have on the environment.” See
Pub. Res. Code §21080.5(d)(3)(A). In fact, the Draft EA fails to state that an investigation of
possible feasible mitigations was ever conducted at all or, assuming such an investigation was
conducted, which mitigations were considered and the reasons why such mitigations were
dismissed as not feasible. Instead, the Draft EA’s entire discussion of mitigation measures
merely states: “PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION: No feasible mitigation measure has
been identified that could encourage PCE dry cleaning facilities to not choose a hydrocarbon
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solvent.” See Draft EA at 4-5. Such a dearth of information can hardly be said “to provide
public agencies and the public in general with information about the effect that a proposed
project is likely to have on the environment and to [i]dentify ways that environmental damage
can be avoided or significantly reduced.”” See Berkeley Keep Jets Over The Bay Committee, 91
Cal. App. 4™ at 1354, quoting CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2). Moreover, this cursory
treatment of investigation measures fails to “reveal [ ] to citizens the analytical process by which
the public agency arrived at its decision.” See Mountain Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4% at 134.

Indeed, in a similar case, a Draft EIR stated that no mitigation measures were
required for a development project that would result in increased student enrollment. See El
Dorado Union High School Dist., v. City of Placerville, 144 Cal. App. 3d 123, 132-133 (1983).
After holding that increased student enrollment was a significant impact, the court held:

The EIR should contain sufficient information to enable public
agencies to make decisions that consider environmental
consequences. . .. The EIR here falls woefully short of that
standard. Although the Draft recognized an increase in student
enrollment, neither report said anything about the effects of such a
increase in the student population, and suggested no mitigation
measures to deal with such an impact, required by the Guidelines. .
.. On this record, we cannot assume City made any evaluation of
the impact of the project, much less the kind of detailed evaluation
CEQA contemplates under these circumstances.

Id. (citations omitted). Likewise, here, the Draft EA not only fails to describe mitigation
measures, it also fails to indicate which, if any, mitigation measures were ever considered and
the reasons they were deemed not feasible. See Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford,
221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 731 (1990) (“Even though the agency ultimately finds mitigation
measures adequate or proposed alternatives infeasible, the EIR must still contain a meaningful
discussion of both alternatives and mitigation measures.”). Consequently, the Draft EA fails to
inform the District and the public as to the range of mitigation measures available to reduce the
air quality impacts that will result from the Project. Accordingly, the record is devoid of
substantial evidence upon which the District could rely to approve the Draft EA.

2. The Draft EA Fails To Discuss Mitigations For Cumulative Air
Quality Impacts.

The Draft EA’s discussion of cumulative impacts concerning air quality and
hazards/hazardous materials is just as shoddy as its discussion of air quality mitigation measures.
An agency’s failure to consider cumulative impacts as part of its environmental assessment or
other EIR substitute pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.5 is a prejudicial abuse of
discretion. See Environmental Protection Information Center v. Johnson, 170 Cal. App. 3d 604,
625 (1985) (“Respondents have consistently taken the position in this court, arguing . . . that the
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consideration of the cumulative impact of proposed timber harvest is not required under the
[Forest Practices Act] or Forestry Rules. CEQA, however, requires that cumulative impacts be
considered as a substantive criteria for the evaluation of the environmental impact of a proposed
project. . . . The failure to consider cumulative impact was a prejudicial abuse of discretion.”).

After concluding that the project will result in cumulative air quality impacts due
to increased VOC emissions, the Draft EIR perfunctorily dismisses any corresponding mitigation
measures in a single sentence: “CUMULATIVE MITIGATION: No feasible mitigation
measure has been identified to encourage PCE dry cleaning facilities to not choose a
hydrocarbon solvent.” See Draft EA at 4-6. As with the Draft EA’s paltry discussion of air
quality mitigations, the Draft EA fails to state whether any inquiry into mitigations for
cumulative air impacts was ever undertaken, which mitigations (if any) were considered, and
why they were deemed not feasible. Consequently, not only does it fail to consider cumulative
air quality impacts, but, assuming such were considered, the Draft EA fails to inform the District
and the public as to the range of mitigation measures available to reduce the cumulative air
quality impacts that will result from the Project. See Mountain Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4™ at
134; Berkeley Keep Jets Over The Bay Committee, 91 Cal. App. 4™ at 1354; EI Dorado Union
High School Dist., 144 Cal. App. 3d at 132.

F. The Draft EA Fails To Describe And Analyze Legitimate Alternatives To
The Project.

Both CEQA and the District’s own certified regulatory program, embodied in
District Rule 110, mandate that the Draft EA describe and analyze alternatives to the proposed
project. See Pub. Res. Code §§ 21080.5(d)(3)(A), 21002, and 21081; CEQA Guidelines
§15252(b)(1); and District Rule 110. Like the requirement that an agency identify and analyze
mitigation measures, the alternatives analysis requirement “ensures there is evidence of the
public agency’s actual consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures, and reveals to
citizens the analytical process by which the public agency arrived at its decision.” See Mountain
Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4™ at 134. An inadequate discussion of alternatives constitutes an
abuse of discretion. See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. of San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of
Univ. of Calif., 47 Cal. 3d 376, 404-406 (1988). Moreover, “[u]nder CEQA, the public agency
bears the burden of affirmatively demonstrating that, notwithstanding a project’s impact on the
environment, the agency’s approval of the proposed project followed meaningful consideration
of alternatives and mitigation measures.” See Mountain Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4™ at 134.
Not only does the Draft EA fail to provide a “meaningful consideration” of mitigation measures
as discussed above, it also fails to discuss project alternatives in any meaningful way. Indeed,
each of the Draft EA’s alternatives is either cursorily discussed or, as is the case with Alternative
C, is a sham alternative.
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1. The No Project Alternative Fails To Disclose The Potential
Environmental Impacts Of Not Approving The Project.

CEQA requires that a no project alternative be considered and analyzed among
the other alternatives that an agency might consider. See CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e). “The
purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decisionmakers to
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the
proposed project.” Id. Failure to provide a “thorough examination” or a “full disclosure of the
potential environmental impacts” of the no project proposal is a fatal defect. See Planning and
Conservation League, 83 Cal. App. 4" at 916.

Here, the no project alternative fails to disclose potential environmental impacts,
thereby depriving decisionmakers of an accurate comparison between “the impacts of approving
the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project. See CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6(e). The no project alternative concludes that the status quo would
“continue to allow approximately 1,200 tons per year of PCE to [be] emitted from dry cleaning
equipment.” See Draft EA at 5-7, 5-4. First, as discussed above, the Draft EA erroneously
inflates current PCE emissions by 33% to 140%. On this basis alone, it fails to accurately state
the impact of not approving the project. Second, while the no project alternative acknowledges
that new, modified, or relocated equipment would be subject to the more stringent requirements
of District Rule 1401 (unless such equipment is “functionally identical” to the old unit or is new
equipment that reduces the cancer risk), it makes no attempt to quantify just how many dry
cleaning facilities will be subject to District Rule 1401 with the passage of time. Id. at 5-4—>5-5.
Certainly, if any number of existing dry cleaning facilities not currently subjected to District
Rule 1401’s stringent requirements fall under District Rule 1401 for any reason, it follows that
they will emit less PCE. Third, the no project alternative fails to account for new and more
efficient equipment that reduces PCE emissions. Indeed, as equipment ages and is replaced, the
new equipment will emit less PCE than the older equipment regardless of whether it is subject to
District Rule 1401. See Janet Hickman, “Effect of Improved Equipment Technology” (bar
graph) (Tab 5). As aresult, the no project alternative’s conclusion that the status quo will
“continue to allow approximately 1,200 tons per year of perc” to be emitted misstates the future
impacts of not approving the Project. See Draft EA at 5-7, 5-4. Accordingly, the Draft EA is
fatally defective because it fails to examine and fully disclose the environmental impacts of the
no project proposal. See Planning and Conservation League, 83 Cal. App. 4™ at 916.

2. The Draft EA’s Discussion Of Alternative B Is Inadequate.

The alternative discussion “must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency’s
bare conclusions and opinions.” See Laurel Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 405. Moreover, the
Legislature has declared that “it is the policy of the state” to “[r]equire governmental agencies at
all levels to consider qualitative factors as well as economic and technical factors . ..” See Pub.
Res. Code §21001(g). The Draft EA’s cursory treatment of Alternative B fails to provide any
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data, analysis, or meaningful discussion of why the Project’s health and economic benefits, or
any combination thereof, are superior to those of Alternative B.

Alternative B would require the use of primary and secondary control equipment,
which the Draft EA acknowledges would reduce PCE emissions without producing any
corresponding VOC emissions. See Draft EA at 5-2, 5-3, and 5-5. However, in a single
sentence, the Draft EA dismisses Alternative B because it fails to eliminate all PCE emissions
from dry cleaning equipment. Id. at 5-7. Nowhere does the Draft EA identify or quantify by
how much PCE emissions would be reduced under Alternative B. Indeed, the Draft EA’s
perfunctory treatment of Alternative B fails to provide any analysis or data as to the relative
health benefits of Alternative B, which would reduce PCE emissions, without emitting any
VOCs, as compared to the Project, which would eliminate PCE emissions while at the same time
emitting enormous quantities of VOCs. Failure to provide sufficient information or quantitative
data to allow for a meaningful comparison between alternatives renders inadequate an
alternatives discussion. See Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee, 91 Cal. App. 4™ at
1381-1382 (conclusion that noise threshold was not exceeded derived “without any meaningful
analysis of existing ambient noise levels, the number of additional nighttime flights that will
occur under [the project], the frequency of those flights, to what degree single overflights will
create noise levels over and above the existing ambient noise level at a given location, and the
community reaction to aircraft noise, including sleep disturbance” violated CEQA); Kings
County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal. App. 3d at 734 (omission of data comparing coal-related
emissions and natural gas-related emissions “subverted the purposes of CEQA” because “[t]he
city council did not have before it an accurate comparison of the two fuels. The omissions
constitute an abuse of discretion.”). Here, the Draft EA’s failure to provide any data to support
its conclusion, let alone comparative and quantitative data and analyses, precludes the District
from making a meaningful assessment of the relative merits and environmental impacts of the
alternatives presented in relation to the Project. As such, the Draft EA is fatally defective.

3. Alternative C Is Not A Legitimate Alternative.

District Rule 110 mandates that an environmental assessment “shall address
feasible mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to the proposed action which would
substantially reduce any significant adverse impact(s) identified.” Likewise, the Supreme Court
has noted that “alternatives and mitigation measures have the same function—diminishing or
avoiding adverse environmental effects. The chief goal of CEQA is mitigation or avoidance of
environmental harm.” See Laurel Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 403. Thus, “CEQA . . . requires the
public agency to consider feasible alternatives to the project which would lessen any significant
adverse environmental impact.” See Planning and Conservation League, 83 Cal. App. 4™ at 911,
citing Pub. Res. Code §§ 2002, 21081.

Alternative C, however, fails to present an alternative to the project that would

lessen any significant environmental impact. On the contrary, all Alternative C does is
implement the Project on a shorter timeframe and thereby exacerbate and hasten the significant
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impacts the Project will cause. See Draft EA at 5-5—5-7. The acceleration of the onset of a
project’s significant impacts is hardly what CEQA or District Rule 110 contemplate as a
“feasible alternative [ ] to the proposed action which would substantially reduce any significant

adverse impact(s) identified.” See District Rule 110. Thus, Alternative C is nothing but a sham
alternative.”

4, The Draft EA Fails To Consider Feasible Alternatives.

Because the District’s staff apparently predetermined that PCE must be eliminated
from dry cleaning operations at all costs, the Draft EA fails to consider feasible alternatives that
retain PCE usage, but also substantially reduce PCE emissions without any corresponding
increase in VOC emissions,

a. Feasible Alternative #1: Phasing-in Of Fourth Generation PCE-
Based Dry Cleaning Equipment.

One alternative that the Draft EA fails to consider adequately is a proposal that
would eventually replace or retrofit all machines with fourth generation equipment, i.e.,
equipment containing primary and secondary controls. Under this alternative, converted
machines would be replaced with fourth generation machines within one year.’ In addition,
equipment already containing primary controls would be retrofitted within three years to include
secondary controls and obtain fourth generation status.

The benefits derived from this alternative would be substantial. First, based on
the District’s most recent estimate of about 900 tons of PCE emitted annually,” this alternative
would reduce PCE emissions by 17 tons by 2004 and 371 tons by 2006. See Dugard and Risotto
Report at 7. Second, this alternative will achieve a greater reduction in PCE emissions by 2006
than the Project. Indeed, by 2006 the Project would decrease PCE emissions by 20 tons as
compared to the 371-ton reduction resulting from this alternative. Id. Similarly, this alternative

The Draft EA attempts to deflect attention from this problem by stating that the implementation
of AQMP control measures will “ultimately” reduce VOC emissions, thereby providing a “net
health benefit” due to the reduction of PCE. See Draft EA at 5-7. As with Alternative B, the
Draft EA provides no data or factual support for this bald conclusion. Moreover, to the extent
this constitutes an implicit mitigation measure, it is an illegal deferral of mitigation measures.

The Draft EA defines a converted machine as “existing vented machines that have been modified
to be a closed-loop machine by eliminating the aeration step, and installing a primary control
system and providing for recirculation of the perc-laden vapor with no exhaust to the
atmosphere.” See Draft EA at 1-5, n.4.

The Draft EA presents an inflated estimate of 1200 tons per year of PCE emission. Curiously, the
Draft EA fails to present the Project’s most recent estimate of 901 tons per year—about two-
thirds of the Draft EA’s figure.
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will eliminate 41% of the worst-case potential cancer risk by 2006, whereas the Project will
eliminate only 2%. Id. Third, the cost of complying with this alternative is estimated at an
average annual rate of about $5 million compared to the Project’s $8 million average annual
price tag. Id. Finally, this alternative is similar to Alternative B, which the Draft EA
inadequately discussed and cursorily dismissed. Despite this cursory dismissal of Alternative B,
the Draft EA concluded that Alternative B would reduce PCE emissions without causing
significant air quality impacts or hazards/hazardous materials impacts. See Draft EA at 5-2, 5-3,
and 5-5. Accordingly, this alternative provides an accelerated reduction in PCE emissions and
risk levels in relation to the Project, is dramatically less expensive than the Project, and, unlike
the Project, will not cause any significant adverse environmental impacts.

b. Alternative #2: Compliance With Risk-Based Criteria.

Another feasible alternative the Draft EA never discusses is imposing risk-based
criteria instead of specific equipment requirements. For instance, the District could consider
requiring that dry cleaning operation meet the risk-based requirements of 25-per million
embodied in District Rule 1402. This alternative has the substantial benefit of providing dry
cleaning operators the flexibility of choosing the technology that is best suited to their respective
needs. Indeed, so long as a dry cleaning facility meets the risk-based requirement, it would be
free to choose an efficient PCE-based machine or even a non-PCE alternative.’ Moreover, to the
extent the District wished to promote non-PCE alternatives under this regime, it could provide an
economic incentive, such as a partial reimbursement of fees. Further, the District has already
granted about 300 permits to new dry cleaning facilities under District Rule 1401. See Draft EA
at 2-3. Thus, the alternative is feasible as well as flexible.

G. The Draft EA Wrongly Fails To Conclude That The Project Will Result In
Significant Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts.

The Draft EA makes the absurd conclusion that the replacement of PCE, a non-
flammable substance, with hydrocarbons, which are flammable substances, will not create a
significant hazards and hazardous materials impact. See Draft EA at 4-9. The Draft EA
correctly points out that PCE’s replacement with flammable materials “could be a potentially
significant increase in fire hazards at affected facilities or an increase in the probability of release
of hazardous materials into the environment in the event of an accidental release during
transport.” See Draft EA at 4-6. However, after reciting various legal requirements, the Draft
EA simply concludes without evidence that “compliance with [National Fire Protection
Association] standards and strict enforcement of fire prevention regulation, combined with

Of course, this alternative assumes that the District will conduct further investigations and
develop, in good faith, a methodology to determine risk factors that will not compel a transition to
alternative technologies causing the same or similar significant impacts discussed herein and in
the Draft EA.
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improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, will reduce the potential fire hazards
associated with flammable solvents . . . to a less than significant impact.” Id. at 4-9. This
conclusion is flawed and contravenes CEQA.

1. The Draft EA’s Conclusions Are Either Unsupported By Data Or
Contradicted By What Little Data Exists In The Draft EA.

The Draft EA’s mere conclusion that adherence to certain regulations will reduce
hazards/hazardous materials impacts to a level of insignificance misses the mark. The mere
existence of, and compliance with, fire regulations does not compel the conclusion that CEQA
will be satisfied, only that the regulations in question will be satisfied. Nowhere does the Draft
EA provide any data to support its baseless conclusion that compliance with those regulations
will reduce fire impacts to levels of insignificance. Indeed, it stretches the bounds of credulity to
believe that the introduction of a flammable substance at over 2000 dry cleaners, many of them
small, family-owned and operated business, will not cause a significant impact and danger to
worker safety, property, and life, not to mention the significant impacts to traffic safety resulting
from the transporting of flammable substances to dry cleaners throughout the region.®

The Draft EA attempts to get around this problem by stating that “[t]he proposed
amended rule does not require the use of petroleum solvents in dry cleaning operations.” Draft
EA at 4-8. However, this statement ignores the clear trend in alternative dry cleaning preferring
hydrocarbon-based methods over all other methods combined. Indeed, the Draft EA points out
that, of all the alternative non-PCE technologies currently used in the area, approximately 30 dry
cleaners use hydrocarbon-based operations, only three facilities use wet cleaning technology and
only one facility uses carbon dioxide cleaning. See Draft EA at 2-6—2-8. Thus, the Draft EA
fails to provide any evidence to support its mere conclusion that adherence to fire regulations
will reduce fire impacts to a level of insignificance.

The Draft EA also attempts to minimize fire impacts by stating that “the trend in
the dry cleaning industry is to use solvents that are generally less flammable than what is
available or was historically used (i.e., Stoddard solvent).” Id. at 4-8. However, this ignores the
fact that all solvent cleaning substances mentioned in the Draft EA have the same flammability
rating. Id. at 4-7, Table 4-3. Accordingly, the Draft EA fails to provide facts and data to support
its conclusions.

The Draft EA’s brief discussion of equipment is tied to its discussion of regulations because the
regulations require the equipment discussed in the Draft EA. As a result, the Draft EA’s
discussion of equipment fails to satisfy the objectives of CEQA for the same reasons as its
discussion of fire regulations. See Draft EA at 4-7.
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2. The Draft EA’s Conclusions Constitute An Illegal Deferral Of
Mitigation Measures.

The Draft EA’s reliance on compliance with fire regulations is nothing short of an
illegal deferral of mitigation measures. In order to satisfy CEQA, an agency concluding that
compliance with existing laws or regulations will reduce impacts to a level of insignificance
must possess “meaningful information” justifying an expectation of compliance and compliance
must, in fact, avoid significant environmental effects. See Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,
202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 308-309 (1988), quoting No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal. 3d
68, 77 n.5 (1974). Because compliance with fire regulations cannot logically be equated with a
reduction in fire hazards to an insignificant level under CEQA—and the Draft EA fails to
provide any data to make that connection—the Draft EA impermissibly removes this mitigation
measure from public review, trusting that fire codes and regulations will somehow adapt in the
future to incorporate the increased fire risk resulting from the Project. See Sundstrom, 202 Cal.
App. 3d at 309 (“Having no ‘relevant data’ pointing to a solution to the sludge disposal problem,
the County evaded its duty to engage in a comprehensive environmental review by approving the
use permit subject to a condition requiring future regulatory compliance.”). Accordingly, the
Draft EA is fatally flawed.

H. The Draft EA Fails To Take Into Account Potential Socio-Economic Impacts
From The Project.

If a project’s physical impacts cause economic and social consequences, then
those consequences may be relevant in determining whether a physical impact is significant. See
CEQA Guidelines §15131(b). Here, the Draft EA failed to take socio-economic impacts into
account. For instance, among the many physical impacts that the Project will cause will be that
many small, family-owned dry cleaners will be forced to close their doors because they will be
unable to afford to comply with the Project. As more and more local dry cleaners fail, customers
will have to drive longer distances to have their clothes dry cleaned by surviving businesses.
This, in turn, will result in greater automobile emissions as a result of the Project, thereby further
worsening smog in the area. Accordingly, the Draft EA should conduct an analysis of socio-
economic impacts.

I. The Draft EA Fails To Characterize Water-Related Impacts Properly.

The Draft EA concludes that the Project’s impact on water demand and
wastewater treatment is not significant. See Draft EA at 4-14—4-15. Specifically, the Draft EA
states that wet-cleaning would result in an increased use of 788,462 gallons of water per day over
PCE-based dry cleaning. Id. at 4-14. This conclusion is based on a study by the Pollution
Prevention Education and Research Center (the “PPERC Study”) that indicated wet cleaning
uses about 1.77 times more water than PCE-based dry cleaning. Id. However, the PPERC study
appears to rely on water-use data for older equipment that used a once-through water cooling coil
to condense solid vapors. Current equipment loses only 4 to 10 gallons of water annually. Thus,
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the study the Draft EA relies on underestimates the amount of water used in wet cleaning in
relation to PCE-based dry cleaning. See Dugard and Risotto Report at 6. Indeed, the EPA
concluded that a wet cleaner would use over 750 gallons of water per day more than a PCE-
based dry cleaner. See Dugard and Risotto Report at 7; EPA, CTSA at Chapter 7 (Tab 6). Thus,
assuming all dry cleaners in the area were to switch to wet cleaning, the increased water use
would be over 1.6 million gallons a day—over twice as much as that estimated by the Draft EA.
Accordingly, the Draft EA fails to correctly characterize water impacts properly.

In addition, the Draft EA fails to consider wastewater impacts based on the 1.6
million gallons per day figure. Indeed, the Draft EA’s analysis of wastewater impacts and
whether sufficient facilities exist is based solely on its incorrect estimate that wet cleaning will
use only 788,462 gallons of water per day more that PCE-based dry cleaning. See Draft EA at 4-
14. Accordingly, the Draft EA is inadequate.

J. The Draft EA Inaccurately And Inadequately Discusses Solid/Hazardous
Waste Impacts.

The Draft EA concludes that the Project will not increase the volume of solid or
hazardous wastes and states that non-PCE machines will actually reduce waste generation. Id. at
4-17. However, the EPA estimates that hydrocarbon-based dry cleaning will generate twice as
much waste as PCE-based dry cleaning. See Dugard and Risotto Report at 4-5; EPA, CTSA at
Chapter 4. Further, the Draft EA states that non-PCE technology will generate less waste
because it utilizes spin disc filter instead of a cartridge filter. See Draft EA at 4-17. However,
the Draft EA fails to point out that spin disc equipment has been available for PCE-based dry
cleaning machines for several years, and that many existing dry cleaning operation in the area
likely use spin disc equipment. See Dugard and Risotto Report at 4-5. Accordingly, the Draft
EA fails to discuss solid/hazardous waste impacts in any meaningful or accurate fashion.

K. The Draft EA Provides An Incomplete And Inadequate Discussion of Energy
Impacts.

The Draft EA’s discussion of energy impacts is flawed. Its entire discussion is
based on a comparison between PCE-based dry cleaning and carbon dioxide-based cleaning and
concludes that carbon dioxide-based cleaning would require about twice as much electricity. See
Draft EA at 4-11—4-12. The Draft EA, however, fails to consider the energy impacts of wet
cleaning, which are far more significant in relation to PCE-based dry cleaning than carbon
dioxide-based cleaning. Indeed, according to EPA data, a wet cleaning machine would consume
between four to six times more energy than PCE-based machines. See Dugard and Risotto
Report at 5; EPA, CTSA at Chapter 7. Accordingly, the Draft EA fails to consider the worst
case scenario for energy impacts.
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L. The District Fails to Make Required Findings Pursuant to Health & Safety
Code Section 40727.

Health and Safety Code section 40727 requires the District to make findings of
necessity, authority, clarity, consistency, nonduplication, and reference before amending a rule.
The clear legislative intent behind this statute is to avoid burdening small business with
unnecessary or unreasonable regulations. See 1991 Cal. ALS 794. As the legislature stated,
“[t]he preservation and well-being of small businesses generally and individually are essential to
the public interest ... and the future growth and prosperity of the state’s economy.” 1991 Cal.
ALS 794 (1)(d). The Draft EA does not and can not make the findings required.

1. The District Does Not and Cannot Make a Finding of Necessity.

The District is required to find that a need exists for proposed amended Rule
1421. The Draft EA fails to do so.

a. The District Relies On A Non-Binding Policy Statement As Its
Basis For The Elimination Of PCE.

The District’s goal of phasing out all PCE use by dry cleaners is not necessary.
As the source for its goal, the District relies on “An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten
Years” (“Air Toxics Control Plan”). However, the Air Toxics Control Plan is simply a planning
document. See Air Toxics Control Plan at Preface (Tab 7). It was not subject to CEQA
requirements and is not a legally binding document. Id. It merely outlines “possible future
action,” and calls for further staff research and analysis before proceeding with the control
strategies. Id. No federal or state statute, rule or regulation requires completely eliminating
PCE-based dry cleaning. Thus, no legal requirement mandates the elimination of PCE.

b. PCE Risk Levels Can Be Reduced To Acceptable Levels Through
Existing Rules.

PCE risk levels can be reduced to a level that the District accepts for other air
toxics. Rule 1402 (Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources) allows,
depending on certain factors, Maximum Individual Cancer Risk (“MICR”) levels of 100 in 1
million and 25 in 1 million.” Rule 1401 (New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants)
considers MICR levels of 10 in 1 million and under to be acceptable (with the best available
control technology). The District has granted 300 permits to new dry cleaning machines under
Rule 1401. See Draft EA at 2-3. These machines have primary and secondary controls, and their
MICR levels are 10 in 1 million or less. Id.

Dry cleaners were specifically exempted from Rule 1402, unless a source specific rule is not
promulgated.

LA_DOCS\779046.2[W2000]







[image: image53.png]LATHAM & WATKINS

Mr. Michael Krause
February 1, 2002
Page 18

A 10 in 1 million MICR is well below the maximum risk level for air toxics
suggested by the EPA. In the March 1999 Residual Risk — A Report to Congress (“EPA
Report”), the EPA stated that 100 in 1 million should ordinarily be the high end of the
acceptability range. See EPA Report at ES-11 (Tab 8). PCE-based dry cleaning machines with
primary and secondary controls would have MICR levels well under this standard. The District
has already misstated the EPA’s report, and may be relying on that misstatement as support for
its risk levels. Responding to a comment regarding Rule 1402, the District stated that the EPA
Report “indicates that a source category exceeding 100-in-one million as an unacceptable risk
and less than 1-in-one million as the level with ample margin of safety.” Staff Report for
Proposed Amended Rules 1402 and 1401 at 4-4 (Tab 9). The District further characterizes the
report as advocating an acceptability scale of 1 to 100-in-one million. Id. This is flatly wrong.
The EPA actually states that an MICR of 100 in 1 million should “ordinarily be the upper-end of
a range of acceptability.” EPA Report, p. ES-11. It says nothing about 1 in 1 million being the
level with ample margin of safety or that the acceptability range should be between 1 in 1 million
and 100 in 1 million. The only reference to 1 in 1 million comes later, when determining
population exposure, which is distinct from MICR levels. Id. Therefore, the District is relying
on a faulty reading of the EPA standard to determine acceptable air toxic MICR levels. Even S0,
simply requiring PCE-based dry cleaning machines with primary and secondary controls would
still result in MICR levels well under the EPA’s standard.

2. The District Does Not And Cannot Make A Finding of Consistency.

The District is required to find that the Project “is in harmony with, and not in
conflict with or contradictory to, existing statutes, court decisions, or state or federal
regulations.” Not only does the District fail to make such a finding, it actually admits
inconsistencies between the Project and other rules and regulations, both local, state, and federal.

a. The Project Is Inconsistent With Federal, State, And District
Ozone And PM;y Measures.

The District staff’s predestined decision to eliminate PCE brushes aside federal,
state, and the District’s own standards for ozone and PM;,. Indeed, neither the EPA nor the
California Air Resources Board recommend the elimination of PCE. They are, however,
mandating a decrease in ozone and PM;, concentrations. This proposed rule would turn those
mandates on their heads.

Under the Clean Air Act (“CAA”), the South Coast Air Basin (“Basin”) is the
only place currently classified as an “extreme” nonattainment area for ozone, and is also
classified as a “serious” nonattainment area for PM;. See EPA Greenbook: Nonattainment
Areas for Criteria Pollutants <http://www.epa.gov/oar/oaqps/greenbk/pnc.html> (February 1,
2002) (Tab 10). The District showed in its 1994 Air Quality Management Program that it would
need until 2006 (the maximum amount of time) to meet the federal PM;, standards. See Final
1997 Air Quality Management Program at 6-2 (Tab 11). Moreover, the EPA has had to give the
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Basin until 2010 (longer than any other area) to meet ozone attainment levels. See EPA
Greenbook: Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants
<http://www.epa.gov/oar/oaqps/greenbk/onc.html> (February 1, 2002). Nevertheless, the
District is proposing a rule that would, by the District’s own numbers, increase VOC emissions
over 215 tons/year.

The California Clean Air Act (“CCAA”™) has also set emission reduction goals for
air pollutants. The District admits that its plan falls short of these goals “even with the
implementation of maximum feasible controls and an expeditious adoption schedule.” See Final
1997 Air Quality Management Program at 6-14. Although the 1997 Air Quality Management
Program foresees a reduction in ozone concentrations, the Project’s approval would have the
effect of offsetting the very air quality gains sought by state law.

The Project is also inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).
The plan must demonstrate compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards in
the district. Health & Safety Code section 40460(a). It is incorporated into the ozone State
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision for the South Coast Basin, and must be approved by EPA.
The 1997 AQMP sets 2002 estimated annual average daily VOC emissions in the South Coast
basin for solvent use by dry cleaners at 0.11 tons (or 220 pounds) per day. 1997 AQMP at ITT-A-
19 (Tab 12). The Project could result in emissions as high as 4700 pounds per day, thereby
rendering it inconsistent with the AQMP.

Finally, this rule is inconsistent with the District’s own VOC regulations. The
1999 Amendment to the 1997 Ozone State Implementation Plan for the South Coast Air Basin
mandates strict rules to reduce VOC emissions in the Basin. The District has promulgated
numerous rules (such as Rules 442, 1107, 1113, 1122, 1132, 1168, 1173, and 1178, among
others) designed to control and reduce VOC emissions. It is inconsistent for the District to go to
great lengths to reduce VOC emissions and then turn around and propose a rule certain to
increase such emissions.

b. The Project Is Inconsistent With State And Local PCE Measures.

Both the state and the District have formulated rules regulating the use of PCE.
California’s state regulation “Perchloroethylene Airborne Toxic Control Measure ~ Dry Cleaning
Operations” (17 CCR § 93109) is nearly identical to the current District Rule 1421. They both
allow the use of PCE in dry cleaning operations subject to equipment, training, and reporting
requirements.

The District Rules 1401 and 1402, amended in 2000, regulate toxic air emissions
of new and existing sources, respectively. Rule 1401 applies to new dry cleaners, but Rule 1402
specifically exempted dry cleaners from its provisions because it was recognized that it was not
desirable to require all PCE dry cleaners to adopt stricter emissions controls in the short
timeframe provided by the rule. In a complete about-face, however, District staff proposes to
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bypass the risk levels set by Rules 1401 and 1402 and completely phase-out PCE. This new rule
is completely inconsistent with state and local rules that allow PCE use.

M. The District Fails To Provide A Socioeconomic Assessment As Required by
California Health & Safety Code §§ 40728.5 And 40440.8.

California Health & Safety § 40440.8 requires the District specifically to perform
a socioeconomic assessment whenever it intends to propose a rule amendment. The language
and requirements of § 40440.8 mirror those of Health & Safety § 40728.5, which applies to all
districts. This analysis must include:

The type of industry the rule affects

The rule’s impact on employment and the region’s economy (the south coast basin)
The rule’s range of probable costs, including costs to industry

The availability and cost-effectiveness of rule alternatives

The rule’s emission reduction potential

The rule’s necessity to attain state and federal ambient air standards

The District has not provided a socioeconomic assessment for proposed amended
Rule 1421. It does not even mention, much less analyze, several of the required socioeconomic
factors. Specifically, the District fails to consider the Project’s impact on employment and the
region’s economy, the range of probable costs, or the availability and cost-effectiveness of rule
alternatives. Moreover, it fails to analyze the other factors properly. Indeed, it mentions the
other factors only superficially, and considers them only in an environmental context, not a
socioeconomic one. Two cases have looked at the adequacy of socioeconomic assessments
under these statutes, and neither have suggested that the District may opt out of this requirement.
See Sherwin-Williams Co. v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist., et al., 86 Cal. App. 4"
1258 (2001) and Alliance of Small Emitter/Metals Industry v. South Coast Air Quality .
Management Dist., 60 Cal. App. 4™ 55 (1997) (upholding a District socioeconomic assessment
that considered all statutory factors). Accordingly, the District failed to conduct a proper
socioeconomic assessment.
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L

| ‘K. Conclusion.
1 For the foregoing reasons, HSIA requests that the District decline to adopt the
proposed amendments to Rule 1421 or that, at a minimum, it first conduct an adequate analysis
that complies with CEQA, California Health & Safety Code section 40420?8, and other
applicable laws. Too much is at stake for the environment, worker safety, clean air, and the
health of thousands of small businesses for the District to leap to a conclusion unsupported by
evidence or common sense.

Very truly yours,

James L. Amone
of LATHAM & WATKINS

Enclosures

cc: . Mr. Stephen P. Risotto
W. Caffey Norman, Esq.
Robert A. Wyman, Esq.
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In assessing the environmental impacts of its proposal to phase-out
perchloroethylene use in drycleaning, the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) has significantly overstated the potential reduction in perchloroethylene
emissions. The District’s assessment also underestimates by a considerable amount the
potential increase of emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) associated with
the use of alternative hydrocarbon solvents. In addition, the District’s analysis fails to
consider the following potential impacts of the elimination of perchloroethylene:

e solid and hazardous waste impacts resulting from the increase in the use of
hydrocarbon solvents;

e cnergy use impacts resulting from the increase in wet cleaning; and
e waste water treatment impacts associated with an increase in wet cleaning.
Air Quality — Perchloroethylene Emissions

The District’s proposed amendments to Rule 1421 would eliminate
perchloroethylene emissions from drycleaning operations, estimated by the draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) to total 1,200 tons per year. This estimate is based on
calculations included in the preliminary draft staff report for the proposed amendments,’
which fail to differentiate between machine type and age for all but the very oldest
drycleaning equipment. Subsequent information provided by the staff indicates that the
District has conducted a more thorough analysis of the emissions from various machine
types and ages.? As a result of this analysis, the District’s estimate of perchloroethylene
emissions from drycleaning is considerably lower (about 900 tons). An analysis
conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in 1998,” moreover,
suggests that the emissions from District drycleaners are actually less than half the
District’s original estimate (about 500 tons). The results of this comparison are
summarized in Table 1.

This dramatic reduction in the estimated emissions of perchloroethylene
significantly reduces the potential emission reductions that would be achieved through
implementation of the proposed amendments and the District’s estimates of the potential

' Preliminary Draft Staff Report, Proposed Amendment Rule 1421 — Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions
from Dry Cleaning Systems (August 2001).

2 Chart entitled “Risk from a Typical Drycleaner” distributed by District staff at a November 8, 2001 meeting
with HSIA and other industry representatives. Differences in estimated potential risk levels are based on
varying assumptions about the amount of perchloroethylene emitted by the various categories of equipment.

3 Cleaner Technologies Substitute Assessment (CTSA) for Professional Fabricare Processes, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA), EPA 744-B-98-001, June 1998. (Chapter 4)
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risk reduction associated with the amendments.* Since the potential risk reduction is the
basis for the District’s determination that the proposed amendments are necessary, a new
assessment of the proposal is required. This assessment should consider the additional

regulatory alternatives outlined later in this report.

Table 1. Comparison of perchloroethylene emission estimates based on Draft EA,
November staff presentation, and USEPA/CTSA data

Average Total Emissions (tons/yr)
No. Perc Use November 8 EPA

Machine Type Machines (1bs/yr) Draft EA' | SCAQMD" | Methodology"!
Converted 18 2,835 20 20 10
Primary control 1,027 1,350 555 555 270
Primary & Secondary control
e pre Rule 1401 852 1,350 460 288 167
e post Rule 1401 284 1,350 153 38 56

Total 2,181 1,189 901 503

it

August 2001 preliminary draft staff report.
District staff indicated that they assumed the percentages of perc emitted to the atmosphere
as follows: converted — 80; primary control — 80; pre Rule 1401 — 50; and post Rule 1401 —

20.

Based on USEPA estimates for the percent of perc emitted: converted — 39; primary control

— 39; pre Rule 1401 — 29; post Rule 1401 — 29. See Table 2.

Air Quality — VOC Emissions

The draft EA concludes that the adverse air quality impacts associated with the
proposed amendments to Rule 1421 are significant as a result of the likely increase in
emissions of VOCs. In its comments to the Initial Study, HSIA pointed out that the
District had significantly underestimated the potential increase in VOC emissions from
the proposed amendments. Based on the additional data collected since that initial
comment, it appears that hydrocarbon emissions would be greater than HSIA’s original
estimate.

According to the 1998 analysis conducted by USEPA,’ hydrocarbon operations
emit significantly more solvent than do perchloroethylene operations. The USEPA
analysis compares the estimated releases from several types of perchloroethylene and

The potential cancer risk is further inflated by the use of the California Environmental Protection Agency’s
(CalEPA) cancer potency factor, which is an order of magnitude higher than the factor developed by USEPA.
The differences between the CalEPA and USEPA potency estimates are discussed in Appendix 1 of this report
USEPA/CTSA, Chapter 4.
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hydrocarbon technologies processing an annual volume of 53,333 pounds of clothes. The
analysis indicates that atmospheric emissions of perchloroethylene are reduced from 39
percent of total losses (83 gallons/year) for equipment with primary controls (closed-
loop) to 29 percent (51 gallons/year) from equipment with both primary and secondary
controls (closed loop with secondary CA). The analysis also indicates that emissions to
the atmosphere from dry-to-dry hydrocarbon equipment with primary control (i.e.,
closed-loop with condenser) are 38 percent (194 gallons/year) of total losses.

Table 2. Comparison of Estimated Releases (USEPA/CTSA, 1998)

Hydrocarbon | Perchloroethylene Perchloroethylene

Primary Primary Primary and Secondary

Solvent Losses | Gals/yr | % gals/yr % Gals/yr %
To Air 194 38 83 39 51 29
In Waste 320 62 127 61 127 71
Total 514 100 210 100 178 100

Although these numbers do not agree with the estimates of total use available for
District cleaners,® or with more recent drycleaning industry data developed on the ratio of
losses to air and waste,’ they are valuable in that they provide an apples-to-apples
comparison of perchloroethylene and hydrocarbon technologies. As such, the USEPA
data contrast sharply with the data presented in the draft EA. As indicated in Table 1,
USEPA estimates that hydrocarbon losses to the atmosphere from closed-loop equipment
(i.e., with primary controls) are 2.4 times those for perchloroethylene from comparable
equipment and nearly 3 times those for perchloroethylene from equipment with both
primary and secondary controls. The USEPA data also indicate that, as a percentage of
total losses, atmospheric emissions of hydrocarbon and perchloroethylene are
comparable.®

Using the District’s assumption that a typical hydrocarbon facility uses 270
gallons of solvent per year, and USEPA’s estimate that atmospheric emissions represent
38 percent of the total use, the annual emissions per facility would be 108 gallons (788

¢ The draft EA estimates that cleaners purchase an average of 100 gallons of perchloroethylene annually. This

estimate is consistent with data provided to the District by the major perchloroethylene distributor in the Los

Angeles Basin.

Data collected by the International Fabricare Institute and a survey of equipment manufacturers indicate that the

percentage of solvent emitted to the atmosphere can be less than 10 percent of total losses and is dependent, not

only on the equipment, but also on the type of filtration used.

8 In Table 4-2 and Appendix C of the draft EA, the District asserts that only 10 percent of solvent is emitted to
the atmosphere from hydrocarbon solvent equipment, without providing data to substantiate the claim. The
preliminary draft staff report for the proposal to amend Rule 1421 (August 2001) indicates that the estimates of
perchloroethylene emissions from comparable equipment (i.¢., with primary controls) are based on the
assumption that 80 percent of total losses are emitted to the atmosphere.
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pounds of substituted glycol ether). Assuming that all 2,200 drycleaning facilities switch
to the glycol ether, the resulting annual VOC emissions would be over 1.7 million pounds
(867 tons), or 4,700 pounds (2.4 tons) per day.” These numbers contrast sharply with the
draft EA’s “worst-case” estimate of 0.59 tons per day (215 tons/year). According to
these calculations, a mere 26 facilities electing to switch to the glycol ether would trigger
SCAQMD’s VOC significance threshold of 55 pounds per day.'® This number of
facilities is considerably lower than the 102 facilities indicated in the draft EA.

Table 3. Comparison of Perchloroethylene and VOC Emission Estimates
Associated with Proposed Amendments

November 8 EPA
Draft EA SCAQMD Methodology
Perchloroethylene | 1,200 tons 901 tons 503 tons
Reduction
VOC Increase 215 tons 215 tons 867 tons
Net Change | 985 tons 686 tons -364 tons
Solid/Hazardous Waste

The draft EA concludes that the proposed amendments to Rule 1421 would not
increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes from existing drycleaning operations.
The document, in fact, suggests that waste generation may be reduced by a shift to non-
perchloroethylene technologies. Information developed by USEPA indicates, however,
that hydrocarbon drycleaning operations generate twice as much waste as
perchloroethylene facilities."' According to the USEPA information summarized in
Table 2 above, hydrocarbon facilities lose 2.5 times as much solvent to waste as
perchloroethylene facilities (320 to 127 pounds/year). The USEPA analysis also
estimates that the total amount of waste generated at hydrocarbon facilities is more than
twice that generated by perchloroethylene facilities (1,415 to 662 pounds/year).

The USEPA waste estimates are based on the use of cartridge filtration for both
hydrocarbon and perchloroethylene processes. The DEA notes that new, closed-loop
equipment for alternative technologies utilize “spin-disk” filters which generate less
waste. It neglects to point out, however, that this technology is not unique to the

For the substituted aliphatic hydrocarbon, the annual facility emissions would total 691 pounds (1.89 pounds
per day). The District’s significance threshold would be triggered if 30 facilities elected to switch to this
solvent.

19 District staff have indicated that 20 to 30 cleaners already have switched to one of the VOC solvent processes.
' USEPA CTSA, Chapter 4.
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alternative solvents. Spin-disk filtration has been available on new perchloroethylene
equipment for several years, in fact, and likely is used by many existing drycleaning
operations in the District.

Energy Use Impacts

In reviewing the energy impacts of proposed amendments to Rule 1421, the draft
EA focuses on carbon dioxide cleaning systems and concludes that the potential two-fold
increase in electrical power required is negligible. In estimating the potential impact on
the available daily capacity, however, the draft EA fails to consider data available on a
second, potentially more significant, alternative technology.

According to the 1998 analysis conducted by USEPA, ' machine wet cleaning
systems consume considerably more energy than perchloroethylene-based cleaning
systems. As indicated above, the USEPA analysis compares the costs of
perchloroethylene and wet cleaning systems processing an annual volume of 53,333
pounds of clothes. According to the analysis, a machine wet cleaning operation would
consume 10,314 kilowatt-hours (kWh) annually versus 1,780 kWh for a facility operating
a perchloroethylene drycleaning machine with a primary control device. According to
the USEPA data, a drycleaner operating a perchloroethylene machine with primary and
secondary control devices would consume 2,434 kWh annually.

Table 4. Energy Comparison (USEPA/CTSA, 1998)

Perchloroethylene
Perchloroethylene Primary &
Primary only Secondary Wet Cleaning
Annual Cost $136 $186 $788
$/kWh $0.0764 $0.0764 $0.0764
Annual Use 1,780 kWh 2,434 kWh 10,314 kWh

This 4- to 6-fold increase in energy consumption is considerably higher than that
estimated for carbon dioxide technology, and represents a more realistic, “worst case”
calculation.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The draft EA concludes that the impacts of the proposed amendments to Rule
1421 on water demand and wastewater treatment requirements are not significant. The

12 USEPA CTSA, Chapter 7.
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conclusion is based on data provided by the Pollution Prevention Education and Research
Center (PPERC) that wet cleaning facilities use 1.77 times more water than facilities
using perchloroethylene. The PPERC comparison appears to use water-use data from
early perchloroethylene equipment that used a once-through water cooling coil to
condense solvent vapors. Equipment currently in use in the Basin replaces the water
cooling system with an integrated refrigeration device to collect solvent vapors. The only
water use in the actual drycleaning process would be to replace the small amount of water
lost from the distillation chiller over time."> The amount of loss is estimated to be 4 to 10
gallons annually.'*

Based on manufacturer information, USEPA estimates that machine wet cleaning
uses an average of 3.5 gallons of water per pound of clothes cleaned."” As a result, EPA
calculated that a cleaner processing 53,333 pounds of clothes annually would use 186,000
gallons of water, or 750 gallons per day, more than a perchloroethylene cleaner
processing the same amount of clothes. Assuming all 2,200 drycleaners in the District
switch to wet cleaning, the increase in water use would total over 410 million gallons
annually, or 1.6 million gallons per day. This use likely would represent a significant
increase in wastewater generation and may place a significant demand on waste water
treatment facilities in the District.

Regulatory Alternatives
The draft EA fails to consider two obvious alternatives to the District’s proposal —
o Expedited phase-out of converted and primary control equipment, and
° Compliance with risk based criteria under Rule 1402
In light of the District’s substantial overstatement of perchloroethylene emissions, and the
corresponding reduction in the estimates of potential risk, consideration of these

regulatory alternatives is doubly important.

Expedited Phase-Out

An expedited phase-out (EPO) of older equipment, as recently proposed to District
staff by the drycleaning industry, would eliminate dip tanks within 1 year of enactment of

3 This chiller is a recirculating water system separate from the integrated refrigeration device.
4 Personal communication, Jon Meijer, International Fabricare Institute, January 30, 2002.
15 USEPA, CTSA, Chapter 7.







[image: image64.png],/\
|

~ e
\\\/

HSIA Report on PAR 1421
Page 7

the amendments (by mid 2003)'®, replace converted equipment by mid 2003, and replace
primary control equipment by mid 2005. Although similar to Alternative B in the draft
EA, the EPO alternative would replace the bulk of the older equipment faster, thus
achieving substantial emission reductions sooner.

According to the District’s revised estimates of emissions and risk, as reflected in
the information presented in November 2001, the proposed amendments would achieve a
reduction of 20 tons per year (2 percent) by 2006, 575 tons (64 percent) by 2013, and 901
tons (100 percent) by 2018. According to the District’s estimates, this corresponds to a
reduction in potential risk of 3 percent by 2006, 68 percent by 2013, and 100 percent by
2018. HSIA estimates of the total cost of the proposed amendments would be $187
million over a 23-year period, or an average annual cost of over $8 million."’

The EPO alternative would achieve emission reductions faster than the current
proposed amendments, at a substantially lower cost. It would achieve a reduction of 17
tons per year (2 percent) by 2004 and 371 tons (41 percent) by 2006. The corresponding
reductions in the estimate of potential risk are 3 percent by 2004 and 44 percent by 2006.
The estimated cost of the EPO alternative is $50 million over 10 years,'® or an average
annual cost of $5 million. By not requiring the use of hydrocarbon and other alternative
solvents, the EPO alternative would avoid any increase in VOC emissions and other

environmental impacts associated with the District’s proposed amendments.

Compliance with Risk Based Criteria

The initial basis for an industry-specific rule for perchloroethylene drycleaners
was to avoid the burden of compliance with the 25-per million risk threshold of Rule
1402 among the hundreds of small drycleaners in the District.' It is logical, therefore, to
compare the impacts of the proposed amendments with a risk-based (RB) alternative that
would require compliance with the criteria of Rule 1402.%°

Based on the potential risk estimates presented by District staff in November 2001,
about 1,900 of the 2,200 permitted machines would appear to exceed the risk criteria of

HSIA understands that very few perchloroethylene dip tanks currently are in use in the District. As a result,
emission reductions achieved from elimination of these tanks would be minimal.

Estimate assumes that all 2,181 permitted machines are replaced with hydrocarbon equipment at a cost of
$85,000 per machine. The costs are spread over 16-year phase-out and 7-year depreciation periods.

Estimate assumes that 1,000 facilities purchase new perchloroethylene equipment at a cost of $50,000 per
machine.

Ironically, the District’s proposed amendments would impose substantial additional burdens on drycleaners than
would otherwise be required by compliance with Rule 1402.

This alternative assumes the development of a methodology to determine risk factors that will not compel a
transition to alternative technologies causing the same or similar significant impacts discussed herein and in the
draft EA.
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Rule 1402. Compliance with these criteria would require that these 1,900 machines be
replaced or subject to solvent throughput limitations. If all of these machines required
replacement, the cost would be $95 million dollars. If the newest 900 of these machines
(the pre-1401 machines with primary and secondary controls) could comply with
throughput limits, however, the cost would be $50 million. Using the average of these
two scenarios ($72.5 million), and a 10-year period of phase-in and depreciation, the
average annual cost of the RB alternative would be $7.25 million.

The emissions and potential risk reductions of an RB alternative should be about
the same for the two scenarios provided above. For either case, one would expect to
achieve an emissions reduction of about 521 tons/yr (58 percent) by 2005, corresponding
to a reduction in the estimated potential risk of about 60 percent. As a result, the RB
alternative would achieve substantial reductions in emissions, and potential risk,
considerably earlier and at substantially less cost than the proposed amendment. By not
requiring the use of hydrocarbon and other alternative solvents, the RB alternative also
would avoid any increase in VOC emissions and other environmental impacts associated
with the District’s proposed amendments. |
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Appendix 1. Comment on Cancer Risk Potency Values for Perchloroethylene:
California Environmental Protection Agency versus USEPA

It is generally accepted that the observed increases in rodent tumors are not
induced by perchloroethylene (perc) itself, but by a metabolite (or possibly metabolites).
Both federal and California scientists indicated a preference for using calculations based
on the extent of perc metabolism in rodent studies and, then, converting the risk potency
to man. The cancer risk potency term for inhalation derived by California
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) is 5.6 x 10 per pg/m® whereas USEPA's
was 5.78 x 107, Thus, CalEPA's calculated risk for a given exposure will be 10 times
higher than that derived from USEPA's risk potency term.

One assumption made by CalEPA that is clearly erroneous and which is probably
the main reason for the difference between USEPA and CalEPA potency terms is that
18.5% of the applied dose of perc is metabolized in humans. This assumption resulted
from CalEPA decision to give greatest weight to a human study by Ikeda et al (1972) in
which urinary metabolites were measured and compared with the inhaled dose. This was
an occupational exposure, and Ikeda et al failed to recognize that significant absorption
via skin had increased the absorbed dose of perc, thus leading to an overestimate of the
percent of perc metabolized. This overestimate was later acknowledged by these same
researchers (Ohtsuki et al, 1983).

The other component supporting CalEPA's assumed percent metabolized is the
belief that the percent perc metabolized increases continuously as the dose reduces. This
is biochemically implausible since a linear relationship between dose and amount
metabolized would be expected at lower doses. Extensive data indicate that perc is
poorly metabolized by man (Reitz et al 1996; Volkel et al 1998) and an estimate of 2%
metabolism would be more appropriate.

Another difference between the two calculations is that CalEPA used data from
the most sensitive species, sex and tumor end-point (male mouse, liver adenomas and
carcinomas) whereas USEPA used the geometric mean of values derived from male and
female mice (liver adenomas and carcinomas) and male and female rats (mononuclear
cell leukemia). This introduces a small numerical difference (EPA's potency term based
on male mouse liver tumors is 8.46 x 107 per pg/m’, approximately 7-fold lower than
that of CalEPA).

For both USEPA and CalEPA risk assessments, science has progressed. It is now
believed that the mouse liver tumors are caused by the perc metabolite trichloroacetic
acid (TCA). The opinion that the mechanism involved may not be relevant to man is still
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controversial, but there is a general consensus that the mechanism is non-genotoxic and
that the dose response relationship should be regarded as non-linear. If non-linearity is
accepted, the indication would be that a much higher level of perc exposure would be
acceptable than if the existing linearized multistage treatments are used.?!

The potency factor used by CalEPA was developed over 10 years ago and is
seriously out of date. This is also true of the USEPA potency factor which was derived in
1986 and subsequently withdrawn. USEPA is currently developing an updated treatment
of perc carcinogenicity. If, under its Guidelines for Carcinogenic Risk Assessment a
non-linear treatment is used, it will lead to a substantially lower estimate of carcinogenic
risk.

It is important to recognize that the risk potency estimates discussed above are
hypothetical and are "upper bound". This means, as recognized by US EPA, that the true
risk is unlikely to be higher but may lower and could well be zero. Potency factors must
be considered in connection with the weight of qualitative evidence that the substance in
question actually poses a carcinogenic risk to humans

What the calculation of risk potency values fails to take into account is the
"concern" factor or "weight of evidence". Thus the numbers may appear similar for a
known human carcinogen or a chemical that is only considered "possibly" carcinogenic.
It may be illustrative to compare the examples of vinyl chloride and perc. Vinyl chloride
is known to cause angiosarcomas of the liver in humans exposed to high concentrations.
For vinyl chloride, a potency factor represents a realistic upper bound on that risk. Perc,
on the other hand, is not considered to be a known human carcinogen by any agency or
government organization. US EPA's classification is under review at present. Currently
US EPA's official position, consistent with advice from its Science Advisory Board, is
that perc is on a continuum between a "possible" and a "probable" human carcinogen.

As opposed to the uncertainty inherent in estimating cancer risks from substances
not known to cause cancer, establishing the increased risks of adverse health effects for
increased exposure to smog or the increased possibility of fire is straightforward. While
it is beyond the scope of this document, actuarial methods can be applied to assess the
numerical likelihood that increased exposure to smog or increased use of flammable
substances will cause harm. These methods are employed by the insurance industry and
are available to SCAQMD.

2! Itis interesting to note that in 1999 the Carcinogen Identification Committee of the OEHHA Scie':nce Advisory
Board declined to list trichloroacetic acid (TCA) as a "carcinogen known to the State of California" under
Proposition 65, despite TCA having been shown to be a mouse liver carcinogen.
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From: MRDRYCLNR@aol.com

Sent:  Wednesday, February 20, 2002 3:49
To: MKRAUSE@agmd.gov

Cc: Zdisney@aol.com

Subject: (no subject)

ATTN. MICHAEL KRAUSE,

As the owner of 2 dry cleaning business using Perc in your district, | am contacting

you to express my outrage and disbelief that South Coast still plans to go ahead with

their ban on Perc. My name is Stephen Green and | represent Carriage Trade Cleaners and Regal Cleaners,

I have met with Jill Whynot, she has visited my main plant. | have turned over my company documents and
records, so the staff might evaluate the truth to the reduction in Perc in your South Coast district.

How can your staff ignore the facts and the issues? | can only ask what is your true

agenda?

Major changes enforced upon the long-suffering textile industry, resulting in extra costs.

The death of a significant number of small businesses.

Increases in the use of natural resources, such as water and fossil fuel energy.

The new solvents such as Rynex, liquid CO2 and Green Earth might satisfy the

environmental communities criteria, but it remains to be seen what are the limiting factors and downsides?

We should remember that CFC was extolled as the answer to all the industry's problems. We did not stop to
consider what impact it might have on the environment and that its use would be banned within 30 years.

Let the chemists and the machinery suppliers develop alternatives and introduce them to the industry. But let us
ensure that they really are the answer before we remove a tried and proven solvent.

+the textile industry will need to evaluate and test their fabrics and dyes with the new

solvents. The FTC must evaluate the labeling laws. And make the changes.

It is important to review the facts. Not just the ones that fit South Coast agenda.

Perc is one of the most extensively studied chemicals. Expert independent consultant opinion and US Science
Advisory Board conclude that Perc is unlikely to be a human carcinogen. The European Chemical industry
Ecology and Toxicology Center concluded that epidemiology studies failed to demonstrate a relationship between
exposure to Perc and the occurrence of cancer in humans.

Modern Perc machines have been developed to meet the latest legislative requirements in health, safety and
environmental areas. Plus a reduction of use between 80% to 90%.

The Swiss Federal Institute of Technology in Zurich confirmed that textile cleaning in Perc was as environmentally
friendly as wetcleaning and cleaning in hydrocarbon solvent.

In conclusion, South Coast should be applauding the advancements the dry cleaning

industry has achieved. Instead they are punishing us for our hard work and investments into our small business.
To simply ignore the truth is criminal. Something is very wrong when so few can hurt so many.

Thank you

Stephen Green

steve@mrdrycleaner.com

PS Is it true that OSHA has recently removed perc from its list of chemicals to ammend its rules?

2/21/2002
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I\*lichael Krause

F‘rom: MRDRYCLNR@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2002 6:23
To: Mkrause@agmd.gov

Cc: Mkrause@agmd.gov

Subject: part 2 from Stephen Green 2/20/02

Dear Michael Krause:

| just wrote you a few days ago. 1 need to add some just published information,

The Hohenstein Institute in Germany recently released a study indicating that
drycleaning today in the new equipment is less detrimental to the environment than
even home laundry. That would include Professional Wet cleaning,

A typical load washed in home machine consumes 7.8 gallons (in Germany)

of water per kilogram of (2.2Ibs) of clothing. In addition, 59 grams (2.1 ounces)

of dirt, detergent and other chemicals (especially professional wet-cleaners which use
many of the same spot removers as my dry cleaner) are released into public sewers.

In contrast, a typical dry-cleaning load uses just . 8 liters of water (26.9 ounces), or 97%

less; detergent consumption is 87% lower. Recycling and regulations have reduced wastes to virtually nothing,
and dry-cleaning consumes 12% LESS FUEL AND ELECTRICITY PER KILOGRAM OF GARMENTS
PROCESSED. :

Thank you

Stephen Green

310-477-8088

2/22/2002
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i threatens the economic viablitty of hundreds of drycleaning plants in the Los
Angeles area. It inappropriately singles out the drycleaning industry, despite
the fact that ts contribution to dir poliution in the Los Angeles area Is very
small.

K could cause adverse environmental impacts that have not been fully
evaluated by the District. The District has not conducted a complete
evaluation of the alternatives to perc. The District also has not considered
the limitations of wet cleaning for processing many types of garments and the
potentidl increase In water demand.

k does not recognize the tremendous investment made by drycleaners in
reducing perc emissions over the last several years. Today's drycleaning
machines are Incredibly efficlent and can minimize any potential health Impacts
on drycleaning workers, customers, and neighbors.

o 14





	99 Cleaners

Eugenio Munoz

708 North Lake Ave.

Pasadena, CA 91104
	Best Cleaners

640 N. Las Posas Road

Camarillo, CA 93010
	Bryon’s Cleaners

Scott Bea

Pasadena, CA 91105

	Aaron Cleaners

Fred Mofarra

4254 Lincoln Blvd.

Marina del Rey, CA 90292
	Beverly Crest Cleaners

10301 Santa Monica Blvd.

Los Angeles, CA 90025
	Cabrillo Plaza

Jennifer Gartrill

2738 Cabrillo Ave.

Torrance, CA 90501

	Alan & Judy Hunsaker

715 Alvy St.

Anaheim, CA 92802
	Bixby Knolls Cleaners

Maria Szito

3840 Atlantic Ave.

Long Beach, CA 90807
	Capri Cleaners

Howard E. Damsky

11236 Crenshaw Blvd.

Inglewood, CA 90303

	Allied Cleaners

1212 W. Anaheim St. #C

Harbor, CA 90710
	Black Tie Cleaners

1069 E. Imperial Hwy.

Placentia, CA 92870
	Carige Clearners

2089 N. Oxnard Blvd.

Oxnard, CA 93030

	Alpha Cleaners

Han Kwan

9895 Warner Ave. #F

Fountain Valley, CA 92708
	Bonded Cleaners

16540 S. Harbor Blvd. #C

Fountain Valley, CA 92708
	Carriage Cleaners and Drapery

A. Cohen

4655 Torrance Blvd.

Torrance, CA 90503

	Arlos Plaza Cleaners

1751 Artesia Blvd.

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
	Bonded Cleaners & Laundry

Henry Montes

922 W. Duarte Road

Monrovia, CA 91016
	Celebrity Cleaners

22812 Victory

Woodland Hills, CA 91367

	Beltone Cleaners

A. Aleharan

25402 Crenshaw Blvd.

Torrance, CA 90505
	Bronco Cleaners

Bill Coleman

706 El Camino Real

Tustin, CA 92780
	Centurion Cleaners

22603 La Palma #309

Yorba Linda, CA 92887

	Century Cleaners

Doug S. Lee

1810 Dover St.

Oxnard, CA 93030
	Della’s Cleaners

Jong Su Kim

9549 Telegraph Rd.

Pico Rivera, CA 90660
	Fabricare Cleaners

Fong Lee Yoo

9020 Balboa Blvd.

Northridge, CA 91325

	Civic Center Cleaners

Araceli Alvarez

23672 Via Chiripa

Mission Viejo, CA 92691
	Deluxe Cleaners

11526 Alondra Blvd.

Norwalk, CA 90650
	Foasberg Cleaners

640 E. Wardlow Rd.

Long Beach, CA 90807

	Classic Cleaners

Shabbir Ismaki

423 E. 1st St., Suite 3D

Santa Ana, CA 92701
	Deluxe Cleaners

1610 E. Chevy Chase Dr.

Glendale, CA 91206
	Ford’s Cleaners & Laundry

24261 Avenida De La Carlota Q-3

Laguna Hills, CA 92653

	Classique Cleaners

Arvind Patel

1714 E. McFadden Ave.

Santa Ana, CA 92705
	Donald & Mary Williams

13302 Havenwood Drive

Garden Grove, CA 92843
	French Hand Laundry

Susan McManigal

606 S. Lake

Pasadena, CA 91106

	Clean Living California

16120 S. Orange Ave.

Paramount, CA 90723
	Door 2 Door Cleaners

901 Manhattan Ave.

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
	Fullerton Elite Cleaners

Kamron, Melinda Saeb

138 West Wilshire Ave.

Fullerton, CA 92832

	Clemort Cleaners

Marcel Njoker

8605 Crenshaw Blvd.

Inglewood, CA 90305
	Dutch Cleaners

5933 South St.

Lakewood, CA 90713
	Gallerie Cleaners

865 Silver Spur Rd.

Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274

	Crown Cleaners

Seoja Ma

1956 N. Placentia Ave.

Fullerton, CA 92881
	Dyna-Tone Cleaners

Richard Valdez

3208 W. Ball Rd.

Anaheim, CA 92804
	Goya Cleaners

28625 S. Western 

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

	Darling Cleaners

Ha Hun Dal

23735 Roscoe Blvd.

West Hills, CA 91304
	Emerson LaMay Cleaners Inc.

M. Campbell

1045 Swarthmore Ave.

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
	Hackney Cleaners

Woodland Hills, CA 91364

	Dazy Fresh Cleaners

4112 Sepulveda

Torrance, CA 90505
	Expo Cleaners

2606 Artesia Blvd.

Redondo Beach, CA 90278
	Harbor Cleaners

23808 S. Western Ave.

Harbor City, CA 90710

	Del Amo Cleaners

Young Park

5524 Del Amo Blvd.

Lakewood, CA 90713
	F&B Cleaners #3

1923 W. La Habra Blvd.

La Habra, CA 90631
	Hermosa Cleaners Inc.

445 South Pacific Coast Hwy.

Redondo Beach, CA 90277

	Hermosa Cleaners Inc.

2629 Manhattan Ave.

Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
	Mandalay Village Cleaners

633 W. Channel Islands Blvd.

Port Hueneme, CA 93041
	New Life Cleaners

12611 Hawthorne

Hawthorne, CA 90250

	Janek’s Cleaners

846 N. Maclay Ave.

San Fernando, CA 91340
	Marty’s Cleaners

Job Jun

2302 S. Western Ave.

San Pedro, CA 90732
	Newport Cleaners

Thomas Morris

106 Tustin Ave.

Newport Beach, CA 92663

	Jasmine Cleaners

Youssef Malek

13304 Victory Blvd.

Van Nuys, CA 91401
	Michael’s Cleaners

Job Jun

804 N. Western Ave.

San Pedro, CA 90732
	Nice Cleaners

8572 Westminster Blvd.

Westminster, CA 92683

	Kev’s Cleaners

Sako Derdvian

504 N. Allen

Pasadena, CA 91106
	Miracle Cleaners

1277 N. Lake Ave.
	Nick’s VIP Cleaners

5221 Lindley Ave.

Tarzana, CA 91356

	La Arrugia Cleaners

Araceli Alvarez

23672 Via Chiripa

Mission Viejo, CA 92691
	Montgomery Cleaners

J. Levy

6440 Stearns St.

Long Beach, CA 90815
	NNN Enterprises Inc.

Naresh Patel

Placentia, CA 92890


	Len Colton Cleaners

5530 White Oak Ave.

Encino, CA 91316
	Mr Jay Cleaners

Tina Baik

20232 Avalon Blvd.

Carson, CA 90746
	Nora Cleaners

5018 Ball Rd.

Cypress, CA

	Lido Cleaners

John Kim

1905 N. Wilcox

Hollywood, CA 90028
	Mr. Best 1 Hour Cleaners

Dan Vu

14452 Newport Ave.

Tustin, CA 92680
	North Hills Cleaners

10130 Balboa Blvd.

Granada Hills, CA 91344

	Magic Cleaners

Harry Kentwian

89 N. Lake Ave.

Pasadena, CA 91101
	Mr. Dry Clean

20204-6 Anza Ave.

Torrance, CA 90503
	Oak Knoll Cleaners

Susan McManigal

1162 E. Colorado Blvd.

Pasadena, CA 91106

	Magic Cleaners

Nisham Pogosyan

89 N. Lake Ave.

Pasadena, CA 91101
	My Favorite Cleaners

Seong Hee Han

13199 Brookhurst St.

Garden Grove, CA 92813
	Olympic Cleaners

J. Kim

2063 Pacific Ave.

Long Beach, CA 90806

	Majesty Cleaners

469 Carmen Dr.

Camarillo, CA 93010
	National Cleaners

Irene Galvan

3344 Pacific Coast Hwy.

Long Beach, CA 90804
	Olympic Cleaners

Jae Kyung Kim

3063 Pacific Ave.

Long Beach, CA 90806


	Olympic Cleaners

3001 N. Sepulveda Blvd.

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
	Plaza Cleaners
Choong Chachun

1904 W. Rosecrans Ave.

Compton, CA 90220
	Royal Cleaners

18449 Brookhurst St.

Fountain Valley, CA 92708

	One Stop Cleaners

8812 Knott Ave.

Buena Park, CA 90620
	Polo Cleaners

Dan Newell

31105 RanchoViejo Road, C-11

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675
	Royal Tustin Cleaners

17301 E. 17th Street

Tustin, CA 92780

	One Stop Cleaners

918 S. Magnolia Blvd.

Anaheim Hills, CA 92804
	Quality Care Dry Cleaners

Nick Dang

7021 Katella Ave.

Stanton, CA 90680
	Royalty Cleaners

Richard Esman

10585 Stater Ave. #A10

Fountain Valley, CA 92708

	One Stop Cleaners

1925 Placentia Ave.

Placentia, CA 92870
	Queen Cleaners

1177 S. State College Blvd.

Anaheim, CA 92806
	Savoy Dry Cleaners

Sang Lee

11966 Balboa Blvd.

Granada Hills, CA 91344

	P J Castle Inc.

DBA Orange Cleaners

1437 W. Chapman Ave.

Orange, CA 92868
	Queen Cleaners #2

1101 W. Lincoln #195

Anaheim, CA 92805
	Scott’s Regal Cleaners

17471 Ventura Blvd.

Encino, CA 91316-3828

	Pale Woods Cleaners

Barbara S. Mandy

968 W. Sepulveda Blvd.

Harbor City, CA 90710
	Ralph Galvan

6200 N. Bellflower Blvd.

Lakewood, CA 90713
	Sharon’s Cleaners

Moe Hamedani

3844 Sepulveda Blvd.

Torrance, CA 90505

	Palmieri Cleaners

Soon Hee Kim

4926 Topanga Canyon

Woodland Hills, CA 913604
	Rancho Cleaners

Wai Ching Lam

28374 S. Western Ave.

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
	Sierra Vista Cleaners

1822 N. Placentia Ave.

Placentia, CA 92870

	Pantorium Cleaners

Joseph D. Delgatto

330 W. Sierra Madre Blvd.

Sierra Madre, CA 91024
	Rite Cleaners Inc.

21931 Ventura Blvd.

Woodland Hills, CA 91364
	Sloan’s Dry Cleaners

8923 E. Beverly Blvd.

Pico Rivera, CA 90880

	Pantorium Cleaners

Michael Delgatto

330 W. Sierra Madre Blvd.

Sierra Madre, CA 91024
	Ritz Cleaners

306 N. Larchmart Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90004
	Sloans Cleaners

Mike Ojeda

3001 N. Main St.

Los Angeles, CA 90031

	Paramount Cleaners

1711 E. Broadway

Long Beach, CA 90802
	Rocket Cleaners

Irene Galvan

15450 S. Normandie Ave.

Gardena, CA 90247
	Sloans Cleaners

Michael A. Ojeda

2285 Huntington Dr.

San Marino, CA 91109


	Snowhite Cleaners

Frank Deen

2031 East 1st St.

Santa Ana, CA 92705
	The Cleaning Store

51 W. Main Street

Ventura, CA 93010
	V.I.P. Cleaners

1714 W. Chapman

Orange, CA 92868

	South Bay Specialty Cleaners

Manuel Vasquez

4215 W. Spencer St.

Torrance, CA 90503
	The White House Cleaners

185 E. Glenarm St.

Pasadena, CA 91106
	Value 1 Hr. Cleaners

15254 Goldenwest St.

Westminster, CA 92682

	Sparkling Cleaners

Maria Cusidor

320 S. La Habra Ave.

Inglewood, CA
	Thrifty Cleaners

Ruben S. Bai

370 N. Lantanta #17

Camarillo, CA 93012
	Valve Cleaner

2656 Santiago Blvd.

Orange, CA 92867

	Sparkling Cleaners

Barbara Gardner

320 S. La Brea Ave.

Inglewood, CA
	Thrifty Cleaners

Josie Talamamtes

15006 Pioneer

Norwalk, CA
	VIP Cleaners

Steve Joudi

2881 Pacific Coast Hwy.

Torrance, CA 90505

	Steven Park

104 N. Raymond Ave.

Fullerton, CA 92831
	Tiffany Cleaners

E. R. Ham

1133-C Artesia Blvd.

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
	Vu’s Cleaners

15655 Brookhurst St.

Westminster, CA 92682

	Strand Cleaners

J. Larry Smalley

927 Manhattan Beach Blvd.

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
	Tinker Bell Cleaners

1808 E. Carson St.

Carson, CA 90745
	West Covina Cleaners

537 S. Glendora Ave.

West Covina, CA 91790

	Sun Laundry & Dry Cleaner

2100 Ponderosa St.

Camarillo, CA 93010
	Torrance Pride Cleaners

David Alton

17430 S. Crenshaw #E

Torrance, CA 90504
	West Hills Cleaner

23233-110 Saticoy St.

West Hills, CA 91304

	Superior Cleaners

12086 Brookhurst St.

Garden Grove, CA 
	Town House Cleaners

1126 E. Broadway

Glendale, CA 91205
	Wetherly Cleaners

Shully Abudy

	Swan Cleaners

Danny Kazachian

319 S. Arroyo Pkwy. #7

Pasadena, CA 91105
	Unknown

Long Beach, CA
	White Rose Cleaners

Hagop J. Donigian

115 N. Lake Ave.

Pasadena, CA 91101

	Swiss Cleaners

16904 ½ Parthenia

North Hills, CA 91343
	V&M Cleaners

Susy D. Kim

10100 Valley View

Buena Park, CA 
	Woodruff Plaza dry Cleaners

Young S. Chol

10224 E. Alondra Blvd.

Bellflower, CA 90706


	Your Cleaners

5234 Lampson

Garden Grove, CA 92843
	
	

	
	
	


COMMENT LETTER #1 FROM 
sang kahng, palm desert cleaners

(January 23, 2002)

Response 1-1

SCAQMD staff acknowledges your opposition to phase out perchloroethylene (perc) and, based on input from the dry cleaning industry, has developed a proposal that is reasonable and attempts to address key industry concerns.  Perc is listed by the State of California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) as a possible human carcinogen, and as causing chronic and acute health effects.  Target organs for chronic health effects are kidney, gastrointestinal tract, liver, and respiratory system.  The acute health effects target the nervous system, eye and respiratory system.  Symptoms associated with exposure include: depression of the central nervous system; damage to the liver and kidneys; impaired memory; confusion; dizziness; headache; drowsiness; and eye, nose, and throat irritation.  Repeated dermal exposure may result in dermatitis.  Perc is regulated as a toxic air contaminant under SCAQMD Rules 1401 and 1402, and the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES II), conducted by the SCAQMD staff in 1999, detected perc in the ambient air.  Sources of ambient perc include dry cleaners (greater than 50 percent of all perc sources), motion picture film printing and cleaning, degreasers, consumer products and other sources.  Also, dry cleaners are generally located in neighborhoods with close proximity to sensitive receptors.

For the reasons stated above, perc is included in the Air Toxics Control Plan, approved by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board at its March 17, 2000 meeting, which calls for promoting non-perc alternatives for dry cleaning equipment when equipment is purchased for a new facility or when replacing equipment that has reached the end of its useful life.  The Plan included strategies to reduce toxic emissions from mobile and stationary sources.  Three measures to control perc emissions were included in the Plan – film printing and cleaning, degreasing and dry cleaning.  The SCAQMD Governing Board has adopted or amended rules to address the first two categories.  

Today’s “state of the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, such as a carbon absorber, door lock mechanism, drying sensor, sludge pump, leak detection mechanisms and periodically replacing gaskets, coils and filters, still generates a maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) from 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  This MICR was estimated based on perc consumption (three to eight gallons per month) using emission factors and the reported emissions included in the CAPCOA Industry-Wide Risk Assessment Guidelines for different types of machines.  The reported emissions were revised using new emission factors developed from SCAQMD sampling analysis conducted in 2002.  A consensus was reached with the Working Group with regard to the assumptions used to estimate cancer risk such as building size, type of ventilation and facility location. 

The SCAQMD Governing Board has established a 25-in-one million as the action risk level for existing stationary sources unless feasible means exist to further reduce risks.  The objective is to reduce to the extent feasible considering technical and economic factors, not just to reach 25–in-one-million.  In searching for strategies to further reduce residual risk from perc machines, the SCAQMD staff has determined that the commercially available non-perc alternatives are technically and economically feasible.

Response 1-2

The SCAQMD staff understands the financial concerns expressed by small business owners.  Therefore, the rule amendment proposal provides substantial time to replace perc machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their equipment for up to 15 years.  The 15 years is based on an estimate of equipment life and most operations replace their cleaning equipment in less than 15 years.  Further discussion regarding the reasons why 15 years was deemed reasonable can be found in the Staff Report prepared for this proposal, such as IFI’s testimony to Congress, EPA reports, University of California documents and discussion with the working groups.  In addition, the Small Business Assistance Office at the SCAQMD was established to help small businesses comply with clean air rules in the most cost effective way possible.  In an independent effort, SCAQMD staff is recommending to the Governing Board that a grant be established to assist dry cleaning facilities with early compliance. 

The commentator did not specify which of the assumptions claimed to be “inaccurate, invalid and inflated.”  Therefore, SCAQMD staff is unable to respond specifically to these opinions.  SCAQMD’s information on which the rule amendment proposal is based was derived from published studies, site visits, manufacturers’ information, public input and established law.  Working group meetings, public workshops and consultation meetings, public disclosure and public comments have been forums in which the public can provide information and ask questions regarding assumptions and data analysis.  SCAQMD staff has provided detailed information to several dry cleaning and related associations with full disclosure of assumptions, data sources and calculations.  Further, based on other input from the dry cleaning industry, the SCAQMD has revised the estimates of perc emission reductions, as well as, estimates of the increase in VOC emissions that could occur if all dry cleaners switched to VOC solvent alternatives.  Based on this new information, the SCAQMD has revised and recirculated the Draft EA.

Potential adverse environmental impacts of non-perc alternatives have been disclosed and addressed in both the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  The benefits of reducing perc and the health risks to neighborhoods outweigh any potential environmental impacts from the alternatives.

Response 1-3

The SCAQMD staff considered a full array of other compliance options including an option allowing the continued use of perc.  Using more efficient state-of-the-art perc equipment results in a MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential Therefore, to further reduce public exposure to perc while allowing dry cleaners to use their perc equipment through the anticipated useful life, the SCAQMD staff is proposing a gradual phase out.  This means that when an operator would normally replace worn out equipment, they would have to replace it with a non-perc alternative.  Therefore, it is anticipated that no one will be forced out of business.  Please refer to the Socioeconomic Assessment for a more detailed discussion regarding fiscal impact on affected businesses and potential loss of jobs.  

COMMENT LETTER #2 FROM 
Dan kim, town & country fabricare

(January 24, 2002)

Response 2-1

While perchloroethylene (perc) is not classified as an ozone-depleting substance or a global warming potential, perc is listed as a Group II exempt compound pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 102 - Definitions.  Rule 102 states that the use of Group II compounds may be restricted in the future because they are either toxic, potentially toxic or cause other environmental impacts.  Refer to Response 1-1 regarding the health concerns from exposure to perc.  To reduce potential economic burdens on small dry cleaners, the final phase out date for perc use in the staff proposal has been extended to July 1, 2019.  This will reduce economic impacts for dry cleaners.  For additional information on why the SCAQMD is proposing to phase out perc use at dry cleaners, refer to Response 1-1.

Response 2-2

It is commendable that the dry cleaning industry has reduced perc emissions by 80 percent over the last decade.  This is primarily the result of complying with state, federal or local requirements, principally Rule 1421.  In spite of these past reductions in perc usage, a single “state of the art” perc dry cleaning machine with emission controls, such as carbon absorber, door lock mechanism, drying sensor, sludge pump, leak detection mechanisms and periodically replacing gaskets, coils and filters still generates a MICR from 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  As a result, continued use of perc dry cleaning equipment would allow a continuation of substantial population exposures to perc.  In addition, non-perc alternatives, including wet cleaning and solvent cleaning machines, are commercially available and can further eliminate residual risk.

COMMENT LETTER #3 FROM 
adel rasol, jasmine cleaners

(January 24, 2002)

Response 3-1

Proposed amended Rule 1421 has been modified to give the affected industry time to replace perchloroethylene (perc) machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their existing perc equipment for up to 15 years.  The 15 years is based on an estimate of equipment life and most operations replace their cleaning equipment in less than 15 years.  Further discussion regarding the reasons why 15 years was deemed reasonable can be found in the PAR 1421 Staff Report, such as IFI’s testimony to Congress, EPA reports, University of California documents and discussions with the dry cleaner working groups.  With regards to the financial impacts from this rule proposal, please refer to the Socioeconomic Assessment.  SCAQMD staff understands the financial concerns expressed by small business owners in order to comply with PAR 1421.  In fact, the SCAQMD Small Business Assistance Office is designed to help address these concerns.  Not all the alternatives are more expensive.  Staff is recommending to the Governing Board that a grant program be developed to assist dry cleaning facilities with early compliance.  For example, an estimated $10,000 would be awarded to each cleaner replacing a perc machine with a non-perc machine at a date earlier than the required compliance date.  Solvent alternatives, which seem to be the most common choice for perc users, cost approximately $10,000 more than a similar sized perc machine.  Even without these funding programs, the proposed amended rule is reasonable because it allows time past the economic recovery of equipment, as well as a 20-month lead time for compliance.

Response 3-2

Refer to Response 2-2.

Response 3-3

The commentator does not state what specific assumptions are invalid.  However, the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES II) (SCAQMD, March 2000) identified all of the Basin’s ambient perc emissions as coming from point and area sources and listed the major contributors as dry cleaning, solvent use, degreasing and film cleaning.  The study determined that individual dry cleaning facilities can pose a MICR up to 170 in one million despite the latest improvements by the industry.  SCAQMD’s information on which the rule amendment proposal is based was derived from published studies, site visits, manufacturers’ information, public input and established law.  The overall perc usage estimate is consistent with sales data provided by perc distributors.  Perc emission reduction estimates have been revised.  It is for this reason, in part, that the Draft EA was revised and recirculated for public comment.

Response 3-4

The SCAQMD staff disagrees that the alternative technologies are not efficient.  Please refer to the discussion in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA regarding the successful operation of the commercially available alternative equipment.  Currently in the district, approximately 75 facilities operate hydrocarbon machines, ten facilities use wet cleaning equipment, 25 facilities use silicone-based solvents and one facility has CO2 equipment.  Approximately 141 facilities in the Bay Area operate satisfactorily with solvent alternatives.  Wet cleaning and solvent operations are also prevalent in Europe.

The proposed amended rule does not require the use of petroleum solvents; however, the air quality analysis does assume all dry cleaning facilities will switch to solvent cleaning to identify the maximum possible adverse air quality impact.  The estimate of VOC emissions if all dry cleaners switched to solvent machines was also revised and included in the revised Draft EA that was recirculated for public review and comment.

Solvent dry cleaning equipment is currently operated safely.  The newer hydrocarbon alternatives are regulated as Class III combustible liquids according to the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) ratings.  NFPA regulations require closed-loop machines to be equipped with either a fire suppressant or prevention system.  Some closed-loop machines are equipped with a fire prevention system that maintains the operating equipment under a vacuum to remove oxygen so that its concentration is maintained below eight percent by volume to eliminate a condition that could result in fire or explosion.  Any new installation or retrofit of secondary controls include the installation of all required safety devices and adaptations necessary to ensure both fire prevention (e.g., nitrogen blanketing, oxygen monitoring, temperature limits) and fire protection (internal sprinklers, pressure vents, explosion–proof motors, air-purge devices, etc.).  Local fire departments regularly inspect dry cleaning facilities before and during operation to ensure the equipment and cleaning process comply with the fire codes and regulations.  Compliance with NFPA standards and strict enforcement of fire prevention regulations, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, will reduce the potential fire hazards associated with flammable solvents and associated dry cleaning equipment to a less than significant impact.

Response 3-5

The SCAQMD staff considered a full array of other compliance options including an option allowing the continued use of perc.  The staff proposal represents a reasonable proposal that reflects input from the various parties and attempts to address key concerns, including health risk reduction, but a reasonable time for a transition and recommendation to help address small business needs.  Because the operation of more efficient perc equipment still results in a MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location, the SCAQMD staff is proposing a gradual phase out of perc to further reduce public exposure to perc.  The action risk level under Rule 1402 is 25 in one million, which would require existing sources to compile emission inventories, prepare health risk assessments and possibly, risk reduction plans.  Finally, the provisions of PAR 1421 should allow operators to obtain the full useful life of existing equipment.  This means that when an operator would normally replace worn out equipment, they would replace it with a non-perc alternative.  

COMMENT LETTER #4 FROM 
kenneth T. Haan & associates

(January 25, 2002)

Response 4-1

Thank you for your participation in this rulemaking process.  It has been very beneficial to work together in this effort and the SCAQMD staff appreciates the time and assistance provided.

Response 4-2

The proposed amended rule has been available to the public since the first public workshop on September 20, 2001.  Staff has worked with the public and the industry, including CCA and KDLA for nearly two years.  The rule proposal provides time to replace perchloroethylene (perc) machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their equipment for up to 15 years.  The 15 years is based on an estimate of equipment life and most operations replace their cleaning equipment in less than 15 years.  Further discussion regarding the reasons why 15 years was deemed reasonable can be found in the Staff Report prepared for this proposal, such as IFI’s testimony to Congress, EPA reports, University of California documents and discussion with the working groups.  See also Response 1-1.

Response 4-3

The SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion implying that PAR 1421 is technically infeasible, that there is an unreasonable financial burden or hardship, there is unfairness or prejudice involved in this rulemaking, or that inconsistent policies are being applied.  The rule proposal allows a 20-month lead time for conversions to begin and operators of each machine has 15 years to recover their investment.  More detailed responses to these opinions are provided in the following responses to the specific comments. 

Response 4-4

There has been substantial discussion in working groups and other meetings as to the definition of the various dry cleaning equipment generations.  The rule does not use “generation” as this term means different levels of controls to different people.  Providing your definitions clarified the subsequent comments in your letter.

Response 4-5

The SCAQMD has approximately 2,200 permitted dry cleaning businesses with the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.  Because the Korean Drycleaners & Laundry Association of Southern California (KDLA) represents dry cleaners owned and operated by Korean Americans outside of the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD, the SCAQMD staff cannot confirm the number of dry cleaners outside its jurisdiction.  The SCAQMD staff has provided translations of meeting notices and simultaneous translators at many meetings to help facilitate communications and open dialogue with Korean dry cleaners.  Specific responses to comments on the effects and consequences of PAR 1421 are provided in the following responses.

Response 4-6

The “previous proposal,” analyzed as the proposed project in the Draft EA (released December 19, 2001 for a 45-day public review and comment period), specified the date in January of different years when different types of perc machines will be replaced with non-perc alternatives.  The commentator’s characterization of the “SCAQMD’s Previous Proposal” is accurate.  This is the version of the PAR evaluated in the Draft EA.  However, due to the public input, PAR 1421 has been modified as follows:

· Effective January 1, 2003, new facilities and those adding equipment must be non-perc.

· Effective July 1, 2004, any perc equipment being replaced must be replaced with non-perc alternative 

Based on these modifications and revised estimates to perc emission reductions and potential VOC emission increases, the Draft EA was revised and recirculated for a 45-day public review and comment period.

Response 4-7

The current rule proposal does not require fifth generation equipment (equipment with primary and secondary controls) to be replaced in three years.  This proposal to replace older equipment that currently has only primary control with equipment that has primary and secondary controls was proposed by a coalition of industry groups (not including KDLA).  Approximately 1400 out of 2200 machines are in this category.

Response 4-8

The proposal has been revised.  The use of perc equipment in dry cleaning operations, in accordance with the current rule proposal, will be eliminated after the equipment has passed 15 years of useful life.  No perc machine would be in use after July 1, 2019.  This would allow the perc machine owner to operate the equipment for up to 15 years, according to the dry cleaning industry.

Response 4-9

The SCAQMD staff acknowledges that the KDLA objects to the proposed rule, however, the commentator has not recommended an alterative that further reduces or eliminates perc emissions.

Response 4-10

PAR 1421 requires phasing out all perc usage from dry cleaning equipment by July 1, 2019.  PAR 1421 does not mandate using any specific type of dry cleaning technology.  Possible alternatives to using perc include using: hydrocarbon solvents, exempt solvents, CO2 and wet cleaning.

Response 4-11

Please refer to Response 4-10 and see also the current version of PAR 1421 in Appendix B.

Response 4-12

SCAQMD staff believes the commentator derived these eight points from the Air Toxic Control Plan, which was unanimously approved by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board (Resolution No. 00-5) at its March 17, 2000 meeting.  The Plan seeks to identify measures that are technically feasible or are expected to be technically feasible and cost-effective in the next ten years.  The current Basin-wide risk level presented in the plan is based on the findings of the MATES II program.  The control strategies in the plan could result in amendments to existing rules or adoption of new rules.  Each of these rules would be evaluated for technical and economic feasibility.  The rule development process typically requires a socioeconomic analysis and considers public input.  

Response 4-13

The proposed amended rule does not mandate any particular non-perc technology.  Hydrocarbon (including exempt compounds), and wet cleaning are considered proven, commercially available, in-use non-perc technologies currently used in dry cleaning facilities in the district and other areas.  Carbon dioxide is a developing technology, which may be an option for some facilities now and in the future.  For example, there are 75 facilities operating hydrocarbon machines, ten facilities using wet cleaning equipment, 25 facilities using silicone-based solvents and one facility using carbon dioxide machine currently in operation in the district.  Indeed, it is because these alternative technologies are currently available that both the December 2001 Draft EA and the revised Draft EA analyzed potential adverse impacts from using other available non-perc dry cleaning technologies.

Response 4-14

First, the SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that there are “dire problems and dangers” with non-perc alternatives, based on the analysis, in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  Second, as noted in Response 4-3, the alternative non-perc technologies identified in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA are not “unproven” technologies.  With regard to hydrocarbon machines, there are currently 75 in operation in the district, not all of these are necessarily owned by Korean Americans.  In the Bay Area, over 15 percent of dry cleaning shops use solvent machines.  There are a large number of business decisions affecting why dry cleaning owners or operators purchase solvent machines or any other alternative technology.  For example, many dry cleaners are moving away from perc machines because of the health hazards and liability concerns associated with perc or because landlords will not renew leases.

Response 4-15

In general, there is often substantial resistance to using a new technology when an industry is not used to operating a particular technology.  With training and experience it is expected that the use of other alternative technologies will produce equivalent results to perc technologies.  Staff has visited several operations in the Basin and in the Bay Area where operators are satisfied with the solvent cleaning machines.

Response 4-16

All cleaning methods, whether using solvent or perc, have some damage claims, such as shrinkage or damage to the clothes.  The SCAQMD staff received information that the solvent process is better for many delicate fabrics, buttons, etc., and there is no substantial evidence of increased damage claims from solvent usage.  As with any technology, manufacturers continue to work on solving potential problems for current equipment and detergents and during the development of future garment cleaning machines.

Response 4-17

Proper spot removal takes work and training.  There are pre-spotting and post-spotting procedures that need to be taken to remove certain spots whether the garment is cleaned in perc, water or other solvents.  Staff is aware that spot cleaning with solvents may require more time to clean the garment than during the perc cleaning process.  Professional spotting procedures follow long standing rules and according to third generation cleaner/launderer, Kenny Slatten, “the rules have not changed.” (Western Cleaner and Launderer, March 2002)  “No doubt that the newer solvents aren’t as strong as perc.  They aren’t as aggressive.  But that should be no excuse for improper pre-spotting and post-spotting procedures.”  He concludes, “...perc has spoiled us but we cannot disregard the rules and procedures.  Now it is the time to become better educated in your craft.  Don’t blame the (new) solvents for your mistakes….your solvent of choice will work depending on the quality of your ability to use them.”

Response 4-18

The older hydrocarbon machines had longer cycle times but the newer machines are comparable to perc in cycle time.  Only one manufacturer has told staff that they recommend “sizing up” when changing from perc to hydrocarbon.  Many other manufacturers say this is no longer necessary.

Response 4-19

According to three local distributors of solvent machines, the clothes should not be oily unless they are not dried properly.  If the machine is operating without a drying sensor, the operator may be removing clothes from the solvent machine prematurely.   Additionally, the distributors note that the clothes cleaned in solvent machines are softer, easier to press and have a better finish than clothes cleaned in a perc machine.

Staff has visited or used dry cleaning facilities with solvent equipment and did not experience the oily feeling on the clothes washed in solvent equipment. Operators of solvent machines have not expressed this concern to staff, although many have stated that clothes cleaned in solvent machines are softer than clothes cleaned in perc.  Finally, during the development of recent amendments to Rule 1102 – Dry Cleaners Using Solvent Other Than Perchloroethylene, SCAQMD staff visited facilities using “Green EarthTM,” an exempt solvent, and DF2000, and also did not find the clothes to be oily.

Response 4-20

There are a number of reasons why manufacturers choose to provide guarantees for their products, including marketing strategy, confidence in product, etc.  However, some guarantees are based on a number of conditions, which make it difficult for the manufacturer to ensure the effectiveness of their product.  These conditions include the user’s education of the alternative technology and equipment, business practices, maintenance of equipment, etc.  By using machines in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications, solvent machines should operate as effectively as perc machines.

Response 4-21

SCAQMD staff acknowledges that, in general, hydrocarbon solvents are more flammable than perc.  Further, flammability was analyzed in both the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  NFPA regulations require closed-loop machines to be equipped with either a fire suppressant or prevention system.  Some closed-loop machines are equipped with a fire prevention system that maintains the operating equipment under a vacuum to remove oxygen so that its concentration is maintained below eight percent by volume to eliminate a condition that could result in fire or an explosion.  Any new installation or retrofit of secondary controls include the installation of all required safety devices and adaptations necessary to ensure both fire prevention (e.g., nitrogen blanketing, oxygen monitoring, temperature limits) and fire protection (internal sprinklers, pressure vents, explosion –proof motors, air-purge devices, etc.).  According to three local distributors of solvent machines, flammability is not a problem with the hydrocarbon machines they sell because all four elements needed for flammability (solvent, flash point temperature, oxygen and a flame, or source of ignition) will never be together because the oxygen is removed and the temperature is lowered before the door is opened when oxygen enters the chamber.   Also, the solvent will never reach 143, 147 or 170 degrees Fahrenheit, which are the flash points of the HC-DCF, DF 2000 and Green EarthTM solvents, respectively.  The distributors have had no flammability problems in the past with their hydrocarbon machines, along with no leaks or odor issues.

Local fire departments regularly inspect dry cleaning facilities before and during operation to ensure the equipment and cleaning process comply with the fire codes and regulations.  While hydrocarbon solvents may have more regulation, the potential to be a fire hazard is thus less likely.  Compliance with National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards, strict enforcement of fire prevention regulation, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms will reduce the potential fire hazards with flammable solvents and associated dry cleaning equipment to a less than significant impact.  Currently, 75 solvent machines are permitted and operating in the district without flammability and hazard problems.  

Response 4-22

While the average solvent machine is more expensive than the average perc machine, SCAQMD staff disagrees that the cost is twice as expensive.  Based on the information provided by three machine distributors, the cost differential for between a perc and hydrocarbon machine for a 55 to 65 pound capacity were ranged from $8,000 to $12,000.  This cost includes the discount price, tax, delivery, and installation cost.  One manufacturer recommended going up in one machine size in a switch to hydrocarbon from perc to maintain processing volume. One manufacturer had a cost of twice as much for a hydrocarbon machine as a perc machine but this was the exception.  

Response 4-23

As noted in previous responses PAR 1421 does not mandate the use of CO2 machines.  The decision regarding what type of alternative dry cleaning machine to buy will be based on a number of factors, possibly including size.  However, it should be noted that CO2 machines like other dry cleaning technologies are available in different sizes.  Further, based on site visits from staff, the current operating CO2 machine in Long Beach, California occupies the same area as the adjacent perc machine.  The CO2 process does require a CO2 tank; however, the tank can be located outside the building.

Response 4-24

The CO2 machines pressurize the liquid carbon dioxide gas in a drum between 700 and 800 pounds per square inch (psi).  The potential danger of explosion is minimal particularly when comparing pressure with similar products found in residential or commercial facilities.  For example, a refrigerator is at 350 psi pressure, a fire extinguisher is at 800 psi, a keg of beer is at 1800 psi and a home oxygen tank is at 2,400 psi.  The CO2 machines have no flash point and are not flammable.  In addition, compliance with American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) ensures safety standards and strict enforcement of mechanical performance regulations, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, should eliminate the danger of explosion and provide a safe environment for workers and customers.  One CO2 machine manufacturer claims to be inspected every day by ASME inspectors to ensure compliance with standards and regulations.  With regards to CO2 machines not proved or tested in the actual market, the comment is not true.  While only one CO2 machine is in operation in the district, CO2 machines are commercially available.  One of the three US CO2 machine manufacturers has already installed 30 CO2 machines in the US, and is shipping three more units out soon.  They also sell worldwide where they compete with one Swedish CO2 machine manufacturer.

Response 4-25

PAR 1421 does not require purchasing CO2 dry cleaning machines.  Therefore, if a dry cleaner cannot afford to purchase a CO2 machine, there are other alternative technologies available comparable in price to perc machines.  CO2 machines can cost $150,000, however, market forces will likely reduce the price when more CO2 machines are available and more CO2 machines are purchased.  One of the three CO2 machine manufacturers in the United States is currently selling its CO2 machine for approximately $122,000, including installation costs, due to the current competitive business climate.  According to the staff report, the latest capital cost for a CO2 machine, depending upon size and model type, ranges from $80,000 to $90,000.  The installation can cost $10,000 to $20,000 and the solvent costs $0.025 per pound.  The cost of equipment, along with the cleaning method type, capacity, style and special features of the machine, are all considerations made by the business owner when choosing new equipment for the cleaning facility.  Finally, the rule proposal allows a gradual transition to non-perc equipment over 15 years, which is intended to reduce financial impact on the industry.

Response 4-26

There are ten facilities in the district operating wet cleaning technology.  As with any technology new to an operator, a minimum amount of education and training may be necessary to familiarize the operator with the equipment, prevent shrinkage and properly finish garments.  For example, new wet cleaning methods use specialized dryers and tensioning equipment that ensure shrinkage of finished garments does not occur.  The moisture sensor dryer has precise moisture control, detects moisture in garments and prevents over drying.  Also, specialized tensioning presses are used to enhance finishing of constructed garments (e.g. suits, tailored items).  These presses use steam to relax fibers, moving parts to shape clothes, and hot air to dry.  

Response 4-27

The total number of wet cleaning machines currently being used in the district is approximately ten and approximately 190 nationally.  While these numbers do not represent a large number of wet cleaning equipment in operation, these facilities would not be in business if not profitable.  Under the Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project (Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center, Occidental College, February, 2002), facilities voluntarily have converted to wet cleaning operations.  Two facilities, after six months and three weeks, respectively, in use noted no change in labor costs.  One facility recorded a 30 percent reduction in electricity cost over six months of operation.  While a drying and tensioning process is crucial to the wet cleaning method, these facilities were able to wet clean a similar amount of clothing compared to dry cleaning using a perc machine.  Neither facility noted a reduction in profits as a result of operating a wet cleaning process.

Response 4-28

SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator opinion that “most clothes are not washable in water.” In the wet cleaning project mentioned in Response 4-27, one facility wet cleaned 32,000 items in six months and could not wash four items (suede and drapes) in water.  The other facility wet cleaned 4,000 items in three weeks and was unable to wash 11 suede items in water.  This 99.9 percent success rate contradicts the commentator’s opinion that most clothes are not washable in water.  In addition, not all perc dry cleaners can clean all fabrics.  Perc cleaners that receive clothes with sequins, leather and suede products from their customers typically have to send them out for special care and treatment.

Response 4-29

Since the source of the data in this comment is not provided, the SCAQMD staff is unable to evaluate its accuracy.  However, it is substantially inconsistent with and underestimates comparable published data used by the SCAQMD staff involving two different facilities involved in a study of the wet cleaning technology (see Response 4-28).  Based on the data provided in the study cited in Response 4-28, and assuming a facility operates five days per week for eight hours per day, the wet cleaning machine at both facilities cleaned an average of 30-33 items of clothing per hour.  This number is comparable to the number of clothes the commentator states can be cleaned by the perc machine.

Response 4-30

The SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that costs are substantially greater for wet cleaning machines compared to perc dry cleaning machines.  According to the Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project (Appendix 2-A, page 10, Final Report, February 29, 2000), there is an increase in the labor cost of the wet cleaning facilities due to the extra hour per day for the pressing process.  However, the overall operating costs of dry cleaning facility is higher than the wet cleaning facility because of the cost of the perc equipment, the perc solvent, the filter, the waste disposal and the regulatory fees.  As noted in Response 4-29, the number of clothes cleaned using the wet cleaning process is comparable to the number of clothes cleaned by the perc machine.  Some operators have noted increased finishing times for some types of fabrics.

Response 4-31

The opinion expressed in this comment ignores substantial information provided in the Draft EA, the revised Draft EA, and the Draft Staff Report.  For example, both the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA provides a comprehensive analysis of the potential adverse environmental impacts from the implementation of the proposed project.  These potential adverse impacts include the possible negative effects, safety issues that may be associated with some dry cleaning solvent compounds, and potential dangers of certain products, such as flammability and explosions.  Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15131(a) and economic or social effects may be used to determine the significance of the physical changes caused by the project (Guidelines, §15131 (b)).  No such indirect environmental effects were identified for the proposed project.  This proposed amended rule has been developed with two additional efforts, focus groups and additional review of the Socioeconomic Assessment by external economists.  The focus group ensures that the SCAQMD staff is receiving comments directly from those businesses being affected by its rulemaking activities.  The SCAQMD staff has conducted these additional meetings ensure that small business owners can participate in rule development workshops.  Hydrocarbon (including exempt compounds), carbon dioxide and wet cleaning are considered proven, commercially available, non-perc technologies currently used in dry cleaning facilities in the district.  One hundred solvent machines have been operating in the district, many for more than three years and approximately 141 machines are currently operating in the Bay Area.  Wet cleaning operations have proven successful in Europe and other countries.  In addition, the rule proposal allows a 20-month lead time for conversions to begin and operators of each machine have 15 years to recover the capital investment.  Finally, in an independent effort, the SCAQMD staff is looking into financial assistance to provide a smooth transition and minimize socioeconomic impacts.  See, for example, Response 1-1.

Response 4-32

As mentioned previously, the SCAQMD is currently co-funding a professional wet cleaning commercialization project, along with the Environmental Protection Agency, Southern California Edison, The Gas Company, the California Wellness Foundation and the Liberty Hill Foundation.  The study is conducted by the Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center (Urban and Environmental Policy Institute, Occidental College), which is an independent authority not related to or with any particular group or companies with pecuniary interest.  The goals of the project are to establish eight new professional wet cleaning demonstration sites and create infrastructure for education and technical assistance for professional wet cleaning.  The advisory board for the project includes the Greater Los Angeles Dry Cleaners Association, California Cleaners Association, Korean Dry Cleaning and Laundry Association (KDLA), Southern California Edison, Korean Youth and Community Center, Coalition for Clean Air (CCA) and Regional Wet Cleaners. 

IFI’s September 2002 publication Research Fellowship found Green Earth™ solvent to be significantly less effective than perc at removing oils and grease.  The front page of the Research Fellowship publication No.F-47 reads  “Based on our overall evaluation, IFI’s findings are that Green EarthTM Cleaning is a viable alternative for the dry cleaning industry, and while different in some respects, is comparable to a perc dry cleaning process.”
Solvent cleaners that have been operating in the district include 75 hydrocarbon machines and 25 silicone-based machines, many operating more than three years.  Approximately 141 machines are currently operating in the Bay Area.

Response 4-33

Business owners currently have the opportunity to meet with manufacturers or proponents of alternative dry cleaning technologies and learn about the facts regarding alternative technologies.  Information regarding the alternative technologies is available with manufacturers, on the internet, with other business owners currently operating alternative equipment, in the SCAQMD staff report and the CEQA Draft EA.  Business owners have had the opportunity to express their opinion both written and verbally at public workshops, during working group meetings, and during the formal 45-day public comment period for both the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  In addition, the Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project conducts site visits and holds seminars.  The seminars were located at a wet cleaning facility to demonstrate the equipment, answer questions, provide brochures and vendor lists, and discuss costs and energy usage.  The owner of the CO2 machine allows people to see their equipment, and solvent machine manufacturers will set up visits to cleaners using their equipment.  

Response 4-34

Like most businesses, bank loans are necessary to begin companies, finance ventures and expansions as well as purchase equipment to correct problems or comply with changing regulations.  Further, as noted in Response 4-8, PAR 1421 has been modified to extend the specified compliance dates to allow operators to obtain the full useful life of their equipment.  This means that operators would only have to replace perc machine with alternative technologies when they would normally be replacing existing equipment anyway.  Further, by the end of the useful life of the equipment, bank loans are typically paid off.  It is staff’s understanding that most equipment is leased for five to seven years.

Response 4-35

Other reasons for bank loans could include unexpected disasters, either natural or man-made.  In the case of the civil disturbance in Los Angeles, a number of affected businesses needed to repair damage to their facilities or cease their operation.  Facilities affected by the civil disturbance had fiscal options such as requesting compensation for the damages from insurance companies.  In any event, PAR 1421 has been modified to allow owners/operators to use equipment up to 15 years (see Response 4-3).

Response 4-36

It was the SCAQMD Rule 1421 (formerly Rule 1121), as well as the California Air Resources Board (CARB) requirements, that mandated the conversion to third generation machines.  Rule 1421 prohibited the new installation of transfer machines after December 9, 1994, and prohibited the operation of transfer machines after October 1, 1998.  It would not be cost effective for facilities to replace machines after the 1994 Northridge earthquake with transfer machines that could only be operated for four years.  Existing facilities replacing equipment were required to install a closed loop machine with primary control equipment before December 9, 1998.  See also Responses 2-2 and 3-2.

Response 4-37

With regard to installing third generation machines, please refer to Response 4-36.  See also Response 2-2 and 3-2.

Response 4-38

In response to the financial concerns raised by dry cleaning businesses and business associations, PAR 1421 has been modified to extend the final compliance dates for phasing out perc machines.  The rule proposal will provide time to replace perc machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their perc equipment for the total useful life of the equipment, which according to the dry cleaning industry is considered 15 years.  See also Responses 4-8, 4-34 and 4-35.  Additionally, staff is looking into financial incentive grants to assist those facilities switching to non-perc alternatives as early compliance.  Staff understands the nature of this industry, which is mainly small, family-operated businesses that require long hours.

It is unlikely that enactment of PAR 1421 would amount to a regulatory taking.  Courts have acknowledged that legitimate government regulation can lawfully result in the banning of certain goods without constituting a taking.  Regulating a toxic air contaminant is clearly a legitimate function of the SCAQMD under existing case law.  Since phasing out perc will not occur until after the expiration of the useful life of existing dry cleaning machines, the impact on an operator’s current economic or investment expectations will be reduced.  For detailed economic impacts on the cleaning facilities when they replace their equipment, refer to the Socioeconomic Assessment.

Response 4-39

The SCAQMD staff acknowledges that most dry cleaners are small businesses and therefore, have a small work force.  Some wet cleaners have experienced increased labor costs, although others have not.  Labor costs may be slightly higher for hydrocarbon and wet cleaning due to spotting techniques and finishing costs for wet cleaning but energy savings are seen with wet cleaning.  Savings in the area of maintenance costs may also be realized in wet cleaning and CO2.  The new non-perc cleaning equipment is expected to be installed when the useful life of the existing equipment has been reached.  Therefore, the fiscal burden on dry cleaning facilities should be reduced.  Market saturation, competition, and many other factors could have contributed to the reduction in profits margin for this industry.  Based on the discussions at the public workshops, the reduction in usage of perc, for those using non-perc alternatives, has resulted in substantial savings to the owners.  There are reductions in the cost of hazardous waste hauling, in some cases permit and water discharge fees, and in the case of wet cleaning a reduction in electricity costs.  One operation switching to wet cleaning has seen a 48% reduction in electricity use and a 4% reduction on natural gas use.  Additionally, for wet cleaning the solvent cost (water) is less than the cost of perc.
Response 4-40

The comment assumes that alternatives to perc are currently not commercially available.  As noted in the following Responses, alternatives to perc are viable and commercially available: 4-13, 4-24, 4-26, 4-27, 4-31 and 4-32.  See also Responses 4-34, 4-35 and 4-38.

Response 4-41

Please refer to Response 4-32.  However, as noted in Responses 4-13 and 4-32, alternative dry cleaning technologies are currently commercially available and in use.

Response 4-42

Because solvent and wet cleaning is already well established, a model business by manufacturers is not necessary.  The SCAQMD, however, is co-funding a wet-cleaning project and is recommending, as an independent effort, a grant program to assist in early compliance.  Please refer to Response 4-32.  See also Responses 4-13 and 4-32 regarding the commercial availability of alternative dry cleaning technologies.  The staff report documents information on each alternative technology, including the advantages, disadvantages, costs and benefits of the various available cleaning methods.

Response 4-43

Wet cleaning technology was developed in Germany around 1989-1990 by Miele and Kreussler and this technology is widely used in Europe.  The new hydrocarbon technologies were also developed around the same time.  Currently, 60 percent of all dry cleaners in Europe use wet and hydrocarbon technologies.  Locally, the solvent and wet cleaning machines have been tested by the manufacturers and are commercially available and being used by the public.  Currently, 75 facilities operate hydrocarbon machines, ten facilities use wet cleaning equipment, 25 facilities use silicone-based exempt solvents and one facility operates a carbon dioxide machine.  As with any technology, these products possess strengths and weaknesses regarding operating parameters and types of clothing they are best at cleaning.  Presently, no safety issues have arisen or been identified relating to these alternative technologies.  Further, local fire departments regularly inspect dry cleaning facilities before and during operation to ensure that equipment and cleaning processes comply with applicable fire codes and regulation.  Facilities maybe required to make design or process changes to satisfy the local fire prevention authorities before operating.  Therefore, the safety of these new products in the actual market is being monitored.  See Responses 3-4 and 4-21 with regards to the safety features and regulations of the hydrocarbon machines.  Given the substantial lead time before perc must be completely phased out, it is expected that further improvements regarding operation of alternative technologies will occur.

Response 4-44

The rule promulgation process at the SCAQMD does not rely solely on information obtained from equipment manufacturers.  In addition to information obtained from equipment manufacturers, the SCAQMD obtains information from other public agencies such as OEHHA, CARB, EPA, etc.; source test data; literature reviews; Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS); internet searches; and human health studies and independent research.

Response 4-45

It is the mandate of the SCAQMD to protect public health from the adverse impacts of poor air quality through the promulgation and enforcement of air quality rules and regulations.  Rules typically are promulgated based on available or emerging technologies, at the time a rule is promulgated.  As technologies improve over time, new rules are promulgated or existing rules are amended to achieve further emission reductions to attain air quality mandates and objectives.  To adequately protect public health, all emissions sources must contribute to controlling emissions.  SCAQMD rules and regulations are promulgated to be sensitive to economic concerns.  As a result, consistent with this sensitivity to economic issues, PAR 1421 has been modified to allow owners/operators to obtain the full useful life of their equipment.  See also Responses 4-34, 4-35 and 4-38.

Response 4-46

Rules, regulation and policy are changed in order to fulfill objectives outlined in state and federal mandates or direction from the SCAQMD Governing Board.  Staff does not agree that the proposed rule will cause irreparable damage.  Regarding the action to promulgate new rules or amend existing rules to achieve additional emission reductions, refer to Response 4-45.  

Response 4-47

With regard to sources of information used to develop new rules or amend existing rules refer to Response 4-44.  With regards to the commercial availability of alternative dry cleaning technologies, refer to Responses 4-13, 4-24, 4-26, 4-27, 4-31 and 4-32.

Response 4-48

There are a number of reasons why perc usage in the district has been reduced over the last decade, including the phase-out of transfer machines, the installation of new secondary control and the compliance effort of government regulatory authorities.  Of the 2181 perc machines operating in the district, 1450 machines (66.5 percent of total) still operate with only primary controls.  Even today’s “state of the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, such as a carbon absorber, door lock mechanism, drying sensor, sludge pump, leak detection mechanisms and periodically replacing gaskets, coils and filters, still generates a MICR from 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  Therefore, additional perc reductions and public health protection can be achieved through PAR 1421.  See also Responses 2-2, 3-2 and 4-36 regarding perc emission reduction achieved over the last decade.

Response 4-49

The commentator’s opinion that , “No other field of industries or business have reduced the air contamination so successfully as the dry cleaning business industries….” is simply not true.  Although the district has the worst air quality in the nation, substantial improvements have occurred over the last decade through stringent control of emissions from a wide variety of stationary sources.  To achieve clean air mandates and objectives, it is necessary to continue reducing emissions from all sources, including smaller and smaller sources.  The coating industry, for example, has been required to reformulate their products to lower volatile organic compounds (VOC) content limits and in doing so, has successfully reduced VOC emissions, and potential toxicity, in the district.  Examples of other industries required to reduce air contamination include auto body shops, degreaser users, gasoline dispensing stations and char broiler operators.  The film cleaning industry is reducing perc emissions by 95 percent and degreasers are virtually eliminating perc usage by January 1, 2003.

Response 4-50

According to MATES II, “70 percent of all MICR is attributed to diesel particulate emissions, 20 percent to other toxics associated with mobile sources and about 10 percent of all risk is attributed to stationary sources (which include industries and other certain businesses such as dry cleaners and chrome plating operations).”  The SCAQMD’s primary regulatory authority is over stationary sources, while only having limited authority to regulate mobile sources.  There will be continued growth in the number of vehicles and businesses, the SCAQMD must continue to identify new rules and further regulate existing regulated stationary sources.  See also Responses 4-45 and 4-49.

Response 4-51

MATES II did conclude that the average increased carcinogenic risk in the South Coast Air Basin is about 1,400 per million people.  Because 70 percent of all risk is attributed to diesel particulate emissions, without diesel the risk would be lower.  In the “Air Toxics Control Plan” (AQMD, March 2000), SCAQMD observes that the “basin risk is around 400- to 600-in-one million excluding diesel emissions.”  When evaluating risks from toxic sources, it is important to examine ambient air levels, as well as local impacts.  Even with secondary controls, perc machines still have a MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  Feasible alternatives exist to reduce risk.

Response 4-52

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines as toxic air contaminants (TACs) in August 1998.  Following the identification process, CARB was required by law to determine if there is a need for further control, classified as the risk management phase of the program. For the risk management phase, the Board directed staff to form the Diesel Advisory Committee to assist in the development of a risk management guidance document and a risk reduction plan.  Specific statewide regulations designed to further reduce diesel PM emissions from diesel-fueled engines and vehicles are currently being evaluated and developed.  The goal of each regulation is to make diesel engines as clean as possible by establishing state-of-the-art technology requirements or emission standards to reduce diesel PM emissions.  

Further, because of its authority to regulate mobile source emissions from fleet vehicles, a number of fleet vehicle rules mandate fleet owners to use alternative fuels vehicle when replacing vehicles in their fleets.  For example, Rule 1192 requires new transit buses to use alternative fuels; Rule 1193 requires new refuse vehicles to use alternative fuels, etc.  So, the assertion that owners of diesel engine vehicles do not have to replace these is incorrect.

Response 4-53

Alternatives to perc dry cleaning equipment are currently operated in the Basin, as well as in the Bay Area and Europe, so SCAQMD staff respectfully disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the technology has “not been proven.”  See also Responses 4-13, 4-24, 4-26, 4-27, 4-31 and 4-32.

Response 4-54

Dr. Jinm has provided an analysis of the economic feasibility of PAR 1421 based on his personal experiences with the dry cleaning industry.  The SCAQMD staff has read the report and met with Dr Jinm to discuss his report.  He informed staff that the report was based on his personal experiences with the dry cleaning industry and not necessarily a study based on industry-wide data.  This input was considered during the rule development.

Response 4-55

According to your definition, “2nd generation” perc machines have no primary control.  Due to CARB’s ATCM, dry cleaning facilities were required to install primary control.  Under Rule 1421, facilities replacing existing equipment had to install a closed loop machine with a primary control system before December 9, 1998.  Afterwards, the facility would be required to install a closed loop machine with primary and secondary control systems.  Consequently, perc machines with no primary control should not exist in the district, so this proposed provision is already required under existing Rule 1421.

Response 4-56

SCAQMD staff agrees that a phase-out of the “3rd generation” machine, or equipment with only primary controls, needs to take place.  Out of a total of 2181 total dry cleaning machines in the district, approximately 1450 are currently equipped with only primary controls.  Therefore, 66 percent of the dry-cleaning business are operating with “3rd generation” equipment.  Since the commentator is allowing 13 more years of life for existing equipment, owners/operators of dry cleaning facilities should not face any additional financial burden when replacing their perc equipment normally because the life of the equipment is 10-15 years. 

The commentator does not provide evidence or reason as to why one-half of the dry cleaners can install secondary control equipment but one-half are not able to convert into 4th generation equipment.  Staff is aware of technical difficulties for some equipment where adding secondary controls has been problematic.  Equipment with only primary control can be retrofitted with secondary control or integral primary and secondary controlled equipment is available.  

While some dry cleaning facilities have operated their equipment for over 20 years, this is not typical and there is no evidence to demonstrate that such equipment is being adequately maintained and repaired.  Equipment deteriorates over time.  Compliance audits of dry cleaners in the district (1999) demonstrated a 95 percent rate of noncompliance overall, with 35 percent of the total audited facilities in compliance because of perc leaks or discharges.  Enforcing the maintenance of older dry cleaning equipment would require leak detection mechanisms and periodically replacing gaskets, coils and filters.  Without strict enforcement of the maintenance and repair of 3rd generation equipment, the efficiency of the control is reduced and perc emissions increased.  Even so, new perc and even well maintained machines still pose a MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.

Response 4-57

The current rule proposal allows the owner/operator of dry cleaning equipment to obtain the useful life of their equipment but will require a perc phase-out when replacing perc equipment.  

Response 4-58

Currently, newly permitted dry cleaning facilities are subject to Rule 1421, Rule 1401, New Source Review and Best Available Control Technology for Toxics and, therefore, will be required to install the latest technology or 5th generation machine.  However, PAR 1421 will require eventual phase-out of this equipment and replacement with non-perc alternative dry cleaning equipment.  Using the new emission factors, few new facilities will receive a permit to operate perc machines because the allowable throughput will be so small.

Response 4-59

This comment implies that alternative non-perc technologies are not commercially available and the SCAQMD staff disagrees.  Alternative dry cleaning technology is currently operated successfully in the district, as well as in the Bay Area and Europe, and therefore is proven technology.  See also Responses 4-13, 4-24, 4-26, 4-27, 4-31 and 4-32.

Response 4-60

Proposed changes to Rule 1421 cannot alter the noticing requirements of AB2588.  AB2588 is an existing state law and, therefore, is not part of PAR 1421.  As a result, even without amending Rule 1421, if a facility has emissions that trigger noticing, it must comply with noticing requirements.  

SCAQMD staff agrees that the dangers and hazards of perc exist “no matter how much care and diligence might have been exercised by the operator,” which is why a gradual transition away from perc is the best reasonable resolution in eliminating cancer risk, non-cancer effects and improving human health conditions.  

The SCAQMD staff has worked with industry representatives from KDLA, CCA and others, as well as dry cleaners, gasoline dispensing stations and refinery representatives regarding draft notification procedures.  These procedures will be considered by the SCAQMD Governing Board this year.

Response 4-61

The SCAQMD staff strongly disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that its rule and policy making is inconsistent or unfair.  Regarding the rule development or amendment process and the need for emission reductions for all sources, refer to Response 4-45.  The SCAQMD staff worked very closely with all parties and carefully considered input.  The revised CEQA document allows the SCAQMD Governing Board a range of choices, including the proposal from KDLA.  Staff appreciates KDLA’s input and all the time spent during rule proposal development.

Response 4-62

All comments received will be considered as part of the amendment process for PAR 1421 and included in the administrative record.

COMMENT LETTER #5 FROM 
john & carol cianfrini, crysti cleaners

(January 25, 2002)

Response 5-1

Staff does not agree that the proposed rule would take away “livelihood.”  The rule has been modified to allow owner/operators of dry cleaning equipment to obtain the useful life of their perc equipment, (see Responses 4-8, 4-34, 4-35, 4-38 and 4-45) so they only install alternative technology when they would be replacing equipment anyway.  The rule proposal is not a mandate to use the wet cleaning process.  Alternative technologies are commercially available and being used in the district, nationally and internationally.  Good results from the usage of alternative technology can be achieved with training and education.  Other operators of alternative technologies have been able to provide satisfactory service to their customers.  See Response 4-26 with regards to the shrinkage issues from wet cleaning operations.

Response 5-2

Spot removal does take work and training.  There are pre-spotting and post-spotting procedures that need to be taken to remove spots regardless of whether the garment is cleaned in perc, water, or other solvent.  Professional spotting procedures follow long standing rules and according to third generation cleaner/launderer, Kenny Slatten, “the rules have not changed.” (Western Cleaner and Launderer, March 2002)  “No doubt that the newer solvents aren’t as strong as perc.  They aren’t as aggressive.  But that should be no excuse for improper pre-spotting and post-spotting procedures.”  He concludes, “...perc has spoiled us but we cannot disregard the rules and procedures.  Now it is the time to become better educated in your craft.  Don’t blame the (new) solvents for your mistakes….your solvent of choice will work depending on the quality of your ability to use them.”

Response 5-3

It is commendable that the dry cleaning industry has reduced perc emissions by 80 percent over the last decade.  This, however, is primarily the result of complying with state, federal or local requirements, such as Rule 1421.  Refer to Responses 2-2, 3-2 and 4-36 regarding reduction of perc from the dry cleaning industry.  The eventual phase out of perc is important because perc has been classified as a potential human carcinogen (Office of Environmental Health Hazards, 1998), it has been detected in the ambient air (Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, March 2000).  In addition, cleaners are located in and near residential areas, shopping centers, schools, and day-care centers, and alternatives to perc are currently in use in the district, San Francisco, Europe and other countries.

SCAQMD staff understands the financial concerns expressed by small business owners.  In fact, the SCAQMD Small Business Assistance Office is designed to help address these concerns.  The rule proposal provides time to replace perc machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their equipment for the total useful life of the equipment, which according to the dry cleaning industry is considered 15 years.

COMMENT LETTER #6 FROM 
nick tirabassi, porter ranch cleaners

(January 30, 2002)

Response 6-1

It is true that over the last few years perc emissions from dry cleaners has declined.  This, however, is primarily the result of complying with state, federal or local requirements, principally Rule 1421.  Refer to Responses 2-2, 3-2 and 4-36 regarding reduction of perc from the dry cleaning industry.

Response 6-2

A rule proposal is a work in progress when the SCAQMD staff meets with the public for a public workshop.  One of the purposes of the public workshops and consultation meetings, such as the meeting in Burbank, is to present the current proposal as a starting point for discussion to allow the public to provide comments concerning the proposal.  Another purpose of the public workshop is for the SCAQMD staff to solicit additional information on regulated equipment and processes to obtain a clearer understanding as to barriers in complying with the proposed project, experiences with the new technology and possible alternatives to the proposed project.  It is apparent from the evolution of the rule that staff considered public input and made changes to the proposal during the rule development process.

The SCAQMD staff has received input from other dry cleaners that combinations of technology have proven effective for different facilities and their specific items to be cleaned.  The wet cleaning process has proven very effective for a number of facilities, including two facilities studied under the “Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project” (Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center, Occidental College, February, 2002).  Of the 32,000 items wet cleaned by one facility, only four items (suede and drapes) could not be washed in water.  The other facility could not wash 11 suede items out of the 4,000 items laundered using the wet cleaning process.  Some perc operators have stated that their perc machines are also unable to successfully clean some items.  It is expected that manufacturers will continue to work to further improve alternative dry cleaning technologies (just as perc technologies have substantially improved over the last decade) so all items can be successfully cleaned with compliant non-perc technology by year 2019 when perc will be completely phased out.

Response 6-3

SCAQMD staff respectfully disagrees that CO2, wet cleaning and petroleum are not viable, or capable of success, at this time.  A number of facilities in the district, as well as outside the district, have successfully switched to these non-perc technologies.  CO2 is not widely used yet particularly in the district where only one facility operates a CO2 machine.  The reason CO2 machines are not more widely used is because of the substantial cost of the equipment.  Three more machines will be installed spring 2003 and the manufacturer reports that previous difficulty cleaning acetates is being resolved.  The proposed rule amendment, however, does not specify which technology a facility is required to operate.  A standard CO2 machine can cost $150,000, however, market forces will likely reduce the price if demand for CO2 machines increases.  The cost of equipment, along with the cleaning method type, capacity, style and special features of the machine, are all taken into consideration by the business owner when choosing new equipment for the cleaning facility.

Response 6-4

As mentioned in Response 6-2, there are items, including suede and drapes, that could not be washed successfully using the wet cleaning process but it is expected that manufacturers will continue to further improve alternative dry cleaning technologies so all items can be successfully cleaned with compliant non-perc technologies by year 2019 when perc will be completely phased out.  As with Cleaner By Nature, combinations of alternative dry cleaning technologies have proven effective for different facilities and their specific cleaning items.  

While it is not possible to predict water shortages in the future, existing entitlements and resources in the district provide sufficient water supplies that currently exceed demand.  Further, according to the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), the largest supplier of water to California, “For its part, Metropolitan expects to be able to meet 100 percent of its member agencies’ water needs for the next ten years, even during times of critical drought. Metropolitan and its member agencies have identified and are implementing programs and projects to assure continued reliable water supplies for at least the next 20 years.”
  MWD is expected to continue providing a reliable water supply through developing a portfolio of diversified water sources that includes: cooperative conservation; water recycling; and groundwater storage, recovery, and replenishment programs.  Other additional water supplies will be supplied in the future as a result of water transfer from other water agencies, desalination projects and state and federal water initiatives, such as CALFED and California’s Colorado River Water Use Plan.  

In an article titled “Water Exchanges Help State Through Dry Years,” in the Los Angeles Times (Thursday, April 4, 2002, California Section, page B1) describes the water market created by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) in 1991 when the pressure on water projects increased when the drought struck.  The DWR set up a ‘drought water bank,’ which is a water market with the state playing broker and setting prices, purchasing water from farmers who would sell their water to the state instead of growing a crop for a year.  “Last year, a dry year, the DWR again purchased some water for the farms and cities it serves through the State Water Project.  Even more water was purchased by DWR on behalf of endangered fish through an experimental $57-million program.  Several other water transfers were negotiated one-on-one between water districts.”  According to Tim Quinn, a MWD vice president, “water transfers have helped restore reliability for Southern California.”  The commentator’s water demand concern that he will have to cut his water usage should be allayed because, according to the article, “the (water) sales amount to a near record, and even more water will be bought and sold in coming years as the state struggles to accommodate its vital agriculture industry and its growing population.”

If all existing permitted dry cleaning facilities switched to wet cleaning, which is highly unlikely, the expected increased water use would be 788,462 gallons per day.  This is less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of five million gallons per day and, thus, water demand from this proposed project is considered not significant.  Based upon the preceding information, it is expected that sufficient water supplies for wet cleaning equipment will be available in the future, even during periods of critical drought.  

Response 6-5

Potential fire and flammability impacts were addressed in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA were concluded to be not significant.  However, all dry cleaning shops contain all elements necessary for uncontrolled fires: fuels, ignition sources and oxygen.  Potential combustible materials include furniture, garments, lint, and portions of the building.  Of the possible dry cleaning solvents currently in use, petroleum-based solvents have the greatest risk of fire and explosion.  State law requires detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled, used, stored, and disposed and to prevent or mitigate injury to health or the environment in the event that such materials are accidentally released.  The National Fire Prevention Association (NFPA) requires a fire suppressant or prevention system and local fire departments regularly inspect dry cleaning facilities before and during operation to ensure the equipment and cleaning process complies with fire codes and regulations.  While few dry cleaning facilities have switched to CO2 machines, compliance with NFPA standards and strict enforcement of fire prevention regulation, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, should eliminate the danger of explosion and provide a safe environment for workers and customers.  With regards to safety issues and potential fire issues with perc, refer to Responses 4-21 and 3-4.

The SCAQMD staff cannot speculate regarding possible concerns of landlords when renting space to potential tenants.  Different landlords will have different concerns before leasing space to any business.  For example, while some landlords may refuse to lease to facilities operating with flammable solvents, other landlords may refuse to lease to facilities operating perc dry cleaning equipment because they also include a source of fire (dryer) or because of concerns with toxic perc emissions affecting worker health or the health of individuals in nearby properties.

According to the Los Angeles Fire Department’s Arson Investigation Report (INCNR: #257, LAFD#2001080110), “sparks came from the front of the (Steamer’s Cleaners) building.”  Another witness “observed fire inside the front of the cleaners” and “clothes on the upper conveyor hanging above the front entry appeared to be on fire.”  Because the dry cleaning equipment was located in the back of the building, the commentator’s implication that the petroleum solvent dry cleaning equipment destroyed the entire building is not accurate.  The LAFD concluded the fire was “most probably an electrical malfunction in the area of origin.”

Response 6-6

The proposed rule will not force businesses to spend money until their equipment has reached the end of its useful operating life, a time when businesses would be spending money anyway to replace equipment, but instead of a perc machine, dry cleaning businesses would need to purchase a non-perc machine.  Investment in training and education will help businesses avoid mistakes when purchasing and operating their new equipment.  Because alternative technologies to perc are currently in successful operation throughout the world, SCAQMD staff does not agree that the “technology is not clear at this point.”  Regarding availability of alternatives to perc, see Responses 4-13, 4-24, 4-26, 4-27, 4-31 and 4-32.  See also Responses 4-34, 4-35, 4-38 and 4-45.

Response 6-7

The SCAQMD staff appreciates the offer to visit the facility.  Staff visited approximately 15 facilities in the Basin and in the Bay Area, which operated different types of alternative equipment, including solvent, wet cleaning and CO2.  These site visits provided representative information on the various technologies.  

Response 6-8

The cleaning facilities that have already switched to non-perc technologies are operating successfully and competitively with perc dry cleaners.  The cost for cleaning equipment varies depending on the capacity load of the machine and whether the model is considered low-end or high-end.  According to cost information provided by the industry and three local distributors of both perc and solvent machines, cost of a perc machine ranges from $35,000 to $50,000, a solvent machine averages $60,000 and a wet cleaning washer and dryer ranges from $17,000 to $21,000.  See Response 4-25 for the cost of the CO2 machines.  The capital cost for the solvent equipment is slightly higher than the perc equipment and the cost for the wet cleaning is much lower than the perc machines, so the alternative technology is still competitive with the cost of the perc machines.  

Response 6-9

SCAQMD staff has thoroughly considered both the repercussions and the health benefits from the phase out of perc.  The intent of the proposed rule is to gradually transition from perc to non-perc alternatives in the dry cleaning process in the district.  SCAQMD staff has carefully examined the “whole picture” and has derived the current proposal as a result of concerns for the repercussions, such as allow the existing equipment to operate a complete useful life before requiring non-perc machines. The current proposed rule is reasonable, feasible, and accomplishes a gradual transition to non-perc with minimal impact to the affected industry.  In addition, the “whole picture” for developing the rule included obtaining information from a number of sources.  See Responses 4-44 and 4-47. 

COMMENT LETTER #7 FROM 
Barry Fein, London cleaners, Inc.

(January 30, 2002)

Response 7-1

It was the SCAQMD Rule 1421 (formerly Rule 1121), as well as the California Air Resources Board (CARB) requirements, that mandated the conversion to third generation machines.  See Responses 2-2, 3-2 and 4-36.  Perc has been classified as a potential human carcinogen (Office of Environmental Health Hazards, 1998), it has been detected in the ambient air (Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, March 2000), and the Air Toxics Control Plan calls for a promotion of non-perc alternatives when equipment is purchased for a new facility or when replacing equipment that has reached the end of its useful life.  Even with today’s “state-of-the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, a remaining MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location is still generated.  In addition, cleaners are located in and near residential areas, shopping centers, schools, and day-care centers, and alternatives to perc are currently in use in the district, San Francisco, Europe, etc.  The rule has been modified to allow dry cleaners to obtain the full useful life of their equipment.  See responses 4-34, 4-35, 4-38 and 4-45.  Refer to Response 3-4 for information regarding the commercial availability and usage of non-perc alternatives.

COMMENT LETTER #8 FROM 
timothy malloy

(February 1, 2002)

Response 8-1

SCAQMD staff has crafted the proposed rule language to satisfy the direction in the Air Toxics Control Plan.  The proposed project has established requirements to use non-perc alternatives when equipment is purchased for a new facility and when replacing equipment that has reached the end of its useful life, which is considered 15 years.

Response 8-2

The Draft EA and the revised Draft EA does include a robust discussion of the wet cleaning process, including the use of specialized dryers.  The Final EA will include the clarification that wet cleaning uses specialized tensioning equipment to ensure that shrinkage of finished garments does not occur.

Response 8-3

Finally, the SCAQMD is aware that the wet cleaning process is widely used nationally and internationally.  The revised Draft EA has included the clarification that wet cleaning operations exist internationally.

Response 8-4

In addition to what was disclosed in the revised Draft EA, other mitigation measures were considered but again, were not considered feasible.  For example, a mitigation measure might require hydrocarbon equipment manufacturers to reduce the potential VOC emissions from their machines, or require training and education of use of non-perc, non-solvent technology.  However, training and seminars for the wet cleaning process are currently conducted by the SCAQMD and by educational institutions.  Facility education and outreach currently exists regarding various types of dry cleaning processes, including one class conducted by the California Air Resources Board and another conducted by the California Cleaners Association in coordination with the Los Angeles Unified School District.  These classes cover dry cleaning subjects such as business management, equipment maintenance, environmental regulation requirements and front counter assistance.  The “Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project” (Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center, Occidental College, February, 2002) are demonstration sites and there have been many seminars.  Training classes regarding the overall dry cleaning business also exist, and unless it is written in the rule, encouraging the use of non-solvent technology is unenforceable.  

The SCAQMD staff is currently working on a financial incentive program but because the commitment for this incentive was not secure at the time of the release of the Draft EA, SCAQMD staff could not propose it as a mitigation measure.  Staff will propose the program to the SCAQMD Governing Board, independent from the rule proposal.

Response 8-5

The cancer risk discussion in for Alternative B was based on a risk assessment guidelines published by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in May 1999.  The latest studies have demonstrated that even with today’s “state-of-the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, a remaining MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location is still generated.  This is based on estimates of throughput used by typical dry cleaners with this technology.  The risk values for primary only or converted machines are higher.  SCAQMD staff assumes that the industry will be in compliance with the maintenance requirements already imposed by Rule 1421, including leak detection and repair, and enforcement to ensure compliance even though there may be evidence to the contrary.  Staff is proposing additional maintenance requirements and reporting requirements subjected on facilities continuing to use perc.  Ultimately, however, the staff proposal is a full phase-out of perc by 2019, not Alternative B.

Response 8-6

Emission related violations in the district range were 35 percent of the total rule violations at audited facilities with perc leaks or discharges.  Increased inspection and education as well as simplified recordkeeping should help cleaners comply.  Staff is proposing additional maintenance requirements and reporting requirements required of facilities continuing to use perc.  Potential violation of perc limits will be eliminated when perc is eventually phased out of usage as recommended by the staff proposal.  

Response 8-7

The compliance results supports SCAQMD’s proposal to gradually transition to non-perc alternatives and avoid not only the remaining cancer risk from the latest perc equipment but also the potential increase in that risk if the machines are not properly maintained or operated.  See Response 8-6 for further proposed action by the SCAQMD to assist in compliance with the rule requirements.

Response 8-8

Aside from requiring expensive monitoring equipment, recordkeeping is a feasible and affordable method of ensuring that a facility is complying with permit conditions and rule requirements.  Inspectors review reports to detect inaccuracy in recordkeeping of operations and determine if a violation has occurred.  Supplier records are also used to verify reported perc emissions.  One way of eliminating the concern that facilities are “underreporting” their perc usage is to transition out of perc usage completely, which is one element of the proposed project.

Response 8-9

The inspection schedule is one that is balanced between available labor resources and the need for compliance attention.  The passing of recent rule compliance dates, the number of complaints from the public and an increase in violations are some reasons why a particular industry or facility is selected for more focused inspection visits.  Rule 1421 currently has leak detection and repair requirements and new maintenance requirements are being proposed to keep equipment operating more efficiently.  Staff’s rule proposal will gradually move cleaners to other alternatives.  Alternative B is not part of staff’s proposal but is evaluated as part of CEQA’s requirement to analyze the relative merits of alternatives to the proposed project (Guidelines §15126.6).

Response 8-10

Exceeding permit limits of perc usage and other permit conditions are subject to a Notice of Violation and penalties.  The “day to day rush to do their work”’ is not an excuse to violate permit conditions and rule requirements.  Again, aside from requiring expensive monitoring equipment, recordkeeping is the only feasible and affordable method of ensuring that a facility is complying with permit conditions and rule requirements.  The proposal to gradually transition to non-perc alternatives should reduce the probability that businesses are not properly complying with the perc limit.  

COMMENT LETTER #9 FROM 
peter sinsheimer, pollution prevention education & research center (occidental college/ucla)

(February 1, 2002)

Response 9-1

SCAQMD staff is appreciative of the work conducted by your center, in particular the Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project.  Both industry and government are learning about the process, as well as the challenges with wet cleaning technology.  SCAQMD staff supports the findings that wet cleaning is a viable alternative to perc dry cleaning.  SCAQMD staff also recognizes the challenge for cleaners to comply with the current rules and for regulatory agencies to enforce.

Response 9-2

The actual emissions relies on a number of factors, including compliance with the rule and permit limits, maintenance of equipment, etc.  SCAQMD staff has to assume the facilities will be in compliance with existing requirements and if not, there is an enforcement arm to ensure compliance.  The emission reductions from perc machines are disclosed in the Draft EA.  Perc usage depends on several factors, including volume of clothes, number of loads and emissions per load.  The emissions reflect estimated actual emissions from in-use facilities.  It should be noted that Alternative B is not part of staff’s proposal, but is evaluated as part of CEQA’s requirement to analyze the relative merits of alternatives to the proposed project (Guidelines §15126.6).

Response 9-3

While the audits have shown non-compliance, the issue of enforcement is not part of the proposed project.  Facilities are required to comply with leak detection and repair requirements in existing Rule 1421 and the emission reductions in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA are based on such compliance.  

Response 9-4

The Draft EA is required to discuss environmental impacts from the proposed project and again, the possible enforcement difficulties are not part of or resulting from the proposed project.  The effective regulation of perc machines will improve under the proposed project because perc will be phased out completely.

Response 9-5

It is recognized that pollution control devices become less effective over time.  However, if a source no longer complies with the emission limitation of an applicable rule, the pollution control device must be cleaned, regenerated, replaced, etc., or the operator will be in violation of the emission limitation and subject to fines or other criminal prosecution.  In spite of this, the rule proposal adds maintenance, such as cleaning cooling coils and replacing gaskets, and recordkeeping requirements and calls for a gradual transition to non-perc alternative technology.  

Response 9-6

The potential underreporting of perc usage would be a violation of a dry cleaning facility’s permit limit and the facility could be cited and fined for such a violation.  However, compliance problems would be moot if PAR 1421 is adopted as the proposed project would phase out all perc usage from dry cleaning facilities by 2019.

Response 9-7

While underreporting can exist, it would be unfair to assume all facilities violate the recordkeeping requirements.  Also, the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA determines impacts based on compliance with the proposed project and/or project alternatives, and assumes that operators of affected facilities would comply with all applicable rules and laws, including recordkeeping.

Response 9-8

Since the release of the Draft EA, the proposed project has been changed after considering issues raised by the dry cleaning industry, the environmental groups and other parties.  For the latest rule proposal, refer to Chapter 2 – Project Description of the revised Draft EA which was recirculated for public review and comment. 

Response 9-9

The commentator is correct that air quality could have adverse significant impacts if all the dry cleaning facilities switched to hydrocarbon solvent equipment.  This assumption is based on a “worst-case” scenario, but it is highly unlikely all facilities will convert to hydrocarbon solvent equipment.  In addition, the hydrocarbon emissions were calculated using the highest volatile organic compounds (VOC) concentration of currently available alternatives.  

Response 9-10

While fire codes and standards can be restrictive, 75 dry cleaning facilities in the district have already converted and are successfully operating hydrocarbon solvent technology.  The likelihood of requiring sprinkler systems and firewalls are dependent on the local permitting authority. For example, the Los Angeles Fire Department permits dry cleaners on a case-by-case basis.  They require that the equipment be listed by a recognized testing laboratory.  To obtain a permit in the City of Los Angeles, a dry cleaner must comply with Division 70 of the Los Angeles Fire Code.  The Los Angeles Fire Code allows Class IIIA dry cleaning plants and associated operations to be separated from other occupancies by two-hour fire-resistive occupancy separations when the total quantities of Class IIIA liquids within the building does not exceed 1,320 gallons and the capacity of individual containers or tanks within the building does not exceed 330 gallons.  A four-hour fire-resistive occupancy separation shall be required for quantities exceeding those amounts.  Dry cleaning rooms containing Class II (perc) or Class IIIA solvents shall be separated from other uses including solvent storage, offices, laundering, scouring, scrubbing, pressing and ironing operations by not less than two-hour fire-resistive occupancy separations.  The Los Angeles Fire Department also approves dry cleaning equipment based on “alternate methods of compliance.”  For example, Class IIIA hydrocarbon dry cleaning machines with a the total aggregate quantity of Class IIIA solvent not exceeding 330 gallons, and with the appropriate safeguards to ensure that the solvent never exceeds it’s flash point (such as temperature controls), would typically be approved, based on Article 36 of the 1997 Uniform Fire Code.  Such installation would not be required to have firewalls or automatic sprinkler systems installed.  DF 2000, HC-DCF and Green Earth™ are considered to be Class IIIA solvents.  Therefore, specific local codes and requirements are not discouraging cleaners from choosing HC equipment as a feasible alternative to perc equipment.

Regardless of the flammability rating of hydrocarbon solvents, the revised Draft EA analyzes a “worst-case” scenario where all perc machines are replace by hydrocarbon-based equipment to ensure that potential air quality impacts from PAR 1421 are not underreported.  It is recognized, however, that not all replacement machines will be hydrocarbon-based equipment.

Response 9-11

To provide the most flexibility in phasing out perc and complying with the rule, SCAQMD staff does not want to discourage the use of any possible non-perc technology.  However, for the purposes of CEQA, SCAQMD staff highlights the environmental trade-off if a facility switches to solvent equipment.

Facility and consumer education and outreach currently exists, regarding various types of dry cleaning processes, including one class conducted by the California Air Resources Board and another conducted by the California Cleaners Association in coordination with the Los Angeles Unified School District.  These classes cover dry cleaning subjects such as business management, equipment maintenance, environmental regulation requirements and front counter assistance.  The “Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project” (Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center, Occidental College, February, 2002) are demonstration sites and there have been many seminars.  The SCAQMD staff is currently working on a financial incentive program but because the commitment for this incentive was not secure at the time of the release of the Draft EA, SCAQMD staff could not propose it as a mitigation measure.  Staff will propose the program to the SCAQMD Governing Board, independent from the rule proposal.

Along with education and training, flammability concerns will limit the usage of hydrocarbon solvents.  However, new work in solvent development will hopefully result in lower VOC emitting products, otherwise, measures in the Air Quality Management Plan will assist in lowering VOC emissions from other facilities in the district.  Staff did not pursue the approach to impose a permit fee  by perc dry cleaners to pay for the purchase of non-perc technologies.

Response 9-12

Even with the fire code restrictions, which would be applicable whether switching to solvent equipment under Alternative C or the proposed project, the potential VOC increase would be sooner because the compliance date to non-perc technologies would be sooner.  See Response 9-11 with regards to why facilities might not choose solvent technology to comply with the proposed rule.  Staff considers a small increase in VOCs as acceptable to a decrease in perc emissions.  Alternatives will be the choice of facilities because the rule proposal does not mandate any particular non-perc technology.  In any event, Alternative C is not the staff proposal because it does not allow operators to obtain a full useful life of their equipment, which is expected to minimize the economic burden to them.

COMMENT LETTER #10 FROM 
latham & watkins

(February 1, 2002)

Response 10-1

“predestined the elimination of perchloroethylene”

Staff disagrees with your opinion that staff predestined the rule proposal without proper consideration of environmental impacts.  There was substantial public input and analysis before the Draft EA was prepared and released.  SCAQMD staff has met with the dry cleaning industry in working group meetings, focus group meetings, a public workshop and a public consultation meeting before the proposed project was analyzed in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  The proposed project to eliminate perc emissions from dry cleaning operations was based on a number of parameters, including the potential environmental impacts, the fact that perc has been classified as a potential human carcinogen (Office of Environmental Health Hazards, 1998) and has been detected in the ambient air (Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, March 2000).  In addition, non-perc alternatives are currently available.  Even with today’s “state-of-the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, a remaining MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location is still generated.  In addition, cleaners are located in and near residential areas, shopping centers, schools, and day-care centers, and alternatives to perc are currently in use in the district, San Francisco, Europe, etc.  The proposed project was also based on input from many interested parties, data analysis and a careful consideration of the balanced need for public health protection with a manageable transition to have a minimal economic impact on the affected industry.  SCAQMD staff makes a recommendation and the Governing Board considers the recommendation, as well as the alternatives to the proposed project, and reviews the technical and economic feasibility before making a decision regarding the rule.

“overestimates PCE emissions”

With regards to the perc emission estimates, Paul Dugard and Stephen Risotto’s analysis (for the Halogenated Solvents Industry Alliance (HSIA)) was based on the USEPA document Cleaner Technologies Substitute Assessment (CTSA) for Professional Fabricare Processes, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), EPA 744-B-98-001, June 1998.  In that report, USEPA stated “Two primary references used to estimate perchloroethylene processes’ emissions were the California EPA’s Air Resources Board (CARB) Staff Report (CEPA, 1993) and USEPA’s PCE Dry cleaning NESHAP Background Document (USEPA, 1991).”  The report further states “Each release estimate in this report is an “if-then” estimate, which is an estimate of release that is determined by postulating a release scenario with specific hypothetical or actual combination of factors.  “If-then” estimates are used when actual release data and distributions cannot be determined, and these estimates do not give information about how likely the release estimates are to be representative of actual releases from “real world” facilities.”  The exhibit HSIA refers to, Exhibit 4-1 is characterized in the CTSA by the statement “There are numerous uncertainties regarding the estimates in Exhibit 4-1, several of which are identified here.  There are uncertainties in the accuracy of the numerous assumptions and parameters used to generate release estimates.”  Both the NESHAP Background Document and the CARB Staff Report were published before the NESHAP and its implementation.  Therefore, estimates in emission releases are not reflective of the current technology.  

Furthermore, the data presented by SCAQMD staff estimating perc emissions, as part of this rulemaking effort, is based on actual testing of sludge.  CARB or USEPA did not perform testing.  HSIA also states “The potential MICR is further inflated by use of the California Environmental Protection Agency’s cancer potency factor, which is an order of magnitude higher than the factor developed by USEPA.”  USEPA staff at OAQPS has stated that until the USEPA’s IRIS update is completed, the USEPA will be using California’s risk number.  The SCAQMD staff uses the risk numbers established by California EPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).

Since the release of the original Draft EA, staff has conducted a further analysis of perc sludge samples using more recent information, deriving a 60 percent of perc emission, as opposed to 80 percent assumed previously from a CAPCOA document.  These new perc emissions values are included in the revised Draft EA, which was recirculated for a 45-day public review and comment on August 13, 2002.  

“underestimates VOC emissions”

Since the release of the original Draft EA, the SCAQMD staff has conducted more testing with solvent cleaning machines and has made new determinations with regards to the VOC emissions from these machines.  The new values are reflected in the revised Draft EA, which was recirculated for public review and comment.  

With regards to the VOC estimates, HSIA used data from the USEPA document Cleaner Technologies Substitute Assessment (CTSA) for Professional Fabricare Processes, USEPA, EPA 744-B-98-001, June 1998.  The analysis in this report is based on higher emitting transfer equipment which, pursuant to District Rule 1102 – Cleaners Using Solvent Other than Perchloroethylene, is effectively eliminated from use in the district as of January 1, 2005, and is no longer sold in the district.  The dry-to-dry closed-loop machine in USEPA’s analysis only has a condenser for control of emissions.  One of USEPA’s main authors of this section of the USEPA report advised SCAQMD staff that they had very limited data on solvent machines.  Furthermore, the USEPA report states “HC release estimates in this section are based on data from several sources, primarily one USEPA source, a 1982 Control Guideline document, which documented studies on large petroleum dry cleaning facilities.”  Again, this is not representative of the current technology or the hydrocarbon solvents currently used in the district.  HSIA states “Although these numbers do not agree with the estimates of total use available for district cleaners, or with the more recent dry cleaning industry data developed on the ratio of losses to air and waste, they are valuable in that they provide an apple-to-apples comparison of perchloroethylene and hydrocarbon technologies.”  The data HSIA presents does not agree with information obtained from manufacturers and distributors of solvent dry cleaning equipment.  One manufacturer stated their testing for solvent loss indicated a loss of 1 percent.  

“alternatives (presented) in a perfunctory and conclusory fashion” 

Chapter 5 of the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA provides a robust discussion of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines §15126.6.  Specifically, the EA included sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and compared each with the proposed project, thus, complying with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d).  Also, in accordance with the same section of the guidelines, a matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative can be found on Page 5-4 of the Draft EA.  The potential significant environmental effects, air quality and hazards, were discussed for each alternative.  The guidelines state that the “significant effects of the alternatives shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”

“does not consider feasible mitigation measures”

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(3), “mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be significant.”  Mitigation measures were considered to lessen the impact on air quality, which was the only environmental area found to be significant.  Because mitigation measures are required to be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding instruments,” according to Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(2), no enforceable feasible mitigation measure was identified that could encourage perc dry cleaning facilities to not choose a hydrocarbon solvent.  As stated in the revised Draft EA “while there is no enforceable mitigation measure to directly offset or reduce the VOC emissions generated by the increase operation of hydrocarbon equipment, the SCAQMD will still attain the goal of ozone reduction, maintain consistency with the AQMP, and demonstrate compliance with federal and state ambient air quality standards.”  The revised Draft EA further discusses specific areas in the AQMP where potential VOC emission increases can be offset due to emission inventory accounting.  It should be noted that under the current NSR program, these VOC emissions have to meet BACT and offset requirements.  

“fails to provide substantial evidence”

The Draft and revised Draft EA for PAR 1421 provides a comprehensive analysis of potential adverse impacts from implementing the proposed project.  As a result the EA’s comply with the general concept to “inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed activities” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15002(a)(1).  More specifically the analysis of significant environmental effects of implementing the proposed project and describing reasonable alternatives to the proposed project is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15121(a).  Reasons for why and how a proposed project was derived can be found in the staff report for this proposed project.

Response 10-2

The SCAQMD staff has provided adequate time and information for other public agencies and members of the public to review and comment on the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  The SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s characterization of the Draft EA that it is sparse, cursory, etc., as described in more detail in the following responses.  The SCAQMD has complied with the legal requirements and continues to work with interested parties in the rule development process.  The 45-day review and comment time period is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines §15105(a), which requires “the public review period for a CEQA document with significant adverse environmental impacts should not be less than 30 days nor longer than 60 days.”  The commentator’s disagreement with the conclusions in the Draft EA is not a satisfactory reason for delaying the comment period.  SCAQMD staff acknowledges that the commentator provided a detailed 21 page comment letter even if more time to comment was wanted.  Further, based on revisions to the project description and modifications to perc and VOC emissions, the Draft EA was revised and recirculated for a second 45-day comment period.  So, additional time has been afforded to the public to comment on the analysis of environmental impacts.  

Response 10-3

SCAQMD staff revised original estimated perc emissions since the release of the Draft EA due to additional information received through subsequent SCAQMD sludge testing.  The new values can be found in the revised Draft EA, which was recirculated for public review and comment.  Staff has revised the regional baseline estimates as you indicate but does not agree with the estimate of 500 tons per year you provided because the SCAQMD staff disagrees with the USEPA methodology that further reduces estimated perc emissions.  Please refer to Response 10-1 for further discussion regarding differences in perc emission estimates.  As already noted, based on updated perc emission estimates the Draft EA was revised and recirculated for a 45-day public comment period.

Response 10-4

Please refer to Response 10-1 with regards to VOC emission estimates.  Also, staff assumed “worst case” scenario of the highest VOC solvent concentration, which was one of the less used alternatives.  

Response 10-5

The analysis in the Draft EA concluded that potential VOC emission impacts would be significant.  Subsequent to release of the Draft EA to the public, VOC emission testing at existing hydrocarbon dry cleaners, which resulted in revised VOC emission factors.  As a result, the analysis was revised and the Draft EA was recirculated for a second 45-day public review and comment period.  The revised analysis does not change any conclusions made in the Draft EA.  

Response 10-6

SCAQMD staff does not agree with EPA’s perc estimates (please refer to Response 10-1), so the Draft EA does not present the emissions values the commentator claims are more accurate.  Using the available data at the time, the Draft EA disclosed the estimated increase in VOC emissions and amount of perc emissions.  Because of the public comments and the latest testing samples, the perc emissions and increased VOC emission have been updated and were included in the revised Draft EA, which was recirculated for a second 45-day public review and comment.  

Response 10-7

The potential cancer risk from solvent equipment will depend on the type of VOC solvent chosen.  Some solvents, such as DF2000, have been determined to be non-toxic and therefore, pose no cancer risk.  If a solvent has a cancer risk potential, the State of California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) will assign a unit risk factor, which is a measure of the cancer potency of a carcinogen.  Pursuant to Rule 1401(e)(2), within 150 days of the risk values for compounds not in Rule 1401 Table 1 – Toxic Air Contaminants, being finalized by OEHHA, SCAQMD staff will amend the rule to add the compounds to Table 1.  Therefore, the facility will be subject to Rule 1401 that will limit the usage so the MICR will not exceed 10 in one million.  Hydrocarbon solvents currently being used have not been assigned any risk factor from OEHHA.  The health impacts from VOCs, and ozone for which VOC is a precursor, have been presented in Chapter 3 – Existing Setting.  

Response 10-8

VOC emissions are derived from the fundamental differences these two pollutants are regulated.  Toxic air contaminants, such as perc, are regulated based on cancer and non-cancer risk limits while VOC emissions are criteria pollutants regulated typically through emission limitations contained in New Source Review, Best Available Control Technology and stationary source specific rules.  The analysis does not emphasize one impact over another or create a misleading impression that an increase in VOC emissions is “benign.”  An increase in VOC emissions has been identified as a significant air quality impact in the Draft EA, an EIR-equivalent document was prepared.  The trade-off between phasing out perc emissions and increasing VOC emissions is a policy decision that is ultimately up to the Governing Board to decide.

Please refer to Response 10-1 with regards to SCAQMD’s data on perc emissions.

The Draft EA and the revised Draft EA does not omit the discussion of health effects with regards to VOC emissions.  In Chapter 3 – Existing Setting (page 3-15), there is a robust discussion of the facts that VOC emissions contribute to ozone formation and health effects of exposure to both ozone and VOCs.  In Chapter 4 – Environmental Impacts, a detailed evaluation of the potential VOC emission increase from all facilities switching to solvent technology is provided.  With regard to perc emission estimates, refer t Responses to 10-1 and 10-3.  Finally, Chapter 5 contains a thorough evaluation of the No Project Alternative.

Response 10-9

The Draft EA does present the current estimated perc emissions from the 2181 perc machines (pages 1-1, 3-16, 4-4) and presents the estimated VOC emissions from solvent machines (page 4-5).  Again, SCAQMD staff does not agree with the EPA methodology (please refer to Response 10-1) and therefore, the results presented by the commentator are different.  The revised Draft EA adequately provides the calculations used to derive the emission values and the source of those numbers.  The SCAQMD staff, therefore, disagrees that there is the lack of substantial evidence needed to understand and thus the SCAQMD staff disagrees that the Draft EA is inadequate.  Moreover, revised estimates based on more robust testing are presented in the revised Draft EA.  The analysis of perc and VOC emissions in the revised Draft EA is based on source test data obtained from dry cleaners in the district and, therefore, is more relevant than the EPA methodology.  Consequently, the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the EA “fails to provide substantial evidence upon which the District can base its decision.”

Response 10-10

The SCAQMD staff is not misrepresenting information and the staff report discloses one organization with a different opinion on toxicity of perc.  As noted in the section of the EA cited by the commentator, a number of state, national, and international, established, health-based agencies list perc as a possible or a probably human carcinogen.  Based on the fact that these agencies classify perc as a carcinogen, it is prudent public policies to stringently regulate perc emissions.  A detailed discussion regarding the carcinogenicity classification of perc can be found in Chapter 3 – Existing Setting (pages 3-19 to 3-22) of the revised Draft EA.  

Response 10-11

The Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) site confirms that perc is a known animal carcinogen and a probable human non-carcinogen (Buben and O’Flaherty study,1985).  According to the website provided by the commentator, the USEPA has assigned an oral reference dose for chronic oral exposure, which is an “estimate of a daily exposure to the human population that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a lifetime.”  The site also states “relative sensitivity to man cannot be readily established but the oral reference dose of 1E-2 mg/kb/day is protective of the most mild effects observed in humans.”  While the USEPA site does not have a human carcinogenicity assessment for lifetime exposure, OEHHA has listed perc as a possible human carcinogen.  The SCAQMD relies on OEHHA for toxicity classifications and risk value assignments.

Response 10-12

According to the June 1998 proposal from the USEPA, it appears that perc belongs in a completely separate category than what currently exists.  USEPA states that perc should be classified as between a probable and possible carcinogen.  Since the assessment of carcinogenicity of perc has not been finalized, there is no definitive classification of perc from the USEPA.

The Federal Register also states “this proposed change in Table 4 does not imply any change in the EPA’s current scientific evaluation of these pollutants, not does it carry any weight with respect to policies adopted toward these pollutants in other regulatory context.”  Therefore, the dry cleaner’s National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant Standards (NESHAPS) is not changed.  Moreover, California EPA’s OEHHA’s established cancer risk values applied to perc remain unchanged.  No matter what the classification of toxicity, OEHHA considers perc a carcinogen and has assigned a unit risk value to perc.  Because the SCAQMD follows OEHHA’s determination in these matters, the SCAQMD continues to regulate perc as a toxic air contaminant under Rule 1401.  

Response 10-13

As mentioned earlier by the commentator, the USEPA is still reassessing perc for a proper classification of its carcinogenicity but a definitive assessment has not been finalized by the EPA.  This assessment does not change the fact that OEHHA lists perc as a possible human carcinogen and there is a NESHAPS regulating activities, including perc usage, at dry cleaning facilities.

Response 10-14

SCAQMD staff is not attempting to bias any information.  The USEPA will make a decision with regards to the classification of the carcinogenicity of perc and regulate accordingly.  Current “limited evidence” does not mean that potential carcinogenicity should be ignored or lessened in characterization of toxicity.  Again, the reclassification of the carcinogenicity of perc will not change the fact that OEHHA lists perc as a possible human carcinogen, the SCAQMD regulates perc under Rule 1401 and there is a NESHAPS and Rule 1421 regulating activities, including perc usage, at dry cleaning facilities.

Response 10-15

The Draft EA and the revised Draft EA adequately describes the potential environmental impacts from implementing the proposed project.  Because significant environmental impacts were identified for this proposed project, an EIR-equivalent, or EA, was prepared.  The document did not identify mitigation measures for effects which are found not significant, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(3).  A mitigation measure was introduced in the revised Draft EA for air quality, which was the only environmental area found to be significant.  The mitigation measure to set aside in the emission inventory remaining emissions from ODC conversions, however, would not be able to lessen the impact on air quality to insignificance.  No feasible mitigation measure was identified that could encourage perc dry cleaning facilities to not choose a hydrocarbon solvent.  Mitigation measures are required to be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding instruments,” according to Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(2).  SCAQMD chose not to mandate any specific technology.  Solvent technology is a popular non-perc alternative, so staff decided to provide flexibility in rule compliance for the dry cleaning industry and it would not be practical to require everyone to switch to a non-hydrocarbon alternative to perc.  Another mitigation measure option could have been to provide training and education for non-perc, non-solvent technology, but that would require a financial backing which is unavailable.  The SCAQMD already has training and seminars for the wet cleaning process.  In addition, training classes regarding the dry cleaning business already exist and unless it is written in the rule, encouraging the use of non-solvent technology is unenforceable.  Consequently, no feasible mitigation measures were initially identified.  In the revised Draft EA, however, a mitigation measure was introduced, even though the air quality impacts remain significant because it would not directly reduce the increased VOC emissions.  While there is no enforceable mitigation measure to directly offset or reduce the VOC emissions generated by the increased operation of hydrocarbon equipment, the SCAQMD will still attain the goal of ozone reduction, maintain consistency with the AQMP, and demonstrate compliance with federal and state ambient air quality standards.  In recognition of the fact that some industries might convert to VOC emitting technologies in an effort to move away from ozone depleting compound (ODC) emitting technologies, the 1997 AQMP set aside 9.35 to 11.29 tons per day of VOC increases between the years 2000 to 2010 for ODC conversions (1997 AQMP, Appendix III, Table 2-10B) to compounds with potentially higher VOC levels.  This amount was budgeted into the AQMP in order to plan for future compliance with the federal and state ozone standards.  The AQMP will achieve ozone attainment with federal standards by year 2010 even when accounting for these set aside VOC emission increases.  To date, approximately half a ton per day of VOC increases are attributable to ODC conversions.  Thus, there are plenty of remaining emissions set aside in the inventory to use to mitigate VOC increases from toxic to VOC materials, such as is the potential under PAR 1421.  VOC increases will be tracked through the permitting process and taken into account in the emissions inventory.  The AQMP will reflect the latest accounting of the emissions inventory and take specifically into account toxic conversions.  

Response 10-16

Chapter 5 –Alternatives of the Draft EA clearly provides a discussion of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines.  Specifically, the EA included sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and compared each with the proposed project, thus complying with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d).  Also, in accordance with the same section of the guidelines, a matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effect of each alternative can be found on Page 5-4 of the Draft EA.  The potential significant environmental effects, air quality and hazards, were discussed for each alternative.  The guidelines states that the “significant effects of the alternatives shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”  Alternatives include a no project and two variations of the proposed project, which are based on an environmental and an industry position.

Feasible mitigation was considered for the one significantly adverse environmental impact, air quality.  Please refer to Response 10-15 for a more thorough discussion of mitigation measures.

Response 10-17

Please refer to Response 10-15 with regard to feasible mitigation measures.

Response 10-18

Please refer to Response 10-15 with regard to feasible mitigation measures.  As noted in Response 10-15, the SCAQMD was unable to identify measures to mitigate air quality impacts to insignificance.  The commentator has had two opportunities to recommend to SCAQMD staff feasible measures to mitigate air quality impacts, but is also unable to identify feasible mitigation measures since none are recommended.

Response 10-19

Please refer to Response 10-15 regard to identifying feasible mitigation measures.  The SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion relating this case with the proposed project because the SCAQMD staff is not concluding that mitigation is not necessary.  The commentator misrepresents the court case cited.  According to the commentator’s citation, the EIR analysis from the case did not adequately evaluate the impacts of the proposed project.  This is very different from the analysis for PAR 1421 where the SCAQMD analysis concluded air quality impacts were significant, but was unable to identify mitigation measures which would reduce the impact to insignificance.

Response 10-20

Please refer to Response 10-15 regarding to feasible mitigation measures.  See Response 10-16 regarding the analysis of project alternative in the EA.

Response 10-21

Contrary to the commentator’s opinions, there exists no “prejudicial abuse of discretion” because the Draft EA addressed cumulative impacts (page 4-5) and the revised Draft EA appropriately considered cumulative impacts (page 4-9) to air quality, which was the only environmental area to have adverse significant project specific impacts.  The revised Draft EA stated that “cumulative air quality impacts from the proposed amendments and all other AQMP control measures considered together, however, are not expected to be significant because implementation of all AQMP control measures is expected to result in net emission reductions and overall air quality improvement.”  In addition, the Draft EA and revised Draft EA satisfied the requirements of CEQA Guidelines §15130(b) that “the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.”

With regards to the hazards and hazardous materials impact, the current fire standards and strict enforcement of fire prevention and protection, combined with improved equipment design and safety, rendered the environmental conditions to be the same whether the proposed project was implemented or not.  Thus, the cumulative impact of hazards is not considered to be cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3) and, thus, not significant.  No further discussion is required or necessary.

Response 10-22

The discussion of cumulative air quality impacts was modified in the revised Draft EA that was recirculated to the public for review and comment.  In general, cumulative air quality impacts were considered insignificant because compliance with future VOC control requirements in existing rules and adoption of VOC control measures in the AQMP is expected to result in a net reduction in cumulative VOC emissions in the district.  As a result, mitigation measures are not required.

Response 10-23

Please refer to Response 10-16 with regards to the alternatives presented in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  The Draft EA and the revised Draft EA comply with all the relevant requirements in the CEQA Guidelines relative to describing and analyzing the alternatives to the proposed project.  While the commentator dismisses Alternative C, it is not a sham alternative.  Alternative C is the rule proposal recommendation from the environmental groups who prefer a quicker transition into non-perc alternatives because of the health risks associated with perc.  Although Alternative C has greater environmental impact in terms of hydrocarbon emissions than the proposed project, it has lesser impact in terms of perc emissions.  Thus, it is a viable alternative for the Governing Board to consider and was, therefore, analyzed in the CEQA document.

Response 10-24

The No Project Alternative, or Alternative A, was described, discussed, compared and analyzed for both air quality and hazard impacts in Chapter 5 – Alternatives in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  There is a thorough discussion and full disclosure of the potential environmental impacts.

Response 10-25

Again, the SCAQMD does not agree with the commentator’s opinion that the analysis of perc emissions from the No Project Alternative evaluation is erroneous or “fatally defective.”  

The staff report discusses normal turnover rates and the number of facilities estimated to go through new source review since perc was regulated under Rule 1401, particularly relocated or modified sources.  However, it is not possible to precisely estimate new facilities that could be additions to the inventory.  Functionally identical equipment replacements are not subject to the requirements of Rule 1401 and older equipment will deteriorate as they become less efficient and emit more perc over time.  While new equipment may emit less perc, the SCAQMD sampling and testing demonstrated that current new model of perc machines with secondary control still emit perc at a MICR level of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  The action level in Rule 1402 for existing equipment is 25 in one million.  The goal of rule development is to reduce risk to the maximum extent technically and economically feasible.  Since non-perc alternatives exists and the cleaners are allowed to operate the perc equipment until the end of the useful life, which is approximately 15 years, SCAQMD staff is recommending a gradual transition to non-perc equipment.  Thereby, cancer and non-cancer risk is eliminated, particularly in residential communities near shopping centers, etc.

As indicated in the revised Draft EA analysis of not adopting PAR 1421, by March 2003 dry cleaners would be subject to the risk reduction requirements of Rule 1402.  Since most dry cleaners currently exceed this risk level and a majority would exceed it with new perc equipment, the net effect is that dry cleaners would have to curtail operations or switch to non-perc alternatives to stay in business.  For additional information, see the analysis of Alternative A in the revised Draft EA.  See also Response 10-33.

Response 10-26

The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the discussion of Alternatives in Chapter 5 was based on “bare conclusions and opinions.”  After outlining the description of each reasonable alternative, the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA examined the potential impacts using the requirements proposed by each alternative and compared them to the proposed project in order to “allow meaningful evaluation” in compliance with state CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 (d).  Please refer to Response 10-16 for further discussion regarding the alternatives.

Response 10-27

The Draft EA and the revised Draft EA concludes that Alternative B is less beneficial than the proposed project because it fails to accomplish the goal of the proposed project, which is to reduce risk to the maximum extent feasible.  The revised Draft EA concluded that even with today’s “state-of-the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls and without throughput limits, a remaining MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location is still generated.  These cancer risk levels exceed the acceptable cancer risk levels in Rule 1402 that have been adopted by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board.

SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the Draft EA is “fatally defective” because the lack of quantitative data does restricts meaningful evaluation or comparison.  Impacts from the project alternatives are evaluated qualitatively or quantitatively and, once compared to the proposed project and its known qualitative or quantitative impacts, the alternatives are characterized as either more or less significant.  The SCAQMD Governing Board can choose any of the range of alternatives based on its own independent judgment.  The benefits and adverse impacts from the alternatives were outlined in Table 5-2 of the revised Draft EA.

Response 10-28

CEQA does not preclude providing additional alternatives than what is required.  Alternative C feasibly attains the basic objective of the project which is to reduce public health risk from exposure to perc, with a gradual transition from perc in dry cleaning businesses to non-perc alternatives.  Alternative C is recommended as the proposed project by the environmental groups and academic institutions because it would require a quicker transition into non-perc alternatives.  It is reasonable to provide the decision making body with a more stringent alternative to the proposed project.  Therefore, it was necessary for the EA to analyze this alternative.

See Response 10-15 with regards to feasible mitigation measures in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.

Response 10-29

The commentator fails to note the benefits from Alternative C.  Alternative C has the most direct air quality benefit of immediate toxic risk elimination by phasing out perc sooner.  It is for this reason environmental group favor Alternative C.  While the potential secondary air quality impact of increased VOC emissions from hydrocarbon machines exists, it is not reason enough to eliminate Alternative C as a viable, reasonable, feasible alternative for the decision-making body to consider.  As noted in the revised Draft EA, the adverse secondary impact of a potential increase in VOC emissions will be ultimately eliminated through future VOC emissions reduction from existing rules with future compliance dates and implementing future VOC AQMP control measures, which will control regional VOC emissions from a variety of polluting sources, so the Governing Board may conclude that the benefits of Alternative C outweigh the unmitigated significant air quality impacts.

Response 10-30

One of the basic objectives of the proposed project is to develop a rule to decrease health risks from perc, based on what is technically and economically feasible.  Staff did not predetermine the project, as the commentator states.  See Response 10-1.  There have been focus groups and a contractor investigating a facility-based approach, in addition to a much more extensive socioeconomic assessment than is typical for a rule development process.

The commentator is incorrect in the opinion that the Draft EA failed in consideration of feasible alternatives that retains perc usage.  Alternative B retains perc usage and requires installation of the latest perc equipment which reduces perc emissions without requiring installation of non-perc technology.  See also Response 10-16.

Response 10-31

The alternative described has been considered in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA.  The commentator is essentially describing Alternative B, which would eventually require replacing or retrofitting all existing machines with dry cleaning equipment possessing primary and secondary controls.  The converted perc machines, under Alternative B, are replaced with integral primary and secondary dry cleaning equipment by March 1, 2003.  Finally, equipment with only primary control would be required to replace or retrofit with secondary controls. Subsequent discussions with industry have resulted in a revised schedule from a three to five year time. 

Response 10-32

While the perc usage from dry cleaning equipment with both primary and secondary controls is lower than from perc machines with only primary control and perc emission reductions would be expected to occur, the MICR from these newer machines is still 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location where the equipment is not limited in perc throughput.  While the commentator’s proposed alternative, similar to the Draft EA’s Alternative B, will reduce the cancer risk sooner from equipment with primary control only, the project will achieve a better overall and long-term benefit by eventually phasing out perc.  The costs of implementing the project compared to the cost of implementing the alternatives can be found in the Socioeconomic Assessment.  By eliminating perc from dry cleaning operations, the project reduces risk to zero in one-million while the proposed alternative reduces risk to 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location from individual cleaners.  Thus, the proposed project is the preferred option over the project alternatives.

Response 10-33

Commentator’s second proposed alternative is essentially the No Project Alternative.  Dry cleaning facilities would be subject to the requirements of Rule 1402(n)(1)(B) if the SCAQMD Governing Board does not adopt a source-specific rule prior to three years after March 17, 2000 that specifically exempts the industry from the inventory provisions of this rule.  The dry cleaning facilities would be limited to a perc threshold and methylene chloride threshold as listed in Table II of Rule 1402.  Subsequent to the release of the Draft EA, industry decided not to recommend this option because a majority of dry cleaning facilities would have throughput limits placed on their permit conditions and such limits would likely be too restrictive.

Response 10-34

SCAQMD staff supports the analysis and conclusions regarding the potential hazards and hazardous materials impact from the proposed project.  According to the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), “fire hazards can be reduced by a two-pronged approach.  First, new petroleum-based solvents and machines, both of which are inherently safer than those traditionally utilized, are currently available and could serve as an alternative to perc in some U.S. shops.  Second, all shops should comply with appropriate National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)/Building Officials & Code Administration (BOCA) codes to reduce the risk of fire not only in the dry cleaning area but also throughout the entire shop.” (Control of Health and Safety Hazards in Commercial Drycleaners, December 1997)  In addition, the SCAQMD received no comments from any fire department or public safety organization refuting that conclusion, nor has there been problems with fires reported.  Although the commentator acknowledges that affected facilities would be subject to NFPA standards and strict enforcement of fire prevention regulation, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, he concludes, without any rational evidence that potential fire hazard impacts will be significant.  The SCAQMD at least provides a rationale as to why hazard impacts will not be significant.

Response 10-35

Please refer to Response 10-34 with regards to hazards and hazardous materials impact from the proposed project.  There is already a widespread use of the alternative non-perc technologies in the Bay Area and in Europe.

Response 10-36

The commentator is correct that a majority of existing facilities using non-perc technologies are operating solvent machines, some of which use hydrocarbon solvents.  However, this fact does not change the conclusion that existing fire standards and strict enforcement will reduce potential hazard impact to less than significant.  In addition, the Bay Area has seen an increase in the operation of hydrocarbon machines, representing 15 percent of the total cleaning establishments, and has not witnessed an increase in fire incidents.

Response 10-37

The Draft EA and the revised Draft EA analyzed known solvents used in solvent technology, which happen to have the same flammability rating.  This does not mean that other solvents can be used or will be used in the future for solvent machines that have a lower flammability rating.  However, as stated in Responses 10-39 and 10-36, the conclusion regarding hazard impacts Is based on compliance with existing NFPA regulations and relevant fire codes.

Response 10-38

The National Fire Protection Association standards are established regulations and therefore enforceable.  The Draft EA is not fatally flawed because it relies on established, enforceable regulations as the rationale for concluding that hazard impacts are not significant.  No mitigation measure is required if the impact has been found to be not significant (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(3)).

Response 10-39

The commentator is assuming that businesses will fail when they convert to non-perc technology.  However, it is speculative to conclude that failures will result, because the non-perc technology is proven and successfully operated in the district, as well as internationally.  A dry cleaner may choose a non-perc technology with the least financial impact.  For example, wet cleaning could result in additional savings relative to perc cleaning under certain circumstances.  The proposed rule has been crafted so the replacement of equipment happens when the business would be spending the money to replace existing equipment with new equipment anyway.  The proposed amended rule allows dry cleaning facilities to operate the existing perc machines for the useful lifetime, which is approximately 15 years.  There are a number of financial assistance programs, including the SCAQMD’s Small Business Assistance Office designed to help address financial concerns expressed by small business owners.  There is an independent effort to provide money to assist an early transition to non-perc technology and there has been a request for EPA funding.  Customers are not likely to drive long distances for the reason stated above and the fact that because it is not uncommon to have more than one cleaner within a few blocks from home and many within a square mile.  

A socioeconomic analysis is not required within the scope of CEQA, however a socioeconomic assessment was conducted for this rule proposal and is available for public review.  There has been more extensive economic analysis conducted on this rule than in a typical rule development process.  There have been focus groups and a contractor investigating a facility-based approach, in addition to the usual socioeconomic assessment.  Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15131(a) and economic or social effects may be used to determine the significance of the physical changes caused by the project (Guidelines, §15131 (b)).  The socioeconomic analysis, however, examines the social and economic affects of the project on the community.  Such impacts include the fiscal loss or gain from affected industry, potential loss or gain of employment, etc.  

Response 10-40

According to the Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center, the study relied on water use data from newer machines with primary and secondary control and not older equipment the commentator believes was analyzed.  Thus, the figures in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA did not underestimate the amount of water used in wet cleaning in relation to perc-based dry cleaning.  Since two-thirds of the machines are currently only primary controlled, the Draft EA overestimated the amount of water demand.  If the EPA assumptions are used, the increased water use would be 1.6 million gallons per day.  The assumptions, however, do not take into consideration existing water use at perc facilities and, therefore, would substantially overestimate water demand from PAR 1421.  As a result, the conclusions in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA would not change. 

Response 10-41

The Draft EA is not inadequate because the estimated water demand from wet cleaning operations, provided by the commentator, is not correct.  Please refer to Response 10-40 for further discussion regarding the water demand from the proposed project.  Even if the EPA assumptions are used, the increased water usage would be less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold and would not cause a significant increase in wastewater generation.  No construction of new wastewater treatment facilities would be required, or storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  The conclusions in the Draft EA would not change.

Response 10-42

There is a level of uncertainty with the USEPA data.  Even in their Cleaner Technologies Substitute Assessment (CTSA) report, the USEPA admits “numerous factors affect the amounts of these (solid waste) releases from individual facilities.  These factors include, but are not limited to, equipment differences, such as cleaning machine type, capacity, vapor recovery devices, operating temperatures, separator size, filter type, number of cleaning machines, and still type; differences in operating conditions, such as number of articles cleaned per load, level of soil in articles cleaned, number of loads per day drying time, etc.”  

There are two different types of filters used in perc and hydrocarbon cleaning machines: cartridge filter or spin disc filter.  The filters are identical whether in a perc or hydrocarbon machine.  The cartridge filter is typically used for cleaning of lighter clothes and the spin disc filter is typically used for the cleaning of dark clothes.  One distributor claims the spin disc filter could last eight to nine years, and the cartridge filter would need to be replaced and disposed every six months.  The frequency of replacement would be the same for a perc machine or a hydrocarbon machine, although replacement is operator-controlled depending upon mileage, machine efficiency and operator behavior.  The number of filters used depends on the load capacity of the cleaning machine (i.e. six filters for a 60 pound machine or three filters for a 40 pound machine).  According to one distributor, there are hydrocarbon machines built in Europe that do not require filters but rather use carbon pellets.  

Some perc-based dry cleaning machines have been utilizing the spin disc filter instead of a cartridge filter and thus switching to machines that use spin disc filters will not change the solid waste conditions of the proposed project.  Therefore, it does not alter the conclusions made in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA that no significant adverse solid or hazardous waste impacts are generated as a result of this project.  The commentator does not deny the fact that spin disc filter equipment generates less solid waste than the traditional cartridge filter system.

CEQA Guidelines §15128 requires the EA to “contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail….”  Therefore, based on the above considerations, the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the Draft EA failed to accurately and adequately discuss solid/hazardous waste impacts.

Response 10-43

SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the wet cleaning process requires more electricity than the carbon dioxide-based cleaning system, which the Draft and revised Draft EAs analyzed as the “worst-case” scenario.  Available information indicates that the carbon dioxide systems are the most energy intensive systems of the non-perc alternatives, which is why it is analyzed in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA as the “worst-case” scenario.  For example, one wet cleaner facility in San Clemente experienced a 45 percent reduction in electricity usage when switching from perc equipment to the wet cleaning system.  The facility’s average energy use over 15 months from their perc machine was 1115 kilowatts per month while the wet cleaning machine’s average energy use over nine months was 614 kilowatts per month.  

Even if the electricity needed to power a non-perc technology was six-fold (60 kilowatt-hour), the incremental increase for all the dry cleaning facilities would be approximately 110,000 kilowatt-hours per day.  Consequently, the energy impact from the proposed project would be less than one-half of one percent of the available energy capacity in the district, which is considered to be a negligible effect.  The conclusions of the energy impact in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA would not change and therefore the Draft EA did not fail disclosing the potential energy impacts to the public.

Response 10-44

The SCAQMD is required to make findings before amending the rule in accordance to Health and Safety Code requirements. Findings made pursuant to the Health and Safety Code apply specifically to promulgating new or amended existing rules and regulations and are not CEQA requirements that must be analyzed in a CEQA document.  The finding pursuant to the Health and Safety Code are made in the Staff Report for the proposed project and Resolution to the Governing Board.

Health and Safety Code, Section 39650 of Article 1 list legislative findings regarding toxic air contaminants and in subsection (k) states “that a statewide program to control toxic air contaminants is necessary and desirable in order to provide technical and scientific assistance to the districts, to achieve the earliest practicable control of toxic air contaminants, to promote the development and use of advanced control technologies and alternative processes and materials.”  Thus, the SCAQMD staff disagrees that regulating a toxic air contaminant is unnecessary or unreasonable.  The eventual phase out of perc is being recommended because perc has been classified as a potential human carcinogen (Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment, 1998), it has been detected in the ambient air (Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, March 2000).  Even with today’s “state-of-the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, a remaining MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location is still generated.  In addition, cleaners are located in and near residential areas, shopping centers, schools, and day-care centers, and alternatives to perc are currently in use in the district, San Francisco, Europe, etc.  Refer to Response 3-4 with regards the commercial availability of non-perc alternatives.  The proposed regulation is not unreasonable because it allows small businesses to operate their existing equipment until the end of its useful life before replacing them with available non-perc technology, which is proven on an international level.  

Response 10-45

Please refer to Response 10-44 with regard to Health and Safety Code findings made for new and amended rules.  

Response 10-46

Regardless of whether the Air Toxic Control Plan is legally binding, it is a policy document that the SCAQMD Governing Board approved and, thus, giving SCAQMD staff direction to “further proceed with identified control strategies and determine the feasibility of developing such strategies.”  This rule proposal for all the reasons articulated in the CEQA document and supporting documents, such as the Staff Report, represents what staff proposes as a reasonable approach for the Governing Board’s consideration given the public health risks from existing and new perc machines, and the fact that there are technically and economically feasible alternatives currently available.  The Governing Board may properly find a rule to be necessary to further its adopted policy goals even if it is not specifically legally required.

Response 10-47

If the decision making body chooses the “no project” alternative presented in the Draft EA, then dry cleaning facilities would be subject to Rule 1402 requirements, including inventory, health risk assessments and risk reduction plans.  Rule 1401 and Rule 1402’s action risk level do not mean that risks at that level are necessarily “acceptable.”  SCAQMD staff believes the carcinogenic risks should be reduced to the maximum extent feasible.  Please refer to Response 10-33 for further discussion of the Rule 1402 requirements.  New, modified and relocated dry cleaning facilities are already subject to Rule 1401, unless the facility is replacing a functionally identical piece of equipment.  Many of the 300 dry cleaning facilities permitted after compliance with Rule 1401 voluntarily accepted a perc usage limit to obtain a permit to operate.  Without a throughput limit, new perc machines with both primary and secondary control have a MICR level ranging from 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  As noted in Response 10-33, complying with Rule 1402 would likely result in existing facilities curtailing operations or switching to a non-perc alternative to remain in business and comply with risk reduction requirements.

Response 10-48

Relative to the comment that staff misstated EPA’s intent that one-in-one-million is a level that provides an “ample margin of safety,” staff respectfully disagrees.  The Residual Risk report, noted in the Executive Summary, specifically states, “…an emission standard is set that provides an “ample margin of safety” to protect public health, considering all health information including the number of persons at risk levels higher than approximately one-in-one-million, as well as other relevant factors…”  The report also states that EPA “…strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level of no higher than approximately one-in-one-million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one-in-ten-thousand the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have.”  (Residual Risk Report to Congress, March 1999, EPA 453/R-99-001, USEPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Research Triangle Park, NC, 27711.)  Therefore, it can be reasonably inferred from this section of the report that the range of acceptability is between one- and 100-in-one-million, although the goal is to limit exposure to individuals to less than one-in-one-million.
This position is further highlighted via a graphical representation of the Commission on Risk Assessment and Risk Management (CRARM) recommendations for air toxics contained within the document.  Exhibit 4 on page 23 of the document contains a graphical representation of the committee’s recommendation relative to reducing facility wide risk.  Specifically, if the risk is less than one-in-one-million, no further action is required.  If the risk is between 1 and 100 in 1 million, no action is necessary, however, voluntary reductions are requested.  If the risk is over 100 in 1 million, a detailed risk reduction is required.  Any facility that has a cancer risk assessment resulting in greater than ten-in-one-million must examine options and take actions to reduce risk.  This action risk level of ten-in-one-million is comparatively lower than the action risk level of Rule 1402, which is 25 in-one-million.

The benzene NESHAP states the “upper-end of the range of acceptability” is 100 in-one-million.  However, it should be noted that the authors of the Residual Risk report were describing the two-step benzene approach for defining the ample margin of safety and acceptable range of risk.  What was defined for that particular source category is not a necessary fit for all other categories due to other relevant factors evaluated during the process.  Further this report is not a requirement, but rather guidance for examining residual risk.  As the risk managers, the SCAQMD has the authority to choose a more stringent level that will adequately protect the public based on local exposure levels.  SCAQMD’s current program falls within the scope of recommendations contained within the Residual Risk report.

According to staff calculations, 67 percent of the existing machines are equipped only with primary control systems and 33 percent are equipped with primary and secondary control systems.  Based on the analysis conducted, the machines with primary and secondary controls create a risk in the range of 15 to 90-in-one-million at a commercial location and 20 to 140-in-one-million at a residential location, 25 meters from the dry cleaners.  The cancer risk for a machine with integral primary control system only range from 45 to 90 in-one-million at the commercial location and 68 to 137 in-one-million at residential location at 25 meters from the facility.  These risk numbers may underestimate risk in some cases since many dry cleaners are located closer than 25 meters to their nearest residence or business.  This would result in higher risk.
Response 10-49

The fact that the proposed amended Rule 1421 is more stringent than certain other requirements does not make it in conflict with or contradictory to these other statutes and regulations.  The SCAQMD has the authority to adopt more stringent requirements than state and federal agencies under the Clean Air Act §116 and the Health and Safety Code §41508 and §39666(d).  See also Response 10-44 for further discussion regarding Health and Safety Code finding requirements.

Response 10-50

Requiring more stringent regulation is not a violation of state or federal law.  Please refer to Response 10-49 for the H&S Code statute.  Therefore, the SCAQMD can recommend the elimination of perc regardless of whether the USEPA or California Air Resources Board recommends it.  The proposed project has no effect on PM10 emissions, concentration standards, or measures so no PM10 mandates would altered or affected.  With regards to the potential VOC increases from the proposed project, please refer to Responses 10-1, 10-5 and 10-8. 

Response 10-51

SCAQMD staff is aware of the potential increase in VOC emissions if dry cleaning facilities switch to solvent technology and concluded this to be a significant adverse air quality impact in the EA.  In spite of this conclusion, the SCAQMD will continue its efforts to comply with state and federal mandates through implementing AQMP control measures, contributing to future development of solvent and non-perc technology, as well as education when working with the non-perc alternatives.  These efforts will assist in reducing potential VOC emissions from implementation of this proposed project.  Additionally, those sources using hydrocarbon solvents are subject to Rule 1102 – Dry Cleaners Using Solvent Other Than Perchloroethylene, which will limit hydrocarbon emissions, as well as New Source Review, which will not only require BACT but will ensure that hydrocarbon emission increases are fully offset.

Response 10-52

The California Clean Air Act requires air quality attainment that is accomplished by implementing various control measures outlined in the Air Quality Management Plan.  By allowing an increase of VOC emissions, however, the toxic emissions from perc usage at dry cleaners will be eliminated in the district.  Toxic emissions result in localized impacts.  This is particularly important since most dry cleaning facilities are located in and near residential areas, shopping centers, schools and day-care centers.  Therefore, public health benefits will accrue to localized receptors by eliminating perc.

Response 10-53

Please refer to Response 10-52.  The rule amendment is not “inconsistent” with other SCAQMD efforts, such as the 1997 AQMP, to reduce ozone precursors since the SCAQMD is authorized to regulate air toxics and may validly decide that a substantial reduction in toxic impact justifies the VOC increase.  In addition, PAR 1421 is not expected to hinder attainment of all state and national ambient air quality standards.  As noted in Response 10-52, existing VOC rules with future compliance dates and implementing AQMP VOC control measures will result in a net reduction in VOC emissions in the district thus continuing the SCAQMD progress in attaining the applicable ambient air quality standards.
Response 10-54

As noted in previous Response 10-52, existing sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs), including perc, have the potential to create substantial localized impacts to sensitive receptors.  Further, these localized impacts may disproportionately affect low-income communities or communities of color, thus, generating potential environmental justice concerns.  In recognition of environmental justice issues raised by local communities in the district, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the Environmental Justice Enhancements for Fiscal year 2002-2003 at the September 13, 2002 Public Hearing.
In particular, Environmental Justice (EJ) Enhancement II-1 recognizes that there may be trade-offs when pursuing EJ goals to reduce exposure to TACs, such as an increase in VOC emissions, which contribute to ozone formation.  Ozone is a pollutant of regional concern.  EJ Enhancement II-1 requires SCAQMD CEQA documents to include feasible project alternatives with the lowest TAC emissions.  Indeed, EJ Enhancement II-1 cites the proposed amendments to the dry cleaning rule (Rule 1421) as an example where the SCAQMD is pursuing the lowest toxics option.  As indicated in the Draft and revised Draft EAs, there is a trade-off between substantially reducing perc emissions in the district, but a potential increase in VOC emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s daily significance threshold for VOCs.  Therefore, PAR 1421 is consistent with recently adopted EJ enhancements and not, as asserted by the commentator, inconsistent with policies regarding controlling VOC emissions.

Response 10-55

The current Rule 1421 requirements are consistent with the state ATCM for dry cleaners.  However the Health and Safety Code allows the districts to adopt more stringent regulations.  Please see Response 10-49 for a discussion of the relevant Health and Safety Code section.  

Rule 1402 does not “specifically exempt dry cleaners from its provisions,” but rather requires submission of an inventory if a source specific rule that specifically exempts the industry from Rule 1402 is not adopted three years after March 17, 2000.  If a source specific rule is adopted, then the industry is subject to the requirements of that source specific rule.  This provision recognizes that certain industries have specific concerns relative to reducing toxic air contaminant issues.

Response 10-56

The Socioeconomic Assessment will be available to the public 30 days before the final public hearing in accordance with state law.

Response 10-57

The CEQA document prepared for PAR 1421 provided an adequate analysis in compliance with all applicable CEQA requirements.  SCAQMD staff agrees that “too much is at stake for the environment, worker safety, clean air and the health of thousands of small businesses” which is why the rule proposal is to eventually phase out perc.  The SCAQMD staff supports the substantial evidence in the CEQA document of the potential environmental impacts from implementing PAR 1421 and, therefore, does not agree with the commentator’s assertion that the proposal does not have common sense for the reasons outlined in the previous responses.

COMMENT LETTER #11 FROM 
halogenated solvents industry alliance, inc.

(February 1, 2002)

Response 11-1

SCAQMD staff has revised the estimated perc emissions from dry cleaning facilities in the district to include a decrease in the baseline from older perc machines being replaced by newer technology.  This revision, however, does not change the fact that newer perc machines, with secondary control, are still generating 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location residual cancer risk.  As a result of modifying the perc emission estimates from dry cleaning facilities in the district, the SCAQMD revised and recirculated the EA for a second 45-day public comment period.  Refer to Responses 10-1 and 1-3 for further discussion of the estimated perc emissions from the dry cleaning industry.

Response 11-2

Since the release of the original Draft EA, the SCAQMD staff has conducted more testing with solvent cleaning machines and has made new determinations with regards to the VOC emissions from these machines.  The new values are reflected in the revised Draft EA, which was recirculated for second 45-day public review and comment period.  

Response 11-3

The commentator’s opinion that the Draft EA fails to consider potential environmental impacts is unfounded.  Analysis of the solid/hazardous waste, energy and waste water treatment impacts can be found in Chapter 4 – Environmental Impact of the Draft EA.  Further, with regard to the analysis of solid waste impacts from implementing PAR 1421, refer to Response 10-42.  Regarding potential energy impacts from implementing the proposed project, refer to Response 10-43.  Additional information regarding potential waste water impacts from implementing PAR 1421 can be found in Responses 10-40 and 10-41.

Response 11-4

Staff has revised the regional baseline estimates, as you indicate, but does not agree with the estimate of 500 tons per year you provided.  Since the release of the original Draft EA, staff has conducted a further analysis of perc sludge samples using more recent information, assumptions from CAPCOA and assumed 60 percent of perc is emitting as opposed to 80 percent assumed previously.  These new perc emissions values are included in the revised Draft EA.  Refer to Responses 10-1 and 10-3 for further discussion of the estimated perc emissions from the dry cleaning industry.

Response 11-5

Since the release of the original Draft EA, the SCAQMD staff has conducted more testing with solvent cleaning machines and has made new determinations with regards to the VOC emissions from these machines.  The new values are reflected in the revised Draft EA.  Refer to Responses 10-1 and 10-4 for further discussion of the estimated VOC emissions from hydrocarbon machines and concerns with the U.S.EPA data.

Response 11-6

As noted in Response 11-5, recent sampling and testing has modified the estimates of VOC emissions and perc emissions, and the new values are included in the revised Draft EA.  See also Responses 10-1 and 10-4.

Response 11-7

The solid waste impacts described in the Draft and revised Draft EAs are based on the disposal rates of the filters used in perc dry cleaning machines versus the disposal of filters used in non-perc alternative machines.  Spin disc filters can be cleaned and reused, and cartridge filters are typically replaced every six months, depending upon mileage, machine efficiency and operator behavior.  These used filters are drained of liquid waste and picked up as dry solid waste by waste haulers. 

Both perc and solvent machines currently use both filters depending upon whether the clothes are light or dark, or design of the machine.  For example, new hydrocarbon machines from Europe are designed without the need of a filter.  Because the filters are identical between the perc and hydrocarbon machine and the type of filter is typically based on fabric color, the use and disposal of cartridge filters should not substantially change if and when facilities switch from a perc machine to a hydrocarbon machine.  Please refer to Response 10-42.

Response 11-8

The revise Draft EA includes a modified discussion of filters used for both hydrocarbon and perc machines that more accurately characterizes the use of cartridge and spin disc filters.  Some perc-based dry cleaning machines have utilized the spin disc filter instead of a cartridge filter, but that does not alter the conclusions made in the Draft or revised Draft EAs that no significant adverse solid or hazardous waste impacts are generated as a result of this project.    Please see the revised “Solid/Hazardous Waste” discussion in Chapter 4 of the revised Draft EA.  See also Response 10-42 for further clarification of the cartridge and spin disc filter usage.

Response 11-9

SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the wet cleaning process uses more electricity than the carbon dioxide-based cleaning system, which the Draft EA analyzed as the “worst-case” scenario.  For example, one wet cleaner facility in San Clemente experienced a 45 percent reduction in electricity usage when switching from perc equipment to the wet cleaning system with the same amount of clothing cleaned.  

Even if the electricity needed to power a non-perc technology was six-fold (60 kilowatt-hour), the incremental increase for all the dry cleaning facilities would be approximately 110,000 kilowatt-hours per day.  Consequently, the energy impact from the proposed project would be less than one-half of one percent of the available energy capacity in the district, which is considered to be a negligible effect.  The available energy capacity is based on a staff report by the California Energy Commission called “California Energy Demand: 2000-2010” (June 2000) which has projected future demand and supply of electricity through 2010.  The conclusions of the energy impact in the Draft EA would not change and therefore the Draft EA did not fail disclosing the potential energy impacts to the public.  See also Response 10-43.

Response 11-10

According to the Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center, the study relied on water use data from newer machines with primary and secondary control and not older equipment the commentator believes was analyzed.  Thus, the figures in the Draft EA did not underestimate the amount of water used in wet cleaning in relation to perc-based dry cleaning.  See also Responses 10-40 and 10-41.

Response 11-11

If the EPA assumptions are used, the increased water use would be 1.6 million gallons per day.  The assumptions, however, do not take into consideration existing water use at perc facilities and, therefore, would substantially overestimate water demand from PAR 1421.  As a result, the conclusions in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA would not change.  See also Responses 10-40 and 10-41

Response 11-12

Alternatives that include the basic components of the two alternatives suggested are both included in the Draft and revised Draft EAs.  Expedited phase-out of converted machines and primary controlled only equipment is essentially describing Alternative B, which would eventually require replacing or retrofitting all machines with dry cleaning equipment possessing primary and secondary controls.  The converted perc machines, under Alternative B, are replaced with integral primary and secondary dry cleaning equipment by March 1, 2003.  Finally, equipment with only primary control would be required to replace or retrofit with secondary controls.  Subsequent discussions with industry have resulted in a revised schedule from a three to five year time.  See also Responses 10-31 and 10-32.

Commentator’s second proposed alternative is essentially the No Project Alternative.  Dry cleaning facilities would be subject to the requirements of Rule 1402(n)(1)(B) if the SCAQMD Governing Board does not adopt a source-specific rule prior to three years after March 17, 2000 that specifically exempts the industry from the inventory provisions of this rule.  The dry cleaning facilities would be limited to a perc threshold and methylene chloride threshold as listed in Table II of Rule 1402.  Subsequent to the release of the Draft EA, industry decided not to recommend this option because a majority of dry cleaning facilities would have throughput limits placed on their permit conditions and such limits would likely be too restrictive.

Response 11-13

While the commentator’s proposed alternative would have earlier compliance dates, Alternative B more closely represents the dry cleaning industry’s recommended alternative.  Discussions in public consultation meetings and working group meetings indicated that many of the dry cleaners and the industry representatives do not believe that three years would be sufficient to replace 1400 pieces of primary-only controlled equipment.  They suggest three to five years or more.

Response 11-14

The fundamental difference between the commentator’s proposed alternative and the proposed project is that the former avoids potential VOC emissions but only reduces the cancer risk by 44 percent, unlike the latter which achieves 100 percent reduction of cancer risk with a potential increase in VOC emissions from those facilities converting to non-perc technology with solvent machines.  Both provide benefits to the environment and human health, but both have adverse impacts as well.  The SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that hydrocarbon machines cost $85,000 because that is higher than the values provided by hydrocarbon manufacturers.  Also, it is not likely that all 2181 dry cleaning facilities would convert to hydrocarbon equipment especially since there are other commercially available alternatives on the market.  

Response 11-15

The temporary exemption of dry cleaners from the inventory provisions of Rule 1402 exists in order to allow sufficient time for the SCAQMD to work with industry and others to craft a source specific rule to decrease risk.  It was not, however, intended to exempt them from further control as implied in the comment.  Otherwise, industry sources would be required to submit inventories, health risk assessments and risk reduction plans under the requirements of Rule 1402.  A risk based alternative is essentially the No Project Alternative because if Rule 1421 is not amended, the dry cleaning industry would be subject to the risk reduction requirements of Rule 1402.

Response 11-16

If the dry cleaning industry becomes subject to Rule 1402 nearly all of the dry cleaning facilities would be subject to the inventory requirements.  While unable to confirm the cost values presented by the commentator, there would be a cost involved to upgrade current perc machines, particularly as approximately two-thirds of the perc dry cleaners have only primary control.  Also, there is cost involved with compiling an emissions inventory, and preparing health risk assessments and risk reduction plans in accordance with the requirements of Rule 1402.  

The assumption that 900 machines with primary and secondary controls could comply with the Rule 1402 cancer risk level of 25 in one million (25 x 10-6) is likely a substantial overestimate of the number of machines that could comply with 1402.  Even with today’s “state of the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, such as a carbon absorber, door lock mechanism, drying sensor, sludge pump, leak detection mechanisms and periodically replacing gaskets, coils and filters, still generates a maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) from 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  This MICR was estimated based on perc consumption (three to eight gallons per month) using emission factors and the reported emissions included in the CAPCOA Industry-Wide Risk Assessment Guidelines for different types of machines.  Finally, not all primary equipment can be successfully converted to primary plus secondary control.  As a result, the costs estimated by the commentator likely underestimate the costs of complying with Rule 1402 if PAR 1402 is not adopted.

Response 11-17

The same fundamental differences exists between the commentator’s “risk based” alternative and the proposed project.  As discussed in Responses 11-14 and 11-16, the commentator assumes that 900 existing machines with primary and secondary controls could comply with the risk reduction requirements in Rule 1402.  If this assumption were valid, and the SCAQMD believes it is not, the risk based approach avoids potential VOC emissions but only reduces the cancer risk by 44 percent, unlike the latter which achieves 100 percent reduction of cancer risk with a potential increase in VOC emissions from those facilities converting to non-perc technology with solvent machines.  As noted in the alternatives analysis in Chapter 5, a substantial number of existing machines would not be able to comply with the risk reduction requirements in Rule 1402.  Consequently, operators would have to limit throughput (which the industry has indicated it does not want to do) or replace machines with non-perc alternatives, including hydrocarbon machines.  Under this more likely scenario, Alternative A, that is complying with Rule 1402 risk reduction requirements would result in significant adverse VOC air quality impacts, although these would be less than for PAR 1421.

Response 11-18

The SCAQMD relies on OEHHA, which has an expert staff of epidemiologists and toxicologists who study and establish the cancer and noncancer potency risk for toxic air contaminants.  Their recommendations are reviewed by a Scientific Review Panel (SRP) which was established by state law.  The SRP reviews and approves the methodologies used to develop these risk values, thereby finalizing these values for use by state and local agencies in assessing risk from exposures to TACs.  The Director of OEHHA signs the documents and posts the information on the internet.  This approval is considered final action by the state.  The SCAQMD Governing Board has established procedures to use the OEHHA determinations and Rule 1401(e)(2) and (e)(3) requires SCAQMD staff to analyze and report to the Governing Board within 150 days of final action by OEHHA before new and updated risk values, respectively, are used for toxics new source review.  If EPA revises its risk estimates, OEHHA staff will review and determine if the differences are based on new information.  If the new information is substantial, OEHHA may review in the future and take action.

COMMENT LETTER #12 FROM 
STEphen green

(February 21, 2002)

Response 12-1

SCAQMD staff acknowledges your opposition to phase out perchloroethylene (perc) and has developed a proposal that is reasonable and attempts to address key industry concerns.  Please refer to Response 1-1 for reasons why the SCAQMD staff is proposing a gradual phase-out of perc usage in the dry cleaning industry, the concerns of remaining cancer risk from machines with both primary and secondary control, as well as the importance of training and education with regards to the new alternative equipment.

Response 12-2

SCAQMD staff thanks the commentator for participating in the rule making process and recognizes the reduction of perc from dry cleaning facilities in the district in the last decade.  The “true agenda” of the agency can be found in Response 1-1.  

Response 12-3

The SCAQMD staff understands the financial concerns expressed by small business owners.  Therefore, the rule amendment proposal provides time to replace perc machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their equipment for the total useful life of the equipment, which according to the dry cleaning industry is approximately 15 years.  Further, the SCAQMD has established the Small Business Assistance Office to help small businesses comply with clean air rules in the most cost effective way possible.

Response 12-4

The Draft EA evaluated the potential environmental effects from the proposed project, including water and energy impacts.  The analysis was based on a “worst-case” scenario.  For example, the maximum water demand impact would occur if all the dry cleaning facilities switched to a wet cleaning process (see Responses 10-40 and 10-41).  The analysis concluded that there are sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources if all the dry cleaning switched to a wet cleaning process.  The maximum energy impact would occur if all the dry cleaning facilities switched to a CO2 system (see Response 10-43).  If all the facilities switched to a CO2 system, the electricity demand would increase 0.08 percent of the available energy capacity, which is a negligible impact on the environment.  Switching to the wet cleaning process has been found to reduce the need for energy use.

Response 12-5

Solvents are evaluated by the State of California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to determine if the solvents are a potential toxic air contaminant (TAC), a possible human carcinogen, or causing chronic and acute health effects.  Currently, OEHHA has not classified existing solvent alternatives to perc as TACs, nor does the United States Environmental Protection Agency classify these solvents as potential global warmer or ozone depleting substance.

Response 12-6

Science has proven the legitimate problems with CFCs.  There will be choices, business decisions and government regulation that will change the status of any product.  Thirty years ago, the science community, business community and the regulation community was not as aware of many of the potential secondary impacts from the chemicals we used in our personal, commercial or industrial world.

Response 12-7

The current non-perc technology is proven and successfully operated throughout the world.  The gradual transition from perc machines to non-perc alternatives is the proposed project because of the increasing concern with the public health risk in and near residential areas, shopping centers, schools and day-care centers.  The proposal was crafted with consideration to the technological and economical feasibility, as well as small business concerns.

Response 12-8

The state of California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) classifies perc as a possible human carcinogen and has assigned a cancer risk and non-cancer effect value to perc.  OEHHA has an expert staff of epidemiologists and toxicologists who study and determined the cancer and noncancer potency risk for toxic air contaminants.  Its recommendations are reviewed by a Scientific Review Panel (SRP), established by state law.  The Scientific Advisory Board is an industry-sponsored group that has a minority opinion which cites epidemiological studies which show an association between per exposure and cancer occurrence in humans.  EPA currently classifies perc as intermediately between a probable and possible human carcinogen and IARC classifies perc as a probable human carcinogen.

Response 12-9

In the last decade, dry cleaning facilities in the district have reduced perc usage by 80 percent.  However, the remaining MICR from the newest perc machines, with secondary control, still generate 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  See also Responses 1-1, 1-3, 2-2, and 3-2.

Response 12-10

The commentator fails to provide parameters or conditions assumed when the referenced institute made the claim asserted by the commentator, so it is difficult to evaluate this specific claim.  See, however, Response 12-8.

Response 12-11

SCAQMD staff recognizes the advancements of the dry cleaning industry but is not proposing a rule amendment to “punish” the hard work and investment.  The reality is the non-perc technology exists and is successfully being operated.  While trying to reduce the cancer and noncancer risk, staff has considered technical and economic feasibility as well as small business concerns.  The proposal gives dry cleaning facilities time to convert to non-perc equipment and staff is working on financial opportunities to assist small businesses.

Response 12-12

According to their website, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) does not have a specific compliance standard for dry cleaning.  However, due to most dry cleaning industries using perc, OSHA lists and limits perc to a standard of two milligrams of substance per cubic meter of air (OSHA Regulations, Toxic and Hazardous Substances, Standards – 29 CFR, Table Z-1, 1910.1000TABLEZ-1).  OSHA also provides a comprehensive control approach that should be followed to reduce exposure to dry cleaning solvents.  This approach involves engineering measures, work practices, and personal protection. Engineering measures are the preferred and most effective means of control and should generally be considered first.  

COMMENT LETTER #13 FROM 
STEphen green

(February 21, 2002)

Response 13-1

SCAQMD staff cannot confirm the information provided.  Unfortunately, the lack of advancement in home laundering is no excuse to ignore the concerns with toxic air contaminants used in the commercial garment care industry.   Perchloroethylene (perc) machines do use less water and solvents because the perc solvent is so aggressive.  The commentator is not clear as to what is being compared when discussing less fuel and electricity.  One wet cleaner facility in San Clemente experienced a 30 percent reduction in electricity usage when switching from perc equipment to the wet cleaning system.  

COMMENT LETTERs/postcards #14-156 FROM 
various dry cleaners (see list below)

Please note, the names listed were individuals who submitted postcards with the same three identical comments.  The following responses address these three identical comments from all listed individuals.

Response 14-1

The SCAQMD staff understands the financial concerns expressed by small business owners.  Therefore, the rule amendment proposal provides time to replace perc machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their equipment for up to 15 years.  The 15 years is based on an estimate of equipment life and most operations replace their cleaning equipment in less than 15 years.  Further discussion regarding the reasons why 15 years was deemed reasonable can be found in the Staff Report prepared for this proposal, such as IFI’s testimony to Congress, EPA reports, University of California documents and discussion with the working groups.  In addition, the SCAQMD has established the Small Business Assistance Office to help small businesses comply with clean air rules in the most cost effective way possible.  Also, staff is recommending to the Governing Board that a grant program be developed to assist facilities with early compliance.  Even without these funding programs, the proposed rule is reasonable because it allows time past the useful life of equipment, as well as a 20-month lead time for compliance.

The commentator’s opinion that the SCAQMD staff “…is singling out the dry cleaning industry….” is not true.  Although the district has the worst air quality in the nation, substantial improvements have occurred over the last decade through stringent control of emissions from a wide variety of stationary sources.  To achieve clean air mandates and objectives, it is necessary to continue reducing emissions from all sources, including smaller and smaller sources.  The coating industry, for example, has been required to reformulate their products to lower VOC content limits and in doing so, has successfully reduced VOC emissions, and potential toxicity, in the district.  Examples of other industries required to reduce air contamination include auto body shops, degreaser users, gasoline dispensing stations and char broiler operators.  SCAQMD has already adopted rules to reduce perc in degreasers and film cleaning.

Response 14-2

The commentator is not clear as to why the evaluation of the alternatives was not complete.  Chapter 5 of the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA provides a discussion of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines.  Specifically, the EA included sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and compared each with the proposed project, thus complying with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d).  Also, in accordance with the same section of the guidelines, a matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effect of each alternative can be found on Page 5-4 of the Draft EA.  The potential significant environmental effects, air quality and hazards, were discussed for each alternative.  The CEQA Guidelines state that the “significant effects of the alternatives shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”

There are no potential environmental impacts with regards to the limitations of wet cleaning different types of garments so this issue was not addressed in the Draft EA.  However, SCAQMD staff respectfully disagrees with the commentator that “many types of garments” are unable to be cleaned with the wet cleaning process.  For example, under the Professional Wet Cleaning Commercialization Project (Pollution Prevention Education & Research Center, Occidental College, February, 2002), two facilities have converted to wet cleaning operations.  One facility wet cleaned 32,000 items in six months and could not wash four items (suede and drapes) in water.  The other facility wet cleaned 4,000 items in three weeks and was unable to wash 11 suede items in water.  This 99.9 percent success rate contradicts the commentator opinion that many clothes are not washable in water.  In addition, not all perc dry cleaners can clean all fabrics.  Many turn down customers with sequin clothing, leathers and suedes.

The SCAQMD staff did consider the potential increase in water demand.  Both the Initial Study and the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA provided a robust discussion of the potential water demand impacts under the Hydrology section of the Environmental Checklist and Chapter 4 – Impacts, respectively.  The evaluation assumed a “worst-case” scenario, if all existing permitted dry cleaning facilities switched to wet cleaning, and concluded there are sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources.  See also Responses 4-28, 6-2, and 14-2.

Response 14-3

In the staff report, it is recognized that inspection, recordkeeping and monitoring requirements, equipment upgrades and phase out of transfer machines were expected to reduce perc emissions by 80 percent.  The air quality is slightly improved if more control is added to the perc dry cleaning equipment.  However, even with additional control, such as a carbon absorber, door lock mechanism, drying sensor, sludge pump, leak detection mechanism and periodically replacing gaskets, coils and filters, the newer perc machines still generate a MICR from 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location.  By gradually transitioning to non-perc, perc, a possible human carcinogen and known non-carcinogen toxic air contaminant, cancer risk to the community is eliminated.

A P P E N D I X   F

c o m m e n t   L E T T E R S   o n   t h e   R E V I S E D   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 

[image: image73.png]9

Y
)

91010103

N TN TN N
OSSO0 00

MM

N

S~

- RS vy

N

./

o

}

N

{

Y
\

NS
N

OCO0O0

(M

{

(YO OO0

s

N

AN

)

N

II_: |

HALOGENATED SOLVENTS INDUSTRY ALLIANCE, INC.

2001 L Street, N.W., Suite 506A, Washington, D.C. 20036  (202) 775-0232 Fax: (202) 833-0381

September 25, 2002

VIA OVERNIGHT COURIER

Mr. Michael Krause

c/o CEQA

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re: Comments on Revised Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed
Amended Rule 1421 — Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry
Cleaning Systems

Dear Mr. Krause:

The Halogenated Solvents Industry Alliance, Inc. (HSIA) submits this letter to
provide comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed
Amended Rule 1421 — Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning
Systems (the “Revised Draft EA”). A review of the Revised Draft EA makes it apparent
that the South Coast Air Quality Management District (the “District™) staff has decided
that perchloroethylene (“PCE”) emissions from dry cleaning operations must be
eliminated before conducting a proper analysis of the environmental impacts of such an
action. Indeed, the Revised Draft EA overestimates PCE emissions from drycleaning
operations, ignores research conducted for the District that does not support its
conclusions, fails to seriously consider feasible mitigation measures, rejects purported
“alternatives” to the proposed amendment to Rule 1421 (the “Project”) in a perfunctory
and conclusory fashion, and offers no factual support for the conclusions it reaches. The
Revised Draft EA fails in its obligation to provide the District with substantial evidence
upon which to base an informed decision.

In essence, the Revised Draft EA concludes that emissions of PCE should be
eliminated even though the cost will be greater emissions of combustible and reactive
Volatile Organic Compounds (“VOCs”). Nowhere does the Revised Draft EA show how
the “benefit” of elimination of PCE compares to the “cost” of the health and
environmental impacts of an increase in VOCs. Moreover, as discussed below, that
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Mr. Michael Krause
September 25, 2002
Page 2

tradeoff is completely unnecessary, as there is an alternative that greatly reduces PCE
emissions with no increase in VOCs.

Because the Revised Draft EA is cursory, sparse on data, and entirely inadequate
in its discussions of environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives to the
Project, the public has not had an adequate opportunity to comment on all of its
deficiencies. Yet, public comment on this issue is particularly important given the
enormous impact the Project will have on air quality, worker safety, and public health.
Accordingly, HSIA respectfully requests that the comment period be extended by 45
days. Notwithstanding this request, HSIA submits the following comments, which are
necessarily abbreviated for the reasons stated above.

A. The Revised Draft EA Inflates PCE Emissions from Dry Cleaning
Operations

The Revised Draft EA bases its conclusions about the risk presented by
drycleaners using PCE on the results of a survey of 20 facilities conducted by District
staff.' As a result of this survey, the Revised Draft EA concludes that drycleaners using
equipment with primary and secondary controls (“fourth or fifth generation”)* consume
an average of 96 gallons of PCE annually and emit 50 percent (48 gallons) of the PCE
that they consume. As noted in Appendix D, however, several concerns have been raised
about the District’s analysis that significantly affect the validity of the data and limit their
applicability to all drycleaners in the District.

Rather than conduct additional investigation to resolve these questions in a
comprehensive manner, the Revised Draft EA attempts to dismiss them with conjecture
and supposition that is inconsistent with the available information. Indeed, as noted in
the July 2, 2002 letter from HSIA to Jill Whynot (Enclosure 1), the limited amount of
follow-up conducted by the District indicates that 3 of the 4 facilities contacted reported
using less PCE than indicated in the District’s survey. Accordingly, the Revised Draft
EA is defective by attempting to dispose of significant issues raised by the drycleaning
industry with “conclusory statements unsupported by factual information.”

Of a total of 24 cleaners surveyed, 4 facilities provided information that was incomplete or that resulted in a
negative use rate of PCE.

PCE drycleaning machines are often classified by “generation” according to the types of emission control they
possess, currently from 1% to 5™ generation. Machines that include only primary control as defined by Rule
1421 are considered 3™ generation; machines with both primary and secondary controls are considered 4™ or 5t
generation,

> Cal Code Regs, tit. 14 (“CEQA Guidelines™), Section 15088(b); also Browning-Ferris Industries of California
Inc. v. San Jose, 181 Cal. App. 3d 852 (1986) citing Gallegos v. California Board of Forestry, 76 Cal. App. 3d
945 (1978), Twain Harte Homeowners Association Inc. v. Tuolumme, 138 Cal. App. 3d 664 (1978), and Cleary
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Mr. Michael Krause
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Page 3

1. The Revised Draft EA Overestimates PCE Consumption by Average
Drycleaners

The average PCE consumption (96 gallons) suggested by the Revised Draft EA is
based on a limited sampling of 20 plants. Notwithstanding the potential flaws in the
assumptions the District used in interpreting survey data, a review of the information
available for these 20 plants indicates a very broad range of annual PCE purchased (from
20 to 245 gallons per year). Consequently, the Revised Draft EA estimates the cancer
risk presented by drycleaning facilities using 4™ or 5™ generation equipment range from
15 to 90 in one million with an average risk of 55 in one million. Yet the Revised Draft
EA does not provide information on the distribution of drycleaners within this range.
Clearly, since some cleaners in the District’s survey would comply with the “action risk
level” specified by Rule 1402, it is important to assess the percent of the 2,200 cleaners in
the District that might comply. It is not sufficient to conclude that PCE use by all
cleaners must be phased out because some currently exceed the Rule 1402 action risk
level.

Figure 1. Distribution of Annual PCE Purchases among Customers
of United Fabricare Supply
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v. Stanislaus, 118 Cal. App. 3d 348 (1981) (“the lead agency must respond to all significant environmental
comments in a level of detail commensurate to that of the comment”).
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Indeed, the September 25, 2002 letter from Steve Hong of United Fabricare
Supply to HSIA (Enclosure 2) indicates that many cleaners (about 40 percent) likely
already comply with Rule 1402, under the District’s assumptions. The data from United
indicate a bimodal distribution, with half of the cleaners purchasing 60 gallons or less,
about 30 percent purchasing more than 100 gallons, and less than 20 percent purchasing
between 60 and 100 gallons. The largest group (25 percent) purchase less than 30 gallons
of PCE per year. As indicated in the letter, many of the larger purchasers of PCE operate
more than one drycleaning machine.

This distribution of PCE purchases reflects the current mix of drycleaning
equipment, which the Revised Draft EA notes includes 1,450 machines (67 percent) with
only primary controls (“third generation™). One would expect, therefore, that the number
of cleaners purchasing less than 50 gallons/year would decline further as older equipment
is replaced. In fact, according to data provided by HSIA to District staff in November
2001, presented at a March 2002 public meeting held by SCAQMD, and reproduced
below, PCE consumption can be reduced by as much as 45 percent when replacing a third
generation machine using cartridge filtration with a fourth or fifth generation machine
using spin-disc filters.

Figure 2. PCE Consumption by Machine Type
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2. The Revised Draft EA Overestimates PCE Emissions as a Percentage
of Consumption

The conclusions of the Revised Draft EA concerning the amount of PCE that is
emitted from drycleaning operations also are flawed. Despite the significant concerns
raised about interpretation of the District’s survey of drycleaners, the Revised Draft EA
concludes that the survey results support the assumption that 50 percent of PCE
consumed by a drycleaner is emitted to the atmosphere. The Revised Draft EA’s
response to significant issues raised by the drycleaning industry is nothing but
“conclusory statements unsupported by factual information.”*

The conclusions concerning PCE emissions are inconsistent with data collected by
AVES and Pacific Environmental Services and provided to the District in a May 31, 2000
report (the “AVES Study”), included in this comment as Enclosure 3. The AVES Study
included two tasks with direct relevance to the Project — (1) an estimate of PCE emissions
based on mass balance calculations for a small number of cleaners in the Bay Area Air
Basin, and (2) temporary total enclosure testing (the “TTE testing”) of two cleaners in the
South Coast Basin. As a result of the first task, the AVES Study concludes “that the
majority of the [PCE] emissions were associated with the waste streams (wastewater,
sludge, and lint).” In its report of the results of the second task, the AVES Study
concludes that the theoretical cancer risk at these two facilities at 10 meters was 3 in one
million for a fourth generation machine and 42 in one million for a leaky, third-
generation machine.

The Revised Draft EA discusses the results of the first task (Id. at page 5-4),
dismissing the AVES Study in light of the results of the District’s survey, despite the
flaws in the survey and the fact that the AVES Study represents a more thorough
evaluation of each of the facilities.® It does not, however, address the results of the TTE
testing from the AVES Study. In fact, the District has never addressed the results of the
TTE testing as part of the current rulemaking. Although the TTE testing was conducted
in only two drycleaning facilities, it measures directly emissions from drycleaning plants
rather than using mass balance calculations. One of the two facilities tested, moreover,
presents a “worst-case” scenario of a third generation machine with significant leaks.

*  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088(b); Browning-Ferris Industries of California Inc. v. San Jose.

> Final Report, South Coast Air Quality Management District Contract No. 99050, Developing Additional
Technologies to Monitor and Reduce Fugitive Perchloroethylene Emissions at Dry Cleaners, Prepared by
AVES and Pacific Environmental Services, May 31, 2000.

To conduct this task, the AVES study used machine enclosures or local ventilation and measured PCE losses in
stack and fugitive emissions, clothes, lint, sludge, and filters. The District’s survey only looked at PCE losses
in sludge and filters and assumed the balance of PCE consumption was an air emission from the plant.
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The results of the TTE testing in the AVES Study indicate emissions from the
drycleaning process of 0.323 pounds/hour (5.6 pounds/1,000 pounds of clothes) for a
third generation machine with leaks and 0.031 pounds/hour (0.57 pounds/1,000 pounds of
clothes) for a fourth generation machine.” The AVES Study also indicates that the type
of enclosure used for the TTE testing captures 95 percent or more of PCE vapors. Using
these data, the AVES Study conducted a screening risk assessment for the two facilities.
According to the report, the maximum estimated risk for the fourth generation machine
was 3.1 in one million at 10 meters from the facility and “[a]t no point does the risk
exceed 10 in one million.”

The AVES Study does not provide a mass balance calculation for the two
facilities. Since air emissions were measured directly, however, it is not necessary to
calculate what percent air emissions represent of the total PCE consumption. The AVES
Study does, however, provide sufficient information to indicate that the facilities were
medium to large drycleaners in terms of the pounds of clothes processed.®

These risk estimates performed as part of the TTE testing of the AVES Study
contrast sharply with the conclusions of the Revised Draft EA. Accordingly, the Revised
Draft EA is defective because it fails to present an accurate picture of current PCE
emissions from drycleaning operations.’

3. Implications of Overstatement of PCE Emissions

The staff’s inflated estimates of PCE emissions from drycleaning have significant
implications for the Revised Draft EA. It allows the District staff to maintain the
position, in spite of available evidence and common sense, that more PCE is emitted on a
unit basis than VOCs. The Revised Draft EA concludes that (third-generation)
hydrocarbon machines emit 34 percent of the VOC solvent used, while more advanced
(fourth generation) PCE machines emit 50 percent of the solvent used.

After sealing all known leaks on the third generation machine, the emission rate was 0.187 pounds/hour (4.7
1bs/1000 Ibs of clothes).

According to the AVES study, the third generation machine had a capacity of 40 1bs and was used to process 5
to 6 loads per day, 5 days a week (1,250 to 1,500 loads/year). The fourth generation machine used in the AVES
study had a 45-1b capacity and was used to process 34 to 44 loads per week (1,700 to 2,200 loads/year).

®  Planning and Conservation League v. Dep’t of Water Res., 83 Cal. App. 4™ 892, 916 (2000), failure to provide
a “thorough examination” or a “full disclosure of the potential environmental impacts” of the no project
proposal is a fatal defect under the California Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code §21000, et seq.
(“CEQA™).
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Substitutes Assessment (CTSA)'® concludes that third-generation PCE machines emit 39
percent, as opposed to 38 percent for hydrocarbon machines. Fourth generation
machines, according to EPA, emit only 29 percent of the total PCE consumed, less than
hydrocarbon machines. EPA estimates are supported by the AVES study discussed
above, which indicates emissions of only 15 percent for PCE fourth generation machines.
The District’s survey, on the other hand, looked only at PCE losses in sludge and filters
and assumed that any PCE unaccounted for was an air emission. Such a survey is not a
reliable way to measure PCE emissions.

CEQA requires a “worst-case” analysis of alternatives. Table 4-2 of the Revised
Draft EA shows potential VOC emissions of up to 5,536 pounds per day (692 tons per
year) for the proposed action. (Id. at 4-6) By rejecting the EPA analysis and the
conclusions of its own AVES study, District staff attempt to justify this increase in smog
precursors on the basis that a greater volume of PCE emissions will be avoided. In
reality, according to EPA’s analysis, the volume of VOC emissions that will be created
by the Project is 34 percent higher than the PCE emissions that would be eliminated.

In other words, the Revised Draft EA does not provide an accurate assessment of
the health and environmental effects of the Project. If it did, it would conclude that

The Project would eliminate emissions of PCE, which has been shown to
increase cancer in laboratory animals at high doses and may or may not
increase cancer in humans at low concentrations. As a consequence,
emissions of VOCs, which contribute to the formation of ozone which is
known to be associated with a broad range of adverse respiratory effects,
will be greatly increased. Thus, to avoid theoretical cancer risk, the Project
would increase the exposure of every resident in the South Coast Air Basin,
including sensitive populations, to VOC emissions that it is required by law
to reduce.

CEQA requires this impact to be clearly stated in the EA; to date, it has been completely
concealed.

B. The Revised Draft EA Ignores Data That Do Not Support Its
Conclusions

Because of its obvious deleterious impact on the conclusions of the Revised Draft
EA concerning PCE emissions, the Revised Draft EA deliberately neglects to discuss the

1% Cleaner Technologies Substitute Assessment (CTSA) for Professional Fabricare Processes, U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency, EPA 744-B-98-001, June 1998.
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results of the TTE testing in the AVES Study. Indeed, HSIA became aware of the AVES
Study as a result of conversations with staff of the EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards. It has not been made available by District staff.

The Revised Draft EA provides a brief discussion of other aspects of the AVES
Study tucked away in its analysis of Alternatives (Revised Draft EA at page 5-4) and an
extensive, yet unpersuasive, defense of its own flawed Survey results in Appendix D. It
fails to discuss the TTE testing despite the fact that this testing represents the only study
available to the District that directly measures air emissions, a critical aspect of the
Project analysis that the Revised Draft EA has otherwise only estimated.

Certainly the AVES study was available, as the District is listed as the principal
sponsor and several members of the District staff are listed as contributors. Moreover,
the AVES study clearly represents a credible, scientific investigation of emissions from
drycleaning operations. In addition to a number of District staff, the study lists the
members of the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association Enforcement
Managers ATCM Dry Cleaners Subcommittee, including representatives of the state Air
Resources Board and several other air quality districts, as collaborators. As noted by the
Revised Draft EA (page 5-4), the District has used the results of another task within
AVES study as the basis for its assumption about emissions for new drycleaning facilities
under Rule 1401 for at least 2 years.

As a result of its deliberate attempt to obfuscate the findings of the TTE testing
conducted as part of the AVES study, the Revised Draft EA is fatally flawed."
Moreover, the Revised Draft EA failure to discuss, or even mention, this testing
represents a “prejudicial abuse of discretion.”'?

C.  The Revised Draft EA Fails To Analyze Mitigations For Significant Air
Quality Impacts It Found Would Result From The Project.

An environmental assessment is “the functional equivalent of an [environmental
impact report (“EIR”)] prepared by a state agency operating under its own regulatory
program.”’? The whole point of an environmental planning document such as the
Revised Draft EA or an EIR is “to provide public agencies and the public in general with
information about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment

""" Planning and Conservation League v. Dep 't of Water Res., 83 Cal. App. 4™ 892, 916 (2000).

2 CEQA §21005(a), “noncompliance with the information disclosure provisions of this division which precludes
relevant information from being presented to the public agency . . . may constitute a prejudicial abuse of
discretion within the meaning of Sections 21168 and 21168.5, regardless of whether a different outcome would
have resulted if the public agency had complied with those provisions.”

1 Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish and Game Commission, at 16 Cal. 4th 105, 113 (1997).







[image: image81.png]OO000C0

]

lf’\

OOO0O0CO

)

TN
S

{

OOO00

Yo
J

CO000OO000O0!

_

7

e

(/j) N

Mr. Michael Krause
September 25, 2002
Page 9

and to ‘[i]dentify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly
reduced.””'

CEQA requires that the Revised Draft EA “[i]nclude[] a description of the
proposed activity with alternatives to the activity, and mitigation measures to minimize
any significant adverse effect on the environment of the activity.”"* Similarly, the CEQA
Guidelines state that “a document used as a substitute for an EIR . . . in a certified
program shall include . . . [a]lternatives to the activity and mitigation measures to avoid
or reduce any significant or potentially significant effects that the project might have on
the environment.”'® Finally, the District’s own codification of its certified regulatory
program in District Rule 110(c) states that:

It is the policy of the District . . . to prepare staff reports in a manner
consistent with the environmental protection purpose of the District's
regulatory program and with the goals and policies of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.).
All staff reports shall contain, among other things, a description of the
proposed action, an assessment of the anticipated significant long- or short-
term adverse and beneficial environmental impacts associated with the
proposed action, and a succinct analysis of those impacts. The analysis
shall address feasible mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to
the proposed action which would substantially reduce any significant
adverse impact(s) identified. (emphasis added)

Thus, pursuant to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the District’s own rules, the Revised
Draft EA must describe feasible mitigation measures for the significant environmental
impacts it identified. This requirement “ensures there is evidence of the public agency’s
actual consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures, and reveals to citizens the
analytical process by which the public agency arrived at its decision.”’” The Revised
Draft EA, however, fails to even identify, let alone analyze or discuss, any mitigation
measures.

1. The Revised Draft EA Fails To Discuss Mitigations For Increased VOC
Emissions.

1 Berkeley Keep Jets Over The Bay Committee v. Bd. of Port Commissioners, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354
(2001), quoting CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2).

"> Pub. Res. Code § 21080.5(d)(3)(A).

' CEQA Guidelines §15252(b)(1).

" Mountain Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4th at 134.
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The Revised Draft EA concludes that the Project will result in significant air
quality impacts primarily due to increased VOC emissions. (Id. at 4-5) However, it fails
to discuss or describe any “mitigation measures to avoid or reduce any significant or
potentially significant effects that the project might have on the environment.”'® In fact,
the Revised Draft EA fails to state that an investigation of possible feasible mitigations
was ever conducted at all or, assuming such an investigation was conducted, which
mitigations were considered and the reasons why such mitigations were dismissed as not
feasible. Instead, the Revised Draft EA’s discussion of mitigation measures includes a
general discussion of District requirements for best available control technology (BACT),
references to drycleaning literature concerning PCE, and a suggestion that VOC
emissions may be reduced “over the years” as a result of technology improvements.
(Revised Draft EA at page 4-6). The Revised Draft EA indicates, moreover, that the
South Coast Basin “should” be in attainment with federal standards by the year 2019, as a
result of overall VOC emissions reductions. (Id. at page 4-6) The Revised Draft EA
concludes, hov&Lever, that increased VOC emissions as a result of the Project will occur
far earlier than2019. In fact, based on the District’s analysis it is reasonable to conclude
that a significant impact already has occurred.

Such a dearth of information can hardly be said “to provide public agencies and
the public in general with information about the effect that a proposed project is likely to
have on the environment and to ‘[i]dentify ways that environmental damage can be
avoided or significantly reduced.””'® Moreover, this cursory treatment of investigation
measures fails to “reveal [ ] to citizens the analytical process by which the public agency
arrived at its decision.”*

Indeed, in a similar case, a Draft EIR stated that no mitigation measures were
required for a development project that would result in increased student enrollment.*!
After holding that increased student enrollment was a significant impact, the Court held:

make decisions that consider environmental consequences. . . . The EIR
here falls woefully short of that standard. Although the Draft recognized an
increase in student enrollment, neither report said anything about the effects
of such an increase in the student population, and suggested no mitigation
measures to deal with such an impact, required by the Guidelines. . . On

The EII% should contain sufficient information to enable public agencies to

'® Pub. Res. Code §21080.5(d)(3)(A).

Berkeley Keep Jets Over The Bay Committee, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1354, quoting CEQA Guidelines §
15002(a)(2).
2 Mountain Lion| Foundation, 16 Cal. 4th at 134.

2 El Dorado Union High School Dist., v. City of Placerville, 144 Cal. App. 3d 123, 132-133 (1983).
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this record, we cannot assume City made any evaluation of the impact of
the project, much less the kind of detailed evaluation CEQA contemplates
under these circumstances.?

Likewise, here, the Revised Draft EA not only fails to describe mitigation
measures, it also fails to indicate which, if any, mitigation measures were ever considered
and the reasons they were deemed not feasible.”> Consequently, the Revised Draft EA
fails to sufficiently inform the District and the public as to the range of mitigation
measures available to reduce the air quality impacts that will result from the Project.
Accordingly, the record is devoid of substantial evidence upon which the District could
rely to approve the Revised Draft EA.

2. The Revised Draft EA Fails To Discuss Mitigations For Cumulative Air
Quality Impacts.

The Revised Draft EA’s discussion of cumulative impacts concerning air quality
and hazards/hazardous materials is just as shoddy as its discussion of air quality
mitigation measures. An agency’s failure to consider cumulative impacts as part of its
environmental assessment or other EIR substitute pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.5 is a prejudicial abuse of discretion.*

After concluding that the project will result in cumulative air quality impacts due
to increased VOC emissions, the Revised Draft EA perfunctorily dismisses any
corresponding mitigation measures in a single sentence: “CUMULATIVE
MITIGATION: No mitigation required because existing rules and regulations, as well as
implementation of current and future AQMD control measures will result in an overall
improvement in air quality.” (Revised Draft EA at page 4-10.) The discussion suggests
that “[t]his determination is consistent with the conclusion in the 1997 [Air Quality
Management Plan] EIR that cumulative air quality impacts from all AQMP control
measures are not expected to be significant.” (Id. at page 4-9) This assertion is irrelevant
since the District was not contemplating a phaseout of perchloroethylene drycleaning in
1997.

2 Id. (citations omitted).

»  Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 731 (1990) (“Even though the agency
ultimately finds mitigation measures adequate or proposed alternatives infeasible, the EIR must still contain a
meaningful discussion of both alternatives and mitigation measures.”).

% Environmental Protection Information Center v. Johnson, 170 Cal. App. 3d 604, 625 (1985) (“Respondents
have consistently taken the position in this court, arguing . . . that the consideration of the cumulative impact of
proposed timber harvest is not required under the [Forest Practices Act] or Forestry Rules. CEQA, however,
requires that cumulative impacts be considered as a substantive criteria for the evaluation of the environmental
impact of a proposed project. . . . The failure to consider cumulative impact was a prejudicial abuse of
discretion.”).

)
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The Revised Draft EA further asserts that “the SCAQMD is currently working on
the 2002 AQMP in which future VOC emission increases from the proposed project will
be accounted for in the emissions inventory . . . [fluture VOC control measures will assist
in achieving the goal of ozone attainment by 2010.” (Id at page 4-10) Such a conclusion
represents an illegal deferral of a decision on mitigation measures.

As with its paltry discussion of air quality mitigations, the Revised Draft EA fails
to state whether any inquiry into mitigations for cumulative air impacts was ever
undertaken, which mitigations (if any) were considered, and why they were deemed not
feasible. Consequently, not only does it fail to consider cumulative air quality impacts,
but, assuming such were considered, the Revised Draft EA fails to inform the District and
the public as to the range of mitigation measures available to reduce the cumulative air
quality impacts that will result from the Project.?®

D.  The Revised Draft EA Fails To Adequately Describe And Analyze
Legitimate Alternatives To The Project.

Both CEQA and the District’s own certified regulatory program, embodied in
District Rule 110, mandate that the Revised Draft EA describe and analyze alternatives to
the proposed project.”” Like the requirement that an agency identify and analyze
mitigation measures, the alternatives analysis requirement “ensures there is evidence of
the public agency’s actual consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures, and
reveals to citizens the analytical process by which the public agency arrived at its
decision.”®® An inadequate discussion of alternatives constitutes an abuse of discretion.?
Moreover, “[u]nder CEQA, the public agency bears the burden of affirmatively
demonstrating that, notwithstanding a project’s impact on the environment, the agency’s
approval of the proposed project followed meaningful consideration of alternatives and
mitigation measures.”*® Not only does the Revised Draft EA fail to provide a
“meaningful consideration” of mitigation measures as discussed above, it also fails to
meaningfully discuss project alternatives. Indeed, the Revised Draft EA’s alternatives
are either cursorily discussed or, as is the case with Alternative C, are a sham alternative.

2 CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1)(B), “Where several measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should

be discussed and the basis for selecting a particular measure should be identified. Formulation of mitigation
measures should not be deferred.”

% Mountain Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4th at 134; Berkeley Keep Jets Over The Bay Committee, 91 Cal. App. 4th
at 1354; El Dorado Union High School Dist., 144 Cal. App. 3d at 132.

7 Pub. Res. Code §§ 21080.5(d)(3)(A), 21002, and 21081; CEQA Guidelines §15252(b)(1); and District Rule
110.

2 Mountain Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4th at 134,

»  Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. of San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of Univ. of Calif., 47 Cal. 3d 376, 404-406
(1988).

3 Mountain Lion Foundation, 16 Cal. 4th at 134.

)
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1. The No Project Alternative Fails To Fully Disclose The Potential
Environmental Impacts Of Not Approving The Project.

CEQA requires that a no project alternative be considered and analyzed among the other
alternatives that an agency might consider.’! “The purpose of describing and analyzing a no
project alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed
project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.” (Id.) Failure to provide a
“thorough examination” or a “full disclosure of the potential environmental impacts” of the no
project proposal is a fatal defect.*?

Here, the no project alternative fails to fully disclose potential environmental impacts,
thereby depriving decision makers of an accurate comparison between “the impacts of approving
the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.*®> The no project
alternative concludes that the status quo would “not require that all [PCE] machines be phased
out.” (Revised Draft EA at 5-8) The discussion also concludes erroneously that the no project
alternative will result in a significant increase in VOC emissions. (Revised Draft EA at 5-7, 5-8,
and 5-9) This conclusion is based on the flawed assumption that “many” businesses would be
unable to comply with the requirements of Rule 1402 and would have to switch to non-PCE
technologies. The Revised Draft EA makes no attempt to quantify how many cleaners would be
so adversely affected or to what extent VOC emissions would be expected to increase.
Accordingly, the Revised Draft EA is fatally defective because it fails to thoroughly examine and
fully disclose the environmental impacts of the no project proposal.**

2. The Revised Draft EA’s Discussion Of Alternative B Is Wholly
Inadequate.

The alternative discussion “must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency’s
bare conclusions and opinions.” Moreover, the Legislature has declared that “it is the
policy of the state” to “[r]equire governmental agencies at all levels to consider
qualitative factors as well as economic and technical factors . . .”*® The Revised Draft
EA’s cursory treatment of Alternative B fails to provide any data, analysis, or meaningful
discussion of why the Project’s health and economic benefits, or any combination
thereof, are superior to those of Alternative B.

3" CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e).

32 Planning and Conservation League, 83 Cal. App. 4th at 916.
»  CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c).

*  Planning and Conservation League, 83 Cal. App. 4th at 916.
*  Laurel Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 405.

3 Pub. Res. Code §21001(g).
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Alternative B would require the use of primary and secondary control equipment,
which the Revised Draft EA acknowledges would reduce PCE emissions without
producing any corresponding VOC emissions. (Id. at 5-7 and 5-10) However, in a single
sentence, the Revised Draft EA dismisses Alternative B because it “is a substantial
relaxation of the current risk reduction requirements.” (Id. at 5-10) Nowhere does the
Revised Draft EA identify or quantify by how much PCE emissions would be reduced
under Alternative B. Indeed, the Revised Draft EA’s perfunctory treatment of
Alternative B fails to provide any analysis or data as to the relative health benefits of
Alternative B, which would reduce PCE emissions without emitting any VOCs, as
compared to the Project, which would eliminate PCE emissions while at the same time
emitting enormous quantities of VOCs. Failure to provide sufficient information or
quantitative data to allow for a meaningful comparison between alternatives renders
inadequate an alternatives discussion.>”*®

Notwithstanding its flawed conclusions about emissions and the resulting
estimates of risk from of drycleaning operations, the Revised Draft EA also erroneously
asserts that compliance with Rule 1402 represents “current risk reduction requirements.”
According to the staff report prepared for the Governing Board’s consideration of
revisions to Rule 1402 in March 2000, the applicability of the action risk levels of 1402
to the drycleaning industry, in the absence of a revision to Rule 1421, is at the District’s
discretion. At that time, the staff explained the situation for eight specific industry
groups, including drycleaning, as follows:

If, however, source-specific rules are not adopted within three years from
the adoption of the proposed amendments, the Executive Office may
request an inventory and the facility may potentially be subject to risk
reduction requirements of PAR 1402.%

Indeed, Rule 1402(n) merely states that, in the absence of a source-specific rule, facilities
in the eight specific industries would be required to submit an emissions inventory upon
notification from the District.

37 Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1381-1382 (conclusion that noise threshold
was not exceeded derived “without any meaningful analysis of existing ambient noise levels, the number of
additional nighttime flights that will occur under [the project], the frequency of those flights, to what degree
single overflights will create noise levels over and above the existing ambient noise level at a given location,
and the community reaction to aircraft noise, including sleep disturbance” violated CEQA).

*®  Kings County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal. App. 3d at 734 (omission of data comparing coal-related emissions and
natural gas-related emissions “subverted the purposes of CEQA” because “[t]he city council did not have before
it an accurate comparison of the two fuels. The omissions constitute an abuse of discretion.”).

% March 17, 2000 meeting of the Governing Board, Agenda No. 35.

)
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Here, the Revised Draft EA’s failure to provide any data to support its conclusion,
let alone comparative and quantitative data and analyses, precludes the District from
making a meaningful assessment of the relative merits and environmental impacts of the
alternatives presented in relation to the Project. Thus, the Revised Draft EA is fatally
defective.

3. Alternative C Is Not A Legitimate Alternative.

District Rule 110 mandates that an environmental assessment “shall address
feasible mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to the proposed action which would
substantially reduce any significant adverse impact(s) identified.” Likewise, the Supreme
Court has noted that “alternatives and mitigation measures have the same function—
diminishing or avoiding adverse environmental effects. The chief goal of CEQA is
mitigation or avoidance of environmental harm.”*® Thus, “CEQA . . . requires the public
agency to consider feasible alternatives to the project which would lessen any significant
adverse environmental impact.”*

Alternative C, however, fails to present an alternative to the project that would
lessen any significant environmental impact. On the contrary, all Alternative C does is
implement the Project on a shorter timeframe and thereby exacerbate and hasten the
significant impacts the Project will cause. (Revised Draft EA at 5-6, 5-10.) The
acceleration of the onset of a project’s significant impacts is hardly what CEQA or
District Rule 110 contemplates. Thus, Alternative C is nothing but a sham alternative.**

4. The Revised Draft EA Fails To Properly Consider Feasible
Alternatives.

Because the District staff has apparently already decided, inappropriately, that
PCE must be eliminated from dry cleaning operations at all costs, the Revised Draft EA
fails to adequately consider feasible alternatives that retain PCE usage, but also
substantially reduce PCE emissions without any corresponding increase in VOC
emissions.

Y Laurel Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 403.

*'" Planning and Conservation League, 83 Cal. App. 4th at 911, citing Pub. Res. Code §§ 2002, 21081.

*> The Revised Draft EA attempts to deflect attention from this problem by stating that the implementation of
AQMP control measures will “ultimately” reduce VOC emissions, thereby providing a “net health benefit” due
to the reduction of PCE. (Revised Draft EA at 5-7) To the extent that this constitutes an implicit mitigation
measure, it is an illegal deferral of mitigation measures.
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a. Feasible Alternative #1: Technology-Based Standards for PCE
Equipment Combined with Risk-Based Criteria

One alternative that the Revised Draft EA fails to discuss is the combination of
technology and risk-based requirements in Rule 1421 that would replace all third
generation equipment with fourth or fifth generation equipment over 5 years and subject
drycleaners to the action risk level of 25 in one million of Rule 1402. Based on the
current profile of PCE consumption among District drycleaners and a reduction in PCE
consumption of up to 45 percent among the 1450 cleaners that currently operate third
generation equipment, the percentage of cleaners able to comply with the action risk level
far exceeds that suggested in the Revised Draft EA. This is true even if one uses the
District’s flawed assumptions about emissions from drycleaning operations. Using more
realistic assumptions about PCE emissions derived from the AVES study or similar
research, moreover, one would conclude that the vast majority of cleaners would comply.
For those cleaners who may not be able to comply because of the size of their operation
or their proximity to sensitive receptors, however, additional measures could be imposed.
Such measures could include non-PCE technology or vapor enclosures. Such enclosures
have been implemented with great success in the Bay Area and New York State.

The benefits from the alternative would be substantial. First, based on the
District’s most recent estimate of 850 tons of PCE emitted annually, this alternative
would reduce PCE emissions by over 300 tons by 2007.* Second, this alternative will
achieve a greater reduction in PCE emissions by 2007 than the Project. Indeed,
reductions under this alternative by 2007 would exceed those achieved under the Project
by more than 100 tons. Similarly, this alternative will reduce overall estimates of
potential cancer risk by more than a third. Finally, this alternative significantly reduces
PCE emissions without causing any increase in VOC emissions or fire hazard.

E. The Revised Draft EA Fails To Conclude That The Project Will Result
In Significant Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts.

The Revised Draft EA makes the absurd conclusion that the replacement of PCE, a
nonflammable substance, with hydrocarbons, which are flammable substances, will not
create a significant hazards and hazardous materials impact. (Revised Draft EA at 4-14)
The Revised Draft EA correctly points out that PCE’s replacement with flammable
materials “could be a potentially significant increase in fire hazards at affected facilities
or an increase in the probability of release of hazardous materials into the environment in
the event of an accidental release during transport.” (Id. at 4-10) However, after reciting

“ Based on the reductions that would be achieved with the replacement of third generation equipment with fourth

or fifth generation equipment.
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various legal requirements, the Revised Draft EA simply concludes that “compliance
with [National Fire Protection Association] standards . . . and compliance with fire
prevention, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, will
reduce the potential fire hazards associated with flammable solvents . . . to a less than
significant impact.” (Id. at 4-14) This conclusion is flawed and contravenes CEQA.

1. The Revised Draft EA’s Conclusions Are Either Unsupported By Data
Or Contradicted By What Little Data Exists.

The Revised Draft EA’s mere conclusion that adherence to certain regulations will
reduce hazards/hazardous materials impacts to a level of insignificance misses the mark.
The mere existence of, and compliance with, fire regulations does not compel the
conclusion that CEQA will be satisfied, only that the regulations in question will be
satisfied. Nowhere does the Revised Draft EA provide any data to support its baseless
conclusion that compliance with those regulations will reduce fire impacts to levels of
insignificance. Indeed, it stretches the bounds of credulity to believe that the introduction
of a highly flammable substance at over 2,000 dry cleaners, many of them family-owned,
will not cause a significant impact and danger to worker safety, property, and life, not to
mention the significant impacts to traffic safety resulting from the transporting of
flammable substances to dry cleaners throughout the area.

The Revised Draft EA attempts to support its conclusions by indicating that
“[d]istributors have had no flammability problems in the past with their hydrocarbon
machines, along with no leaks or odor issues.” (Id. at 4-12) Yet, not 2 pages later, the
discussions notes that a survey of only 3 hydrocarbon machines found a “major
breakdown with a significant leak.” (Id at 4-14) Thus, the Draft EA fails to provide any
data to support its mere conclusion that adherence to fire regulations will reduce fire
impacts to a level of insignificance.

2. The Draft EA’s Conclusions Constitute An Illegal Deferral Of
Mitigation Measures.

The Draft EA’s reliance on compliance with fire regulations is nothing short of an
illegal deferral of mitigation measures. In order to satisfy CEQA, an agency concluding
that compliance with existing laws or regulations will reduce impacts to a level of
insignificance must possess “meaningful information” justifying an expectation of
compliance and compliance must, in fact, avoid significant environmental effects.**
Since compliance with fire regulations cannot logically be equated with a reduction in

“ Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 308-309 (1988), quoting No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles, Cal. 3d 68, 77 n.5 (1974).
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fire hazards to an insignificant level under CEQA - and the Draft EA fails to provide any
data to make that connection - the Draft EA impermissibly removes this mitigation
measure from public review, trusting that fire codes and regulations will adapt in the

future to incorporate the increased fire risk resulting from the Project.” Accordingly, the
Draft EA is fatally flawed.

F. The Revised Draft EA Fails To Take Into Account Potential Socio-
Economic Impacts From The Project.

If a project’s physical impacts cause economic and social consequences, then
those consequences may be relevant in determining whether a physical impact is
significant.*® Here, the Revised Draft EA failed to take socio-economic impacts into
account. For instance, among the many physical impacts that the Project will cause,
many small, family-owned dry cleaners will be forced to close their doors because they
will be unable to afford to comply with the Project. As more and more local dry cleaners
fail, customers will have to drive longer distances to have their clothes dry cleaned by
surviving businesses. This, in turn, will result in greater automobile emissions as a result
of the Project, thereby further worsening smog in the area. Accordingly, the Revised
Draft EA should conduct an analysis of socioeconomic impacts.

G. The Revised Draft EA Fails To Correctly Characterize Water-Related
Impacts.

The Revised Draft EA concludes that the Project’s impact on water demand and
wastewater treatment is not significant. (Id. at 4-21 - 4-24) Specifically, the Revised
Draft EA states that wet-cleaning would result in an increased use of 788,462 gallons of
water per day over PCE-based dry cleaning. (Id. at 4-22) This conclusion is based on a
study by the Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center (the “PPERC Study”)
that indicated wet cleaning uses about 1.77 times more water than PCE-based dry
cleaning. However, EPA has concluded in its CTSA that a wet cleaner would use over
750 gallons of water per day more than a PCE-based dry cleaner.*’ Thus, assuming all
dry cleaners in the area were to switch to wet cleaning, the increased water use would be
over 1.6 million gallons a day - over twice as much as that estimated by the Revised Draft
EA. Accordingly, the Revised Draft EA fails to correctly characterize water impacts.

* Sundstrom, 202 Cal. App. 3d at 309 (“Having no ‘relevant data’ pointing to a solution to the sludge disposal

problem, the County evaded its duty to engage in a comprehensive environmental review by approving the use
permit subject to a condition requiring future regulatory compliance.”).

% CEQA Guidelines §15131(b).

47 EPA CTSA, Chapter 7 (Enclosure 5).
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In addition, the Revised Draft EA fails to adequately consider wastewater impacts
based on the 1.6 million gallons per day figure. Indeed, the analysis of wastewater
impacts and whether sufficient facilities exist is based solely on its incorrect estimate that
wet cleaning will use only 788,462 gallons of water per day more that PCE-based dry
cleaning. (Revised Draft EA at 4-24) Accordingly, the Revised Draft EA is inadequate.

H.  The Revised Draft EA Provides An Incomplete And Inadequate
Discussion of Energy Impacts.

The Revised Draft EA’s discussion of energy impacts is flawed. The bulk of its
discussion is based on a comparison between PCE-based dry cleaning and carbon
dioxide-based cleaning and concludes that carbon dioxide-based cleaning would require
about twice as much electricity. (Revised Draft EA at 4-18 - 4-20) Regarding wet
cleaning, the Revised Draft EA uses figures from one facility to conclude that energy use
associated with a switch to water-based cleaning would not increase. Yet, according to
EPA data, a wet cleaning machine would consume between four to six times more energy
than PCE-based machines.*® Accordingly, the Draft EA fails to consider the worst case
scenario for energy impacts.

L. The District Fails to Make Required Findings Pursuant to Health &
Safety Code Section 40727.

Health and Safety Code section 40727 requires the District to make findings of
necessity, authority, clarity, consistency, nonduplication, and reference before amending
arule. The clear legislative intent behind this statute is to avoid burdening small business
with unnecessary or unreasonable regulations.”’ As the legislature stated, “[tJhe
preservation and well-being of small businesses generally and individually are essential
to the public interest ... and the future growth and prosperity of the state’s economy.”*
The Draft EA does not and can not make the findings required.

1. The District Does Not and Can Not Make a Finding of Necessity.

The District is required to find that a need exists for proposed amended Rule 1421.
The Draft EA fails to do so.

a. The District Relies On A Non-Binding Policy Statement As Its Basis
For The Elimination Of PCE.

“ EPA CTSA, Chapter 7.
41991 Cal. ALS 794,
01991 Cal. ALS 794 (1)(d).
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The District’s goal of phasing out all PCE use by dry cleaners is not necessary. As
the source for its goal, the District relies on “An Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten
Years” (“Air Toxics Control Plan”). However, the Air Toxics Control Plan is simply a
planning document. (Air Toxics Control Plan at Preface) It was not subject to CEQA
requirements and is not a legally binding document. It merely outlines “possible future
action,” and calls for further staff research and analysis before proceeding with the
control strategies. No federal or state statute, rule or regulation requires completely
eliminating PCE-based dry cleaning. Thus, no legal requirement mandates the
elimination of PCE.

b. PCE Risk Levels Can Be Reduced To Acceptable Levels Through
Existing Rules.

PCE risk levels can be reduced to a level that the District accepts for other air
toxics. Rule 1402 (Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources)
establishes a significant risk level of 100 in one million and an action risk level of 25 in
one million for the Maximum Individual Cancer Risk (“MICR”). According to the
District’s own estimates of drycleaning emissions and potential risk, about 40 percent of
cleaners already are in compliance with the action risk level.

A 25 in one million MICR is well below the maximum risk level for air toxics
suggested by the EPA. In the March 1999 Residual Risk — A Report to Congress (“EPA
Report”), the EPA stated that 100 in 1 million should ordinarily be the high end of the
acceptability range. (EPA Report at ES-11) Dry cleaning machines with primary and
secondary controls would have MICR levels well under this standard. The District has
already misstated the EPA’s report, and may be relying on that misstatement as support
for its risk levels.

Responding to a comment regarding Rule 1402, the District stated that the EPA
Report “indicates that a source category exceeding 100-in-one million as an unacceptable
risk and less than 1-in-one million as the level with ample margin of safety.”' The
District further characterizes the report as advocating an acceptability scale of 1 to 100-
in-one million. This is flatly wrong. The EPA actually states that an MICR of 100 in 1
million should “ordinarily be the upper-end of a range of acceptability.” (EPA Report at
ES-11.) It says nothing about 1 in 1 million being the level with ample margin of safety
or that the acceptability range should be between 1 in 1 million and 100 in 1 million. The
only reference to 1 in 1 million comes later, when determining population exposure,

5! Staff Report for Proposed Amended Rules 1402 and 1401 at 4-4.
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which is distinct from MICR levels. (Id.) Therefore, the District is relying on a faulty
reading of the EPA standard to determine acceptable air toxic MICR levels. Even so,
simply requiring dry cleaning machines with primary and secondary controls would still
result in MICR levels well under the EPA’s standard.

2. The District Does Not and Can Not Make A Finding of Consistency.

The District is required to find that the Project “is in harmony with, and not in
conflict with or contradictory to, existing statutes, court decisions, or state or federal
regulations.” Not only does the District fail to make such a finding, it actually admits
inconsistencies between the Project and other rules and regulations, both local, state, and
federal.

a. The Project Is Inconsistent With Federal, State, And District Ozone
And PM10 Measures.

The District staff’s determination to eliminate PCE brushes aside federal, state,
and the District’s own standards for ozone and PM10. Indeed, neither the EPA nor the
California Air Resources Board recommend the elimination of PCE. They are, however,
mandating a decrease in ozone and PM10 concentrations. This proposed rule would turn
those mandates on their heads.

Under the Clean Air Act (“CAA”), the South Coast Air Basin (“Basin”) is
currently classified as an “extreme” nonattainment area for ozone, and is also classified
as a “serious” nonattainment area for PM10.> The District showed in its 1994 Air
Quality Management Program that it would need until 2006 (the maximum amount of
time) to meet the federal PM10 standards.® Moreover, the EPA has had to give the
Basin until 2010 (longer than any other area) to meet ozone attainment levels.>
Nevertheless, the District is proposing a rule that would, by the District’s own numbers,
increase VOC emissions by up to 692 tons/year. The California Clean Air Act
(“CCAA”) has also set emission reduction goals for air pollutants. The District admits
that its plan falls short of these goals “even with the implementation of maximum feasible
controls and an expeditious adoption schedule.” Although the 1997 Air Quality
Management Program foresees a reduction in ozone concentrations, the Project’s
approval would have the effect of offsetting the very air quality gains sought by state law.

52
53
54

EPA Greenbook: Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants.
Final 1997 Air Quality Management Program at 6-2.

EPA Greenbook: Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants.
5 (See Final 1997 Air Quality Management Program at 6-14.)
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The Project is also inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).
The plan must demonstrate compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality
standards in the district.”® It is incorporated into the ozone State Implementation Plan
(SIP) revision for the South Coast Basin, and must be approved by EPA. The 1997
AQMP sets 2002 estimated annual average daily VOC emissions in the South Coast
basin for solvent use by dry cleaners at 0.11 tons (or 220 pounds) per day. (1997 AQMP
at III-A- 19) The Project could result in emissions of as much as 5,536 pounds per day,
thereby rendering it inconsistent with the AQMP.

Finally, this rule is inconsistent with the District’s own VOC regulations. The
1999 Amendment to the 1997 Ozone State Implementation Plan for the South Coast Air
Basin mandates strict rules to reduce VOC emissions in the Basin. The District has
promulgated numerous rules (such as Rules 442, 1107, 1113, 1122, 1132, 1168, 1173,
and 1178, among others) designed to control and reduce VOC emissions. It is
inconsistent for the District to go to great lengths to reduce VOC emissions and then turn
around and propose a rule certain to increase such emissions.

b. The Project Is Inconsistent With State And Local PCE Measures.

Both the state and the District have formulated rules regulating the use of PCE.
California’s state regulation “Perchloroethylene Airborne Toxic Control Measure — Dry
Cleaning Operations” (17 CCR § 93109) is nearly identical to the current District Rule
1421. They both allow the use of PCE in dry cleaning operations subject to equipment,
training, and reporting requirements.

The District Rules 1401 and 1402, amended in 2000, regulate toxic air emissions
of new and existing sources, respectively. Rule 1401 applies to new dry cleaners, but
Rule 1402 specifically exempted dry cleaners from its provisions because it was
recognized that it was not desirable to require all PCE dry cleaners to adopt stricter
emissions controls in the short timeframe provided by the rule. In a complete about-face,
however, District staff proposes to bypass the risk levels set by Rules 1401 and 1402 and
completely phase-out PCE. This new rule is completely inconsistent with state and local
rules that allow PCE use.

J. The District Fails To Provide A Socioeconomic Assessment As
Required by California Health & Safety Code §§ 40728.5 And 40440.8.

8 Health & Safety Code section 40460(a)
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California Health & Safety § 40440.8 requires the District specifically to perform
a socioeconomic assessment whenever it intends to propose a rule amendment. The
language and requirements of § 40440.8 mirror those of Health & Safety § 40728.5,
which applies to all districts. This analysis must include:

* The type of industry the rule affects

* The rule’s impact on employment and the region’s economy (the south coast
basin)

* The rule’s range of probable costs, including costs to industry

* The availability and cost-effectiveness of rule alternatives

* The rule’s emission reduction potential

* The rule’s necessity to attain state and federal ambient air standards

The District has not provided a socioeconomic assessment for proposed amended
Rule 1421. It does not even mention, much less analyze, several of the required
socioeconomic factors. Specifically, the District fails to consider the Project’s impact on
employment and the region’s economy, the range of probable costs, or the availability
and cost-effectiveness of rule alternatives. Moreover, it fails to properly analyze the
other factors. Indeed, it mentions the other factors only superficially, and considers them
only in an environmental context, not a socioeconomic one. Two cases have looked at
the adequacy of socioeconomic assessments under these statutes, and neither has
suggested that the District may opt out of this requirement.”’ Accordingly, the District
failed to conduct a proper socioeconomic assessment.

K. Conclusion.

For the foregoing reasons, HSIA requests that a new Draft EA be prepared,
addressing the concerns outlined herein.

Sincerely

,

Step isotto
Executive Director

Enclosures

57 Sherwin-Williams Co. v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist., et al., 86 Cal. App. 4™ 1258 (2001) and
Alliance of Small Emitter/Metals Industry v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist., 60 Cal. App. 4th 55
(1997) (upholding a District socioeconomic assessment that considered all statutory factors).







[image: image96.png]Korean Drycleaners & Laundry Association

of Southern California
14909 Crenshaw Boulevard, Suite #204
. - . .Gardena, Ca 90249 N
1 )’ hone. (310) 679 1300 Fax (310) 679 6890

September 25, 2002

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL
(909) 396-3324

Mr. Michael Krause

c¢/o CEQA

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
21865 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, Ca 91765-4182

PETITION IN RESPONSE TO REVISED DRAFT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT BY SCAQMD DATED 8/13/02

Dear Mr. Krause:

This opinion and petition is made on behalf of the Dry Cleaning Business Operators and
Owners in the District, in response to the REVISED DRAFT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT by SCAQMD, dated August 13, 2002.

Upon further review and analysis of the said report, it was realized that certain formulas
to calculate Perc emissions and Summary of Perc Sampling Analysis were neither based on
precise actual data nor on any established standard, which would be necessary to guarantee the
reasonableness and dependability of the data.

To the contrary, all the data and summary of Perc Sampling analysis were made based
on the arbitrary assumption and without any proper data supported or evidenced by actual
investigation or research.

The District reportedly uses the following formulas to calculate Perc emissions:

(1) Solvent Emissions = (Inventory at start of year) + (Solvent purchases)
- (Waste Credit) - (Inventory at end of year)
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(2) Waste Credit = (Still Residue) * (Solvent content in still residue) +

(Number of filter cartridges) * (solvent per cartridge)

In applying and using the aforesaid formulas by SCAQMD, it is noticed that most of the
data were not based on the actual observation or records, and that there inherently exists a
fundamental flaws in applying the formulas. Herewith, the prospective problems and
unreasonableness of the data, together with other issues regarding the method and data of
SCAQMD in REVISED DRAFT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT are stated as
follows:

INVENTORY AT START OF YEAR

A.

In most cases, including SCAQMD inspectors and the operators, the initial
quantity of inventory at the start of the year was not verified at all and was not
based on the actual observation or measurements.

In order to ensure the accuracy and dependability of the data, the initial inventory
must have been measured and been kept in record pursuant to certain pre-
existing regulation or standard.

Up to this date, there is reportedly no regulation or standard which expressly
requires the operator to keep the record of the quantity of solvent inventory at the
start of year or at any period of time, other than the amount of usage.

As a matter of fact, the initial inventory is conveniently assumed arbitrarily or
calculated in retrospect by adding Solvent purchased and subtracting from
Inventory at end of year, which is exactly what the data and revised Assessment
by SCAQMD applied to.

SOLVENT PURCHASED

A.

The current method of calculating the amount of perc purchased for the year as
the basis of amount of perc used for the year can not reflect the accurate amount
of actual amount of perc used for the year.

For example, Solvent purchased on 1/1/01 would be calculated as the solvent
used during the year of 2001, while it must be calculated as solvent used during
the year of 2000.

Therefore, the current method of calculating the perc purchased as the basis of
perc used for the year must be abandoned in its entirety or modified with some
other supplementary statistical record.

MILEAGE
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CLEANED denominated by PERC USAGE.

MILEAGE (Ib/gal)= CLOTHES CLEANED (LB) + PERC USAGE

The prospective problem with this method arise from the fact that in most of the
cases, Perc Usage is based upon the Perc Purchased in the specific year
regardless of how much of Perc was actually used during the period of the
specific year.

In order to calculate the exact amount of Perc usage, it is necessary to establish
how much of initial inventory of Perc existed at the commencement of the
specific subject year.

In most cases, including AQMD inspectors, the initial amount of inventory was
not verified, and the operator/owner did not have the exact documents available.

IV.  SLUDGE SAMPLE

A.

It was advised and informed by the operators/owners that at the time of AQMD
took the sample of sludge from each facility, they specifically requested each
operators/owners to perform the cooking procedure of dry cleaning machine
while they were present or immediately before they came to the premises, and
they took the sample immediately after the cooking cycle ended for the purpose
of taking the sample of the sludge. Normally, the sludge is kept in the machine
for additional several days before being removed from the machine into Waste
Container to have it dried and free of Perc.

The weight percentage of perc in sludge will be greatly different based on when
and how the sample was obtained.

The waste disposal between liquated waste and still residue and other objects
must and could be separated.

V. METHOD OF OBTAINING INFORMATION AND DATA

A.

It was advised and informed by operators and owners that AQMD just requested
the copy of documents for daily report only.

AQMD did not check the inventory of perc in the dry cleaning machine, or
requested any inventory of previous year.

Only other data or sample AQMD got from each operators/owners is the Sludge
sample taken in the manner as stated above.
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A. As it is stated above, it is necessary to establish a certain regulation or standard
to verify the initial INVENTORY AT START OF YEAR, and enforce such
regulation for certain period of years.

B. Without the accurate number of Inventory at Start of Year, any data or numbers
derived from the aforesaid formulas will be useless.

C. The amount of perc purchased for the year should not be a sole basis of
calculating the amount of perc used for the year.

D. First of all, certain regulation and/or standard must be established which will
ensure the accuracy of the data and must be enforced for a certain period of time
for the purpose of obtaining such data.

E. Thereafter, the data obtained from such enforcement of regulation only shall be
used for the purpose of environmental assessment.

FURTHERMORE, the revised draft of Environmental Assessment by SCAQMD
raised a serious concern to the vast majority of Dry Cleaning Business owners throughout all
over the United States, especially to those operating in Southern California.

This petition is made on behalf of KDLA and its members, and in support of
INDUSTRY PROPOSAL, expressing deep concerns over serious financial burden and
hardships and over the unfairness and unreasonableness of PAR 1421, since the use of solvent is
not prohibited in other field of industry.

No other alternative technology, such as HC machine, CO2 machine or WET
CLEANING machine, is practically feasible since it is not guaranteed by either AQMD or its
manufacturers and K.B Value of those other alternative technology is still too low to be
commercially acceptable.

Therefore, any new or continued use of existing “Perc” machine with Primary and
Secondary Control Unit shall be permitted without any limitation, until other alternative
technology is verified and guaranteed to the satisfaction of its industry standard.

Respectively submitted,

el ee

enneth T. Haan, Esq.
Counsel for KDLA

Cc: Dr. Barry Wallerstein
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Kenney Slatten Training Cc

- 800-429-3990

KSlatten@aol.com

September 18,2002

SCAQMD
Mr.Michael Krause, Air Quality Specialist

RE: Rule 1421

Dear Sir,

I have attended most of the hearings the past year and one half and was intensely involved
in perc regulations since 1992. I am an instructor and consultant to the industry and my
clients look to me for answers regarding regulations. I understand you want comments
limited to the latest changes from the draft EA to the revised draft. While I believe there is
merit in the alternative solvents, I would like to see the complete ban of perc to be limited.

I have issue with the following paragraphs in the final draft:

Page 1-4, I" paragraph. 1 believe there has been much progress in advancement of
technology such as fifth generation machines.

Page 1-6, Table I-1. Is wrong in reporting that machines emit 80%. Sludge of 50% is also
incorrect.

Page 2-2, Third chapter is in error when announcing original emission reductions expected
to be 80%. The ATCM originally asked for 78%. We achieved 80%.

Page 2-6, Cancer risk of 50% with 5" generation machinery is wrong.

I am in agreement with the International Fabricare position of stopping an all out ban of
perc with new equipment, and simply allowing phase out of older equipment. Obviously
older equipment should be eliminated. However, the new technology as required by the
federal NESHAP and further requirement by CAL/EPA has granted us the 78% reduction
you asked for originally.
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I would like to also point out that use of the word “solvents” to define only hydrocarbons
in your report should be not limited to that classification. All cleaning liquids are solvents.
I agree with your “sensitive receptive locations (SRL)” to further identify excessive
emissions in areas classified by the Toxic Hot Spot rule. Drycleaners do not want
emissions anywhere, let alone in residential areas, schools or neighborhoods.

In summary, I am in favor of the Alternative B plan as outlined in Table 5-1 on page 5-3 of
the Revised Draft. I would like to thank the district for allowing industry members to
participate in this rule, and allow us to operate existing equipment till the end of its useful
life. 85% of the 2200 machines that were permitted prior to 1998 not being subject to rule
1421, is a financial help to the existing drycleaners.

I look forward to further debate on November 1,2002.

Sincerely,

Kenney Slatten
Kenney Slatten Training Company

IRONMENTAL
GARMENT ANALYSIS * ON THE JOB TRAINING * SEMINARS * CONVENTIONS * ENV
PLANT & PROPERTY INSPECTIONS * STATE ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION CLASSES * VACATION

REPLACEMENTS
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September 18, 2002

To Whom It May Concern:
| am writing you about the proposed changes to AQMD perchloroethylene dry cleaning rule.

| am the owner/operator at Centinela Cleaners in West Los Angeles. Since our establishment of
our dry cleaning plant about 20 years ago, we have continually upgraded our equipment and
immediately and successfully complied with all updated rules and regulations from various federal
and state environmental agencies. An example of this was an expenditure of over $10,000 about
three years ago for new equipment to fully comply with the new regulations about reducing the
usage of “perc”. The department representatives have, without exception, passed my operations
as highly satisfactory in their multiple visits over the past 20 years.

Now, we are facing these new rules that are completely ruling out the usage of the equipment we
have invested morethan $100,000 in. | was planning:on retiring many years ago, and |'ve been
unable to do so because of the tough economic times. | will be absolutely unabie to upgrade my
equipment to the non-perc alternatives because of the heavy cost involved, and | will, no doubt,
head into bankruptey if I'm forced to close my operations by the appointed date in 2004.

By way of this letter, | am requesting the appointed body to reconsider the severe requirements to
the existing operational plants. The new requirements are a heavy burden on those of us who
‘ have continually complied with all the regulations.

Respectfully Yours,

Azizollah Shoa
Centinela Cleaners
1611 Centinela Ave,
Los Angeles, CA 90066
310-390-0253
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NEIGHRORHOOD CLEANERS ASSOCIATION 252 West 29th Streel New York NY 10007 « Phone 212-967-3002 ¢ Fax 212.967-2240

September 26, 2002

Mr. Michael Krause

c/o CEQA

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re: Comments on Revised Drafl Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended
Rule#1421 ~ Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Drycleaning Systems

Dear Mr. Krause,

The Neighborhood Clcaners Association (NCA) is a cleaners’® trade organization
representing almost 4,000 cleaners nationwide. While we do have a number of members
in California, the majority of our members are located on the East Coast, where we have
been very actively involved in state regulatory issues. I believe that our experience,
particularly in New York State, will prove to be of great benefit to SCAQMD as they
assess their perc drycleaners rule. '

** As'you may be aware, in 1997 the NYS DEC adopted a regulation governing perc

drycleaners known as Part 232. It is a comprehensive, 29 page long rule calling for:.

. »%* Fourth gencration machinery,

* % Personnel training and independent testing,
» Independent annual cnvironmental inspections,

' » Ventilation standards, etc.
As stated, under this Tegulation perc drycleaners statewide are required to have an anoual
MOWIMI mspeq n gonducted at their facility by a NYS licensed or certified P.E.,

Among othcr things, this inspection requires the documentation of volumetric flow rates
and air emission rates from the perc drycleaning facility. These emissions are measured

by use of passive monitoring badges analyzed by a NYS ELAP approved independent
laboratory and photo ionization detectors and/or colorimetric tubes. NCA has seen a
pumber of these compliance inspection reports, and based on that data we are convinced
that SCAQMD is pverestimating the air emission rates from fourth generation perc

drycleaning operations. *
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estimate that over the past three years the NYS DEC has received over 4,000 of these

ispection reports. In addition to the information referenced above, these reports reflect:
» The conditions in plants operating both third generation and fourth

generation equipment.

The make, model and installation of the equipment in use.

The airflow rates,

The PPM levels at vapor barrier room exhaust fans,

The background PPM levels in the workplace that are being ventilated

from the facility,

The emissions from leaks at the drycleaning equipment,

Whether or not the cquipment has been retrofitted and a wealth of

ancillary information.

In short, these reports contain the hard data the SCAQMD is lacking. This is data

certified by independent consultants holding a professional license. These individuals

have also been certified by DEC in perc drycleaning operations.

YV VVVY

Under the Freedom of Information Law, the New York State Department of
Emnronmental Conservation must make this data available to the District upon request.

“ Amcnded Rule#1421 has far reachmg effects not only on the cleaning

Amd iy, but on the potential increase in VOC emissions in the District should be rule be

acbptcd’ To take such a drastic action, without the benefit of hard data that will clearly
demonstrate that any:_phase out is unnecessary would be counter productive to the

,,,,,,

andnusswn."*'

We fully understand that your comfort level dictates that you analyze the data yourselves,
using a larger sample than is cumntly available to us and do your own calculations. This
is preciscly what we are urging yqu tg do. Before you proceed with any amendment, we
are asking you to request t ‘the data from NYS DEC, analyze it, compare third and fourth

generatlon macbmety results, and ;;se thls data to perform your own calculations.

New York State drycleaners h&ve pa\d hlgh price for the accumulation of this data.
NCA conservatively estimates that these inspections have cost the industry close to $2
million. No statg or federal authority or ind ustry group could afford to invest that amount
of | money to accurmylate this data For SCAQMD to not make use of this invaluable
information, and to amend its rule Without consideration of the data at their dlsposal
wquld bea sad qommentaxy o f the rcgulatory process.

aken gn analysis of the New York State DEC

We respcctﬁllly request that you mder
data, bcfore any f!.mhcr action is takcn.

Smomly

Nora Nealis
Executive Director
NCaA
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Planning Department

September 3, 2002

Michael Krause

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21885 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

RE: NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULE 1421: CONTROL OF
EMISSIONS FROM DRY CLEANING

Dear Mr. Krause,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced document. City staff has reviewed
the document and has no comments at this time.

Please forward any subsequent public notices and/or environmental documents regarding this
project to my attention at the address listed below.

If you have any questions regarding this response, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(714) 765-5139, Extension 5750.

Sincerely,

%@x@a\b@

Joseph W. anht
Associate Planner
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COMMENT LETTER #1 FROM 
halogenated solvents industry alliance, inc

(September 25, 2002)

Response to Comment 1-1

SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that a proper analysis of the environmental impacts from the project has not been conducted.  The specific issues listed in the comment letter, including overestimation of perc emissions, lack of feasible mitigation measures and the rejection of alternatives, are addressed in the following responses to comments.  See also Responses 10-1 and 10-9 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-2

The potential increase in VOC emissions, if the hydrocarbon equipment is the chosen alternative technology, is disclosed and addressed in the revised Draft EA.  Trade-offs between reducing perc emission and potential increases in VOC emissions from implementing PAR is a decision ultimately up to the Governing Board to make.  However, at its September Public Hearing the Board adopted a series of environmental justice (EJ) enhancements.  PAR 1421 is consistent with EJ Enhancement II-1 which calls for SCAQMD CEQA documents to include feasible project alternatives with the lowest TAC emissions.  Indeed, EJ Enhancement II-1 cites the proposed amendments to the dry cleaning rule (Rule 1421) as an example where the SCAQMD is pursuing the lowest toxics option.  Therefore, PAR 1421 is consistent with recently adopted EJ enhancements (see also Response 10-54 in Appendix E).  In addition, the potential increase in VOC emissions, however, will not be cumulatively significant because implementation of all AQMP control measures is expected to result in net emission reductions and overall air quality improvement.  Table 5-2 in the revised Draft EA does show the benefits of eliminating perc emissions from the proposed project compared to the alternatives, including Alternative B which would not eliminate perc but rather require primary and secondary control on existing or new perc machines.  The commentator’s opinion that the tradeoff is unnecessary fails to account for the remaining cancer risk from perc machines with primary and secondary controls.  Recent SCAQMD sampling has determined a maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) for individual equipment with primary and secondary control ranges from 15 to 90 in-one-million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in-one-million at a residential location.  The adoption of PAR 1421 would reduce this risk.  Based on the preceding information, the commentator’s assertion that substantial perc emission reductions can occur with no increases in VOC emissions is not supported by any evidence, as indicated in subsequent responses.

Response to Comment 1-3

The SCAQMD staff has provided adequate time for other public agencies and members of the public to review and comment on the Draft EA.  The SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s characterization of the Draft EA, has complied with the legal requirements.  Staff has worked with interested parties in the rule development process.  The second 45-day review and comment time period afforded to the public is consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines §15105(a), which requires “the public review period for a Draft EA should not be less than 30 days nor longer than 60 days.”  The public had a previous opportunity to comment on the proposed project and environmental analysis during the first 45 day public review and comment period on the original Draft EA.  Those comments have been responded to (see Appendix E) and relevant information was incorporated into the revised Draft EA.  Based on comment periods totaling 90 days, the commentator has not demonstrated the need or provided justification for requiring additional time.  The SCAQMD acknowledges that the commentator was able to provide a detailed 23 page comment letter along with five appendices even if more time to comment was desired.  A supplemental comment letter greater than 60 pages was sent by HSIA, which SCAQMD staff will respond to even though it was received two weeks after the end of the comment period.  This late comment letter was received to late to be included in the Final EA for PAR 1421, so it will be printed as a separate document.

Response to Comment 1-4

The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts in the revised Draft EA is based on “…conclusory statements unsupported by factual information.”  See Responses 10-1 and 10-9 in Appendix E.  Throughout rule development efforts, staff has used the best information available to estimate perc emissions.  Initially, staff used the draft CAPCOA Industry-wide Risk Assessment Guidelines for Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaners, which was a joint effort of many AQMDs and APCDs throughout the state, KDLA, CCA and environmental groups.   The analysis in the CAPCOA document was based on survey information provided by the dry cleaning industry, which indicated 70 – 80 percent of total perc consumption was emitted from a typical dry cleaning machine.   This was based on average perc usage of 100 gallons per year for any closed-loop machines and percent perc disposed as hazardous waste of 20 percent – 30 percent.   The emissions from converted machines (only 18 machines) was assumed to be 170 gallons per year.
Industry claimed emissions from dry cleaners were between ten percent and 40 percent but did not have information on testing of equipment.   No data were provided to staff to substantiate these estimates.   Even EPA’s report was based on survey information, not based on actual testing, and involved older equipment.   Some estimates were the opinion of an individual employed by a chemical company based on individual experience.   These various views on the percent of perc emitted led staff to conclude that a more robust study was needed to better characterize emissions.
SCAQMD staff did sludge sampling and mass balances for 20 facilities.   This is the most robust body of data currently available.   Regarding equipment terminology, the “generation” classification does not seem to be standard throughout the industry.   The staff report and other SCAQMD documents describe equipment in terms of controls to avoid confusion.   The perc equipment tested by SCAQMD was all equipment with integral primary and secondary controls.  Working Group member’s comments regarding the sampling led staff to conduct follow-up calls to four facilities with industry representative participating by conference call.   Other calls were made to the suppliers, waste haulers, and facilities to verify data obtained in the field.   Based on Working Group member’s comments, facilities were asked about evaporation of waste water and whether or not sludge was mixed if two machines were in operations.
Based on usage information verified by information from the supplier and/or the facility’s purchase records, the annual average usage was 96 gallons of perc.   Staff verified information submitted by perc facilities regarding the amount perc purchased or amount recycled for 12 out of 20 facilities from the solvent suppliers or waste haulers.   Based on information associated with these 12 facilities, the percent perc emitted was estimated to be 48 percent.   Six out of 20 facilities tested reported their annual perc usage.   The report indicates the amount of perc added to the machine during the year by specific dates.   Based on information obtained from these six facilities, the percent perc emitted was estimated to be equal to 52 percent, which is consistent with the 48 percent above.   It should be noted that the follow-up work to obtain more representative information did not make any significant changes in the results.
Additional statistical analysis was conducted to determine with a 95 percent confidence level the percent perc emitted 50 percent ± 19 percent (one standard deviation) and that there was no difference with respect to equipment size and age, between the perc sample data and the perc population data.   Staff made a full disclosure of data including where there were limitations and worked with the Working Group members and industry representatives to address their concerns and comments.
Response to Comment 1-5

For the 22 months of the rule development effort, staff has requested information from suppliers and other sources to help better characterize perc usage and emissions.   The SCAQMD requested information regarding the annual perc purchases from United Fabricare Supply to substantiate the data the commentator provided.  United Fabricare was not able to provide the SCAQMD with the information due to limitations with the types of the data kept in its computer system.  The SCAQMD is interested in knowing what geographical area is covered and what percent of facilities in the district are represented.  If there is a large number of cleaners outside the core Basin areas, they may be in much less densely populated areas and have lower volumes of business.  Without the data from United Fabricare, it is not possible to check individual facilities to determine if they may have purchased perc from other suppliers, including recycled perc.  Information on the 20 plants sampled, as the commentator pointed out, ranged from 20 -245 gallons per year with an average of 96 gallons per year per facility.
Information on risk for the entire population of perc machines is not available in SCAQMD’s databases.  However, staff provided a range of risk associated with the different types of perc machines.  Staff’s estimated 96 gallons usage number compares to CAPCOA estimated 100 gallons used.  Staff has calculated a range of risk for perc machines with primary and secondary controls, at 25 meters, for a commercial receptor, or 15 to 90-in-one-million.  This acknowledges that some sources are below the action of level of Rule 1402 (25-in-one-million).  However, the goal is to reduce risk to the extent possible where economically and technically feasible.  Facilities located less than 25 meters from their nearest receptor would create a higher risk.
During rule development, staff discussed the possibility of a small user exemption.  However, industry withdrew the suggestion as not practical and staff agreed it would be difficult to enforce.  Typical Rule 1401 NSR permits for dry cleaners, based on one year’s data, are issued at usage levels ranging from 46 to 118 gallons per year depending upon the location of the cleaner and the type of nearest receptor at 25 meters.  Many cleaners tell staff that these levels are too restrictive.  A small usage exemption would also limit the growth of a business.  Finally, OEHHA is in the process of finalizing revisions to the methodology used in calculating cancer risks which was undertaken to consider children’s breathing rates.  Revised breathing rates will increase cancer risk assessments by approximately 30 percent.
Response to Comment 1-6

In a September 19, 2002 comment letter submitted by HSIA, it was indicated that the 5th generation machines reduce the amount of perc used by 75 percent compared to 4th generation machines.  Staff is assuming the commentator means 4th generation equipment that is retrofitted with secondary control as opposed to integral secondary controls.  In another comment letter submitted by this organization on September 25, 2002, the percent perc consumption was stated to be reduced by 45 percent.  SCAQMD staff agrees that there is an improvement in emissions between 4th and 5th generation machines.  Staff also agrees that 5th generation machines generally use less solvent.  However, based on actual measurements and survey data, the latest technology perc machines result in cancer risks to the neighboring community of 15 to 90-in-one million, with typical perc usage.
Response to Comment 1-7

Staff has acknowledged limitations in the information presented in the revised Draft EA.  However, a characterization of significant “flaws” and “conclusory statements unsupported by factual information” is not shared by the SCAQMD.  The 50 percent value is based on test measurements.  These data are statistically representative of industry-wide emissions.  This is in contrast with industry estimates (no supporting data were provided) and the very limited data (two perc machines in the Bay Area) developed under a previous contract to SCAQMD.  The SCAQMD worked with industry representatives to discuss all aspects of the sampling program.  Issues raised were addressed and the best information available was obtained.
Response to Comment 1-8

SCAQMD staff has included the discussion regarding the percent perc emitted resulted from the AVES study conducted on May 31, 2000 in the PAR1421 staff report.  These results were also discussed in several SCAQMD Working Group and Public Consultation Meetings.  Additionally, current permitting practice for new equipment is based on the AVES study.  The percent perc emitted was based on average percent perc emitted (15 percent) resulting from testing two dry cleaning systems in the Bay Area.  Staff used this result to issue permits to new machines with primary and secondary control systems since this was the only information available at that time.  In this comment it was stated that the AVES study also included the results from temporary total enclosure (“TTE”) testing on two dry cleaning facilities in SCAQMD.  The first test was on a dry cleaning machine located in Oceanside (San Diego area), and the second one was in Chino Hills.  The results from these two tests were not used in staff’s current sampling analysis since the findings indicated that the machine in Oceanside had one or more significant unidentified leak sources (possible spillage) in the first test and also as part of the test procedure.  It was not possible to create controlled leaks during the emission testing of the machine in Chino Hills.  The commentator states “…the AVES study used machine enclosures or local ventilation and measured PCE losses in stack and fugitive emission, clothes, lint, sludge and filter.  The District’s survey only looked at PCE losses in sludge and filters and assumed the balance of PCE consumption was an air emission from the plant.”  The machines measured in the SCAQMD sampling effort were not enclosed and any loss of solvent through fugitive (valves and gaskets), stack, clothes and lint can be considered emission losses to the atmosphere.  The amount of solvent recovered in the sludge and filters was credited in the SCAQMD sampling and not considered as emissions to the atmosphere.  The cancer risk values indicated in the AVES report were based on the estimated emission rates and a screening model.  As noted in the AVES report, there were problems with the testing.  The basic methodology is different from the SCAQMD recent approach used, so the two data points from the AVES study were not included in the data set for the most recent tests.  Recent tests evaluated a mass balance over a longer time period rather than a snap-shot testing over 1-2 days.
Staff has conducted detailed modeling based on the information obtained for the 20 tested facilities.  Staff estimated that the MICR for primary and secondary machines ranges from 15 to 90 in one-million at commercial location, 25 meters from the facility.
It is interesting to note that during the first few PAR 1421 Working Group meetings, industry raised concerns on the robustness of the perc and hydrocarbon samples.  After the District conducted a major effort to obtain 20 perc and 11 hydrocarbon samples, industry in this comment letter is now recommending using limited data that, as previously indicated, has some technical problems.
Response to Comment 1-9

See the Response 10-1 (Appendix E) for comments on the EPA study and Response to Comment 1-8 for discussion of the AVES study.  The SCAQMD sampling analysis is the only study in which samples were taken to determine the amount of perc being recycled.  The testing methods were even subjected to triplicate testing to confirm their accuracy.

There are several reasons why the emissions from perc and hydrocarbon machines might be different, including the retention of the solvent in the fabric, the equipment (example:  operating temperatures are higher for perc than hydrocarbon), the operating time, and the chemical and physical properties of the hydrocarbons and chlorinated solvent.  For example, evaporative coefficient is 120 for hydrocarbon and 10 for perc (the higher the coefficient, the lower the evaporation).
Response to Comment 1-10

The SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the impact from the potential increase in VOC emissions has been concealed.  Both the Draft and revised Draft EAs clearly disclosed the amount of potential VOC emission increases in Chapter 4 and concludes that VOC emission increases are a significant adverse air quality impact.  In Chapter 3, the health impacts from VOC emissions as well ozone, which VOC is a precursor.  The EA does not attempt to compare the volume of perc emissions with the volume of potential VOC emissions.  Perc emissions will be avoided if the usage is eliminated.  The potential increase in VOC emissions is dependent upon the number of facilities that choose to operate hydrocarbon machines, the efficiency of those machines, the type of solvent used, and the amount used.  The EA assumes a “worst-case” scenario that all facilities would switch to hydrocarbon machines, use the maximum potential of the solvent with the highest VOC content and would emit 34 percent of the solvent used.  Refer to Response 10-1 in Appendix E regarding concerns with the U.S.EPA data.

Response to Comment 1-11

See the Response to Comment 1-8 regarding the AVES report.  The AVES report was discussed at several Working Group meetings and is used for current permitting practices.  The AVES study is in the administrative record and has been available for public review.  SCAQMD staff has provided all information requested and made no attempt to hide or not disclose any information.
Response to Comment 1-12

The SCAQMD staff disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that there was a “deliberate attempt to obfuscate the finding of the TTE testing” and thus, there is a “prejudicial abuse of discretion.”  Refer to Responses to Comments 1-8 and 1-11 for further discussion regarding the AVES study and the full disclosure of these results to the public during the rule development process (see also Response 10-21 in Appendix E).

Response to Comment 1-13

The SCAQMD is aware of the requirements under CEQA relative to analyzing and mitigating potential adverse impacts from a proposed project.  The Draft and revised Draft EAs comply with all applicable CEQA requirements.  Therefore, the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the revised Draft EA fails to analyze and discuss any feasible mitigation measures.  As stated in the revised Draft EA “while there is no enforceable mitigation measure to directly offset or reduce the VOC emissions generated by the increase operation of hydrocarbon equipment, the SCAQMD will still attain the goal of ozone reduction, maintain consistency with the AQMP, and demonstrate compliance with federal and state ambient air quality standards.”  The revised Draft EA further discusses specific areas in the AQMP where potential VOC emission increases can be offset due to emissions inventory accounting.  In recognition of the fact that some industries might convert to VOC emitting technologies in an effort to move away from ozone depleting compound (ODC) emitting technologies, the 1997 AQMP set aside 9.35 to 11.29 tons per day of VOC increases between the years 2000 to 2010 for ODC conversions (1997 AQMP, Appendix III, Table 2-10B) to compounds with potentially higher VOC levels.  This amount was budgeted into the AQMP in order to plan for future compliance with the federal and state ozone standards.  The AQMP will achieve ozone attainment with federal standards by year 2010 even when accounting for these set aside VOC emission credits.  To date, approximately half a ton per day of VOC increases are attributable to ODC conversions.  Thus, there are plenty of remaining VOC emission credits set aside in the inventory to use to mitigate VOC increases from toxic to VOC materials, such as is the potential under PAR 1421.  The SCAQMD, however, does not take credit for these available VOC emission credits to conclude that impacts will not be significant.  However, VOC increases will be tracked through the permitting process and taken into account in the emissions inventory.  The AQMP will reflect the latest accounting of the emissions inventory and take specifically into account toxic conversions.  It should be noted that under the current NSR program, installing new hydrocarbon machines would be subject to Regulation XIII bet available control technology (BACT) and offset requirements.

Because mitigation measures are required to be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding instruments,” according to Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(2), however, no enforceable feasible mitigation measure was identified that could encourage perc dry cleaning facilities to not choose a hydrocarbon solvent.  SCAQMD staff chose not to mandate any specific technology.  Solvent technology is a popular non-perc alternative, so staff recommends flexibility in rule compliance for the dry cleaning industry and will work on reducing the potential increase in VOC emissions through implementation of AQMP control measures.  See also Responses 8-9, 9-11, 10-1, and 10-15 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-14

Refer to Response to Comment 1-13 for a discussion of mitigation measures.  In addition to what was disclosed in the revised Draft EA, other mitigation measures were considered but again, were not considered feasible.  For example, a mitigation measure might require hydrocarbon equipment manufacturers to reduce the potential VOC emissions from their machines, or require training and education of use of non-perc, non-solvent technology.  However, training and seminars for the wet cleaning process are currently conducted by the SCAQMD and by educational institutions.  In addition, training classes regarding the overall dry cleaning business also exist, and unless it is written in the rule, encouraging the use of non-solvent technology is unenforceable.  Consequently, no feasible mitigation measures were identified.  

The revised Draft EA was not able to identify feasible mitigation measures for the potential increase in VOC emissions but did not state that no mitigation measures were required for the proposed project so the comparison to the El Dorado Union High School Dist., v. City of Placerville, 144 Cal. App. 3d 123, 132-133 (1983) case is not relevant.  Unlike the requirement under CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) to disclose the alternatives rejected as infeasible, CEQA does not require disclosure of “the range of mitigation measures.”  Rather, the CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(5) states “If the lead agency determines that a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, the measure need not be proposed or analyzed.”  As stated in Response to Comment 1-13, the revised Draft EA did acknowledge the lack of any feasible enforceable mitigation measures and provided a discussion of how the potential VOC emission increases would not affect the overall air quality in the SCAQMD.  Further, the commentator misrepresents the court case cited.  According to the commentator’s citation, the EIR analysis from the case did not adequately evaluate the impacts of the proposed project.  This is very different from the analysis for PAR 1421 where the SCAQMD analysis concluded air quality impacts were significant, but was unable to identify feasible mitigation measures which would reduce the impact to insignificance.

Response to Comment 1-15

Contrary to the commentator’s opinions, there exists no “prejudicial abuse of discretion” because the revised Draft EA appropriately considered cumulative impacts (page 4-9) to air quality, the only environmental area concluded to have adverse significant project specific impacts.  The revised Draft EA stated that “cumulative air quality impacts from the proposed amendments and all other AQMP control measures considered together, however, are not expected to be significant because implementation of all AQMP control measures is expected to result in net emission reductions and overall air quality improvement.”  Further, there are existing VOC rules with future compliance dates that will offset potential increases in VOC emissions resulting from implementing PAR 1421.  See also Response 10-21 in Appendix E.  Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3), “mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be significant.”  Thus, no cumulative mitigation measures are required.  In addition, the revised Draft EA satisfied the requirements of CEQA Guidelines §15130(b) that “the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.”

With regard to the hazards and hazardous materials impact, the current fire standards and strict enforcement of fire prevention and protection, combined with improved equipment design and safety, rendered the environmental conditions to be the same whether the proposed project was implemented or not.  Thus, the cumulative impact of hazards is not considered to be cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3) and, thus, not significant.  No further discussion is required or necessary.

While mitigation measures should not be deferred, existing VOC control rules with future compliance dates will offset potential VOC emission increases from implementing PAR 1421. Further, the work on the 2003 AQMP will be completed by the time the full implementation of PAR 1421 takes place in 2019 and, therefore, “an illegal deferral of a decision on mitigation measures,” as the commentator suggest, is not correct.

Response to Comment 1-16

Chapter 5 –Alternatives of the Draft EA clearly provides a discussion of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines.  Specifically, the EA included sufficient information about each alternative to allow a meaningful evaluation, analysis, and compared each with the proposed project, thus complying with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d).  Also, in accordance with the same section of the guidelines, a matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effect of each alternative can be found on Page 5-7 of the revised Draft EA.  The potential significant environmental effects, air quality and hazards, were discussed for each alternative.  The guidelines states that the “significant effects of the alternatives shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”  Alternatives include a no project and two variations of the proposed project, which are based on an environmental and an industry position.  See also Responses 10-1 and 10-16 in Appendix E.

While the commentator dismisses Alternative C, it is not a “sham.”  Alternative C is the rule proposal recommended from environmental groups which would require a quicker transition into non-perc alternatives (see Response 10-23 in Appendix E).  The revised Draft EA also included an Alternative B, which reflects industry’s proposal so the SCAQMD’s Governing Board will have a range of alternatives to consider.
Response to Comment 1-17

The No Project Alternative, or Alternative A, was described, discussed, compared and analyzed for both air quality and hazard impacts in Chapter 5 – Alternatives in the Draft EA.  There is a thorough discussion and full disclosure of the potential environmental impacts.  The analysis of the No Project Alternative analysis highlights the fact that under Alternative A, dry cleaners would also be subject to Rule 1402 requirements.  Since residual MICR for individual perc equipment with primary and secondary control ranges from 15 to 90 in-one-million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in-one-million at a residential location, it is reasonable to conclude that some facilities will be above the 25 in-one-million threshold in Rule 1402.  Because there are too many variables involved in concluding the actual number of facilities that could be affected, the analysis back-calculated to provide the public meaningful, real data of the number of facilities that, if converted to hydrocarbon machines, could trigger a significant adverse air quality impact.  Because of the number of variables, such as the type and amount of solvent used, the SCAQMD staff provided a matrix in Table 5-3 of the revised Draft EA to show the range of conclusions.  The SCAQMD staff did not assume “many” businesses would be unable to comply and switch technologies.  On the contrary, the conclusion was that it would only take 22 to 106 facilities, out of a total of 2200 machines affected by the rule, to switch to hydrocarbon machines before the VOC significance threshold is exceeded.  In fact, 100 facilities have switched to solvent cleaning material (75 use DF2000 and 25 use silicone-based).  Therefore, contrary to the commentator’s opinion, the revised Draft EA is not fatally defective.  See also Responses 10-25 and 10-33 in Appendix E.
Response to Comment 1-18

The discussion in Chapter 5 - Alternatives was not based on “bare conclusions and opinions.”  After outlining the description of each reasonable alternative, the revised Draft EA examined the potential impacts using the requirements proposed by each alternative and compared them to the proposed project in order to “allow meaningful evaluation” in compliance with state CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 (d) in Chapter 5 - Alternatives.  This comparison is particularly highlighted in Table 5-2 on page 5-7.  In formulating the staff recommendation, technical and economic factors have been considered.  Please refer to Response to Comment 1-16 for further discussion regarding the alternatives.  See also Responses 10-27, 11-12 and 11-17 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-19

Table 5-2 in Chapter 5 - Alternatives of the revised Draft EA lists the perc risk reductions from the proposed project and all the alternatives.  Thus, the commentator is wrong that “nowhere does the revised Draft EA identify or quantify by how much perc emissions would be reduced under Alternative B.”  As discussed in Chapter 5, the revised Draft EA concludes that Alternative B is less beneficial than the proposed project because it does not accomplish the goals of the proposed project.  The revised Draft EA included that even with today’s “state-of-the art” perc dry cleaning equipment with emission controls, a remaining MICR of 15 to 90 in one million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in one million in a residential location is still generated with typical use.  See also Responses 10-27, 11-12 and 11-17 in Appendix E.

The Draft EA does not lack of quantitative data that restricts meaningful evaluation or comparison.  Once compared to the proposed project and its known quantitative impacts, the alternatives are either more or less significant.  Staff is recommending a gradual transition to non-perc alternatives.  Non-toxic alternatives exist, are technically and economically feasible, and will result in completely eliminating cancer risks from dry cleaners, which are located in neighborhood near residences and shopping centers.  The SCAQMD Governing Board can choose any of the range of alternatives based on their judgment, which is more appropriate considering environmental, technical and economic factors, as discussed in the Socioeconomic Analysis.

Response to Comment 1-20

Rule 1402(n) is not intended to mean that emission inventories are optional, but that the timing is dependent on SCAQMD notification.  Once an emissions inventory is submitted to the District, under Rule 1402 requirements, certain facilities will be required to perform a Health Risk Assessment (HRA).  An evaluation of the emission inventory is done to determine if risk will be less than ten-in-one-million.  Once a facility-wide emission inventory is requested, a HRA will be necessary for a majority of dry cleaners.  The HRA will determine the risk level.  Those facilities exceeding the action risk level of 25-in-one-million will be required to implement risk reduction measures.  Therefore, the revised Draft EA is correct that compliance with Rule 1402 represents current risk reduction requirements.  See also Responses 10-27, 11-12 and 11-17 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-21

The SCAQMD staff disagrees with commentator’s opinion that the revised Draft EA is “fatally defective.”  The revised Draft EA provides data, methodology behind the data, and reasons for conclusions.  A meaningful assessment of the relative merits of project alternatives and environmental impacts has been included in the revised Draft EA.  Thus, the EA for PAR 1421 complies with applicable CEQA requirements and fulfills its purpose as an informational document (CEQA Guidelines §15121).

Response to Comment 1-22

According to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a), “reasonable alternatives to the project….would feasibly attain most basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.”  Alternative C feasibly attains the basic objective of the project which is to reduce public health risks with a gradual transition from perc in dry cleaning businesses to non-perc alternatives.  Alternative C is the rule proposal recommended by environmental groups which would require a quicker transition into non-perc alternatives.  It is reasonable to provide the decision making body a more stringent alternative to the proposed project, which provides quicker benefits than the proposed project and to analyze its impacts, even if it does not reduce adverse secondary impacts.  

The commentator fails to note the benefits from Alternative C.  Alternative C has the most direct air quality benefit of immediate toxic risk elimination by phasing out perc sooner.  While the potential secondary air quality impact of increased VOC emissions from hydrocarbon machines exists, it is not reason enough to eliminate Alternative C as a viable, reasonable, feasible alternative for the decision-making body to consider.  As noted in the revised Draft EA, the adverse secondary impact of a potential increase in VOC emissions will be reduced through unused ozone-depleting compounds set aside and future AQMP control measures, which will control regional VOC emissions from a variety of polluting sources.  Refer to Response to Comment 1-16.  See Response 10-23 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-23

Refer to Response to Comment 1-16.  Staff does not make the decision regarding the rule but rather makes a proposal to the Governing Board to consider.  The Governing Board also can consider a range of options, as provided in the revised Draft EA.   See also Responses 10-27, 11-12 and 11-17 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-24

Latham and Watkins, who represents the HSIA, sent a comment letter (February 1, 2002) on the Draft EA, suggesting a similar feasible Alternative #1 which became Alternative B in the revised Draft EA.  The commentator is now suggesting a new Alternative #1 which was not presented to staff earlier to be specifically analyzed in the CEQA document.  However, the suggested alternative is a combination of Alternative B and the effects from the No Project Alternative, which would subject dry cleaners to the risk reduction requirements of Rule 1402.  The Governing Board could choose this combination under the range of alternatives provided in the revised Draft EA because impacts from this hybrid alternative would be within the scope of impacts identified for PAR 1421 and the project alternatives.  The objective of the rule development effort is to reduce emissions of perc to the extent technologically and economically feasible.  Because alternatives exist, are proven and are in use at a large number of facilities, staff does not recommend a throughput limit for cleaners.  This would limit business growth and is difficult to enforce.  Refer to Response to Comments 1-8 and 1-11 for discussions regarding the AVES study.  See also Responses 10-27, 11-12 and 11-17 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-25

The commentator has not provided data to substantiate the claim that 300 tons of perc will be reduced by year 2007.  SCAQMD staff calculates a reduction of 142 tons by the year 2007 if all converted and machines with primary control only are converted to primary and secondary controls.
While there may be more perc emission reductions sooner under the proposed alternative suggested by the commentator, perc emissions will not be eliminated from the dry cleaning facilities thereby still resulting in toxic emissions and posing potential cancer risks to neighborhoods as compared to Alternative #1.  As analyzed in Alternative A, some facilities will be subject to risk reduction measures, under Rule 1402, which may require conversions from perc into non-perc technologies.  There will also be a fiscal and time burden on both the dry cleaners and the SCAQMD staff in assessing emission inventories, health risk and for many facilities, risk reduction plans.  Some facilities have raised an equity issue in the past regarding the sequence some businesses being targeted under Rule 1402 first.  Dry cleaners are typically located in neighborhoods with close proximity to sensitive receptors which poses a public health issue due to the local toxic emission impact.
Response to Comment 1-26

SCAQMD staff supports the conclusions regarding the potential hazards and hazardous materials impact from the proposed project.  According to the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), “fire hazards can be reduced by a two-pronged approach.  First, new petroleum-based solvents and machines, both of which are inherently safer than those traditionally utilized, are currently available and could serve as an alternative to perc in some U.S. shops.  Second, all shops should comply with appropriate National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)/Building Officials & Code Administration (BOCA) codes to reduce the risk of fire not only in the dry cleaning area but also throughout the entire shop.” (Control of Health and Safety Hazards in Commercial Drycleaners, December 1997)  In addition, the SCAQMD has received no comments from any fire department or public safety organization refuting that conclusion.  Although the commentator acknowledges that affected facilities would be subject to NFPA standards and strict enforcement of fire prevention regulation, combined with improved equipment design and safety mechanisms, he concludes, without any rational evidence that potential fire hazard impacts will be significant.  The SCAQMD at least provides a rationale as to why hazard impacts will not be significant.  See also Response 10-34 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-27

Please refer to Response 1-26 with regard to hazards and hazardous materials impacts from the proposed project.  In addition, there is already a widespread use of the alternative non-perc technologies in the South Coast area, Bay Area and in Europe.  The hydrocarbon solvent used in hydrocarbon machines is moderately flammable and not “highly flammable” as the commentator describes.

SCAQMD staff monitored for hydrocarbon emissions at three facilities with a total of five machines using an OVA that was calibrated before use.  The information provided is an example of SCAQMD’s full disclosure of information.  The breakdown was experienced with one machine at one facility.  The leak, which resulted from a faulty valve and was extensive, was less than four percent of the lower explosive limit.  Therefore, the facility was not in violation of local fire codes and regulations, thus supporting the conclusion in the revised Draft EA that impacts to hazards and hazardous materials is not significant.

Response to Comment 1-28

The NFPA standards are established regulations and therefore enforceable.  The Draft EA relies on established, enforceable regulations to lessen the potential impact from an environmental area and is not deferring the mitigation.  In fact, no mitigation measure is required if the impact has been found to be not significant (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(3)).

Response to Comment 1-29

The commentator is assuming that businesses will fail when they convert to non-perc technology.  However, there is little evidence to conclude that failure will result because the non-perc technology is proven and successfully operated in the district, as well as internationally.  A dry cleaner may choose a non-perc technology with the least financial impact.  For example, wet cleaning could result in additional savings relative to perc cleaning under certain circumstances.  The proposed rule has been crafted so the replacement of equipment happens when the business would be spending money on new equipment anyway.  The proposed rule allows dry cleaning facilities to operate the existing perc machines up to 15 years, which is a generous estimate of typical equipment replacement schedules.  There are a number of financial assistance programs, including the SCAQMD’s Small Business Assistance Office designed to help address financial and other needs of small business owners.  There is an independent effort to provide money to assist an early transition to non-perc technology and there has been an additional request for EPA funding.  Customers are not likely to drive long distances because it is not uncommon to have more than one cleaner within a few blocks from home and many within a square mile.  Thus, the SCAQMD has identified no socioeconomic impacts that could result in significant adverse impacts and there is no evidence to support the sample provided by the commentator.  Indeed, the preceding information refutes this sample.

A socioeconomic effects shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §15131).  However a comprehensive socioeconomic assessment was conducted for this rule proposal and is available for public review.  There has been more extensive economic analysis conducted on this rule than in a typical rule development process.  There have been focus groups and a contractor investigating a facility-based approach, in addition to the usual socioeconomic assessment.  Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15131(a) and economic or social effects may be used to determine the significance of the physical changes caused by the project (Guidelines, §15131 (b)).  The socioeconomic analysis, however, examines the regional economic affects of the project on the community.  Such impacts include the fiscal loss or gain from the affected industry, potential loss or gain of employment, etc. 

Response to Comment 1-30

According to the Pollution Prevention Education and Research Center (PPERC), the study (An Assessment of Factors Influencing a Switch from Dry Cleaning to Professional Wet Cleaning, February 2000) relied on water use data from newer perc machines with primary and secondary control.  Thus, the figures in the revised Draft EA did not underestimate the amount of water used in wet cleaning in relation to perc-based dry cleaning.  Since two-thirds of the machines are currently only primary controlled, the revised Draft EA overestimated the amount of water demand.  If the EPA assumptions are used, the increased water use would be 1.6 million gallons per day and the water demand impact would still be less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of five million gallons per day.  The assumptions, however, do not take into consideration existing water use at perc facilities and, therefore, would substantially overestimate water demand from PAR 1421.  Thus, the conclusions in the Draft EA would not change.  See also Responses 10-40 and 10-41 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-31

SCAQMD staff disagrees that the wet cleaning process uses more electricity than the carbon dioxide-based cleaning system, which the revised Draft EA analyzed as the “worst-case” scenario.  Available information indicates that the carbon dioxide systems are the most energy intensive systems of the non-perc alternatives, which is why it is analyzed in the Draft EA and the revised Draft EA as the “worst-case” scenario.  For example, one wet cleaner facility in San Clemente experienced a 45 percent reduction in electricity usage when switching from perc equipment to the wet cleaning system.  The facility’s average energy use over 15 months from their perc machine was 1115 kilowatts per month while the wet cleaning machine’s average energy use over nine months was 614 kilowatts per month, with similar production volume.  This data is based upon the PPERC study conducted in year 2000, which is more recent and updated than the 1998 data compiled by the U.S.EPA which the commentator would like SCAQMD staff to reference.

Even if the electricity needed to power a non-perc technology was six fold (60 kilowatt-hour), the incremental increase for all the dry cleaning facilities would be approximately 110,000 kilowatt-hour per day.  Consequently, the energy impact from the proposed project would be less than one-half of one percent of the available energy capacity, which is considered to be a negligible effect.  The conclusions of the energy impact in the revised Draft EA would not change and therefore the revised Draft EA did not fail disclosing the potential energy impacts to the public.

Response to Comment 1-32

Findings made pursuant to the Health and Safety Code apply specifically to promulgating new or amended existing rules and regulations and are not CEQA requirements that must be analyzed in a CEQA document.  The Rule 1421 Staff Report makes all necessary and required findings as required in H&S Code §40727.  These findings are also located in the adopting resolution.  As presented in the staff report and socioeconomic assessment reports, however, alternative controls are commercially available and would not impose unreasonable financial burden on the drycleaners.  Use of this alternative equipment, in lieu of existing state-of-the-art perc dry cleaning equipment, will ensure that there will be no cancer risk from dry cleaners.  See also Response 10-44 in Appendix E.
Response to Comment 1-33

Refer to Comment 1-32.
Response to Comment 1-34

The Air Toxic Control Plan calls for staff to evaluate various regulatory proposals intended to reduce emissions of certain toxic chemicals into the ambient air.  Perc is one of those toxics; the use of which, although regulated under existing rules, represents a residual risk to human health.  Accordingly, staff has determined, in light of commercially available alternatives, that it is feasible and necessary to phase out perc in the dry cleaning industry.  While staff agrees that no federal or state statute, rule or regulation requires the phase out of PCE-based dry cleaning, PAR 1421 is within the District’s legal authority, as set forth in the Draft Findings under H&S Code §40727, and the Governing Board has the ability to find that the project is necessary to implement the Governing Board’s toxic risk reduction goals even if it is not legally mandated.   See also Response 10-46 in Appendix E.
Response to Comment 1-35

The commentator states that “according to the District’s own estimates of dry cleaning emissions and potential risk, about 40 percent of cleaners already are in compliance with the action risk level.”  Staff does not understand what this statement is based on.  Staff does not have usage data for each dry cleaner and has not estimated the number of cleaners with a specific risk level.  Rather, information has been presented on the range of perc usage and risk.

Relative to the comment that staff misstated EPA’s intent that one-in-one-million is a level that provides an “ample margin of safety,” staff respectfully disagrees.  The Residual Risk report, noted in the Executive Summary, specifically states, “…an emission standard is set that provides an “ample margin of safety” to protect public health, considering all health information including the number of persons at risk levels higher than approximately one-in-one-million, as well as other relevant factors…”  The report also states that EPA “…strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level of no higher than approximately one-in-one-million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one-in-ten-thousand the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have.”  (Residual Risk Report to Congress, March 1999, EPA 453/R-99-001, USEPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Research Triangle Park, NC, 27711.)  Therefore, it can be reasonably inferred from this section of the report that the range of acceptability is between one- and 100-in-one-million, although the goal is to limit exposure to individuals to less than one-in-one-million.
This position is further highlighted via a graphical representation of the Commission on Risk Assessment and Risk Management (CRARM) recommendations for air toxics contained within the document.  Exhibit 4 on page 23 of the document contains a graphical representation of the committee’s recommendation relative to reducing facility-wide risk.  Specifically, if the risk is less than one-in-one-million, no further action is required.  If the risk is between 1 and 100 in-one-million, no action is necessary, however, voluntary reductions are requested.  If the risk is over 100 in 1 million, a detailed risk reduction is required.  Any facility that has a cancer risk assessment resulting in greater than ten-in-one-million must examine options and take actions to reduce risk.  This action risk level of ten-in-one-million is comparatively lower than the action risk level of Rule 1402, which is 25 in-one-million.

The benzene NESHAP states the “upper-end of the range of acceptability” is 100 in-one-million.  However, it should be noted that the authors of the Residual Risk report were describing the two-step benzene approach for defining the ample margin of safety and acceptable range of risk.  What was defined for that particular source category is not a necessary fit for all other categories due to other relevant factors evaluated during the process.  Further this report is not a requirement, but rather guidance for examining residual risk.  As the risk managers, the SCAQMD has the authority to choose a more stringent level that will adequately protect the public based on local exposure levels.  SCAQMD’s current program falls within the scope of recommendations contained within the Residual Risk report.

According to staff calculations, 67 percent of the existing machines are equipped only with primary control systems and 33 percent are equipped with primary and secondary control systems.  Based on the analysis conducted, the machines with primary and secondary controls create a maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) in the range of 15 to 90-in-one-million at a commercial location and 20 to 140-in-one-million at a residential location, 25 meters from the dry cleaners.  The MICR for a machine with integral primary control system only range from 45 to 90 in-one-million at the commercial location and 68 to 137 in-one-million at residential location at 25 meters from the facility.  These MICR numbers may underestimate risk in some cases since many dry cleaners are located closer than 25 meters to their nearest residence.  This would result in higher risk.
Response to Comment 1-36

Refer to Comment 1-32.
Response to Comment 1-37

The staff proposal is not “brushing aside federal, state, and the District’s own standards for ozone and PM10”, nor is PAR 1421 inconsistent (as defined in H&S Code §40727(a)(4)) with the federal ozone attainment requirements, the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), or other District VOC regulations.  The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is designed (and periodically revised) to develop a program that will meet attainment deadlines.  Although it is recognized that there is a trade-off between VOC emissions (a precursor to ozone), implementation of this rule should not affect these deadlines.   See also Responses 10-52 and 10-53 in Appendix E.

While staff cannot guarantee that no future regulations will be drafted for VOCs from dry cleaners, it is not likely given the amount of projected VOC increases, the BACT process for new source review, and the overall attainment strategy.  The AQMP includes the new source review permitting program.  This program provides emission offsets for all facilities emitting less than 4 tons per year of VOC.  All of the dry cleaning facilities would be well below the 4 tons per year threshold.  A facility above this threshold would be required to provide emissions offsets.  Finally, the toxic emissions create a localized effect while ozone impacts are regional.
Regarding the estimated VOC emissions, CEQA presents the “worst-case” scenarios.  The amount of increase in VOC emissions is dependent upon the number of facilities that choose this alternative, the type of solvent chosen, such as synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon or substituted aliphatic glycol ether, the amount of solvent used and the emission rate from the replacement machines.  Based on the SCAQMD sampling analysis, the average solvent usage and percent VOC emitted from hydrocarbon equipment were estimated to be 5.3 gallons per month and 34 percent by weight, respectively.  Using this information on usage and type of solvent, the projected actual worst-case increase in VOCs would be approximately 0.57 tons per day, if all 2,181 perc machines were switched to hydrocarbon machines.  
The above estimation process clearly overestimates VOC emissions.  One would also need to take into account that there currently are approximately 25 Green Earth cleaners and 10 dedicated wet cleaners in the Basin.  Both of these alternatives are also expected to grow in number over time.
Response to Comment 1-38

Refer to Response to Comment 1-37.  The rule amendment is not “inconsistent” with other SCAQMD efforts, such as the 1997 AQMP, to reduce ozone precursors since the SCAQMD is authorized to regulate air toxics and may validly decide that a substantial reduction in toxic impact justifies the VOC increase.  See also Response 10-53 in Appendix E.

Response to Comment 1-39

As noted in previous Response 10-52, existing sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs), including perc, have the potential to create substantial localized impacts to sensitive receptors.  Further, these localized impacts may disproportionately affect low-income communities or communities of color, thus, generating potential environmental justice concerns.  In recognition of environmental justice issues raised by local communities in the district, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the Environmental Justice Enhancements for Fiscal year 2002-2003 at the September 13, 2002 Public Hearing.

In particular, Environmental Justice (EJ) Enhancement II-1 recognizes that there may be trade-offs when pursuing EJ goals to reduce exposure to TACs, such as an increase in VOC emissions, which contribute to ozone formation.  Ozone is a pollutant of regional concern.  EJ Enhancement II-1 requires SCAQMD CEQA documents to include feasible project alternatives with the lowest TAC emissions.  Indeed, EJ Enhancement II-1 cites the proposed amendments to the dry cleaning rule (Rule 1421) as an example where the SCAQMD is pursuing the lowest toxics option.  As indicated in the Draft and revised Draft EAs, there is a trade-off between substantially reducing perc emissions in the district, but a potential increase in VOC emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s daily significance threshold for VOCs.  Therefore, PAR 1421 is consistent with recently adopted EJ enhancements and not, as asserted by the commentator, inconsistent with policies regarding controlling VOC emissions.  Refer to Responses to Comment 1-37 and 1-38.
Response to Comment 1-40

The SCAQMD is not proposing an amendment that would “by-pass” Rules 1401 and 1402.  Both rules include threshold levels that must not be exceeded.  Rule 1401 applies to new, modified and relocated sources and limits risk to one-in-one-million or ten-in-one-million with T-BACT.  T-BACT for dry cleaning equipment equals integral primary and secondary control plus perc usage limits.  These limits will continue to be in place until July 1, 2004, if the proposal is adopted.  Rule 1402 applies to existing sources.  This rule only exempted certain industries from submitting inventories until March 2003, while source-specific rules are developed.  SCAQMD staff shares the common interest of industry not to take more than 2,000 facilities through an individual HRA and risk reduction plan.  This would be a costly approach and the outcome may still be replacement with non-perc alternatives.  Staff’s proposal is more stringent than either of the thresholds specified in Rules 1401 and 1402 in terms of ultimate risk reduction goal; however, the implementation schedule for risk reduction plan is three years rather than at the time of equipment replacement, no longer than 15 years.  On this basis, the comment that this proposed amendment is completely inconsistent with state and local rules that allow perc use is without merit.
Response to Comment 1-41

The Socioeconomic Assessment was available to the public on October 1, 2002, in compliance with the state law which requires that the socioeconomic analysis be available to the public 30 days before the final public hearing.

Response to Comment 1-42

Thank you for your comments.  The commentator has not provided any new information or data constituting substantive new information.  Further, the revised Draft EA complies with all applicable CEQA requirements and addresses the issues and concerns raised by the commentator as explained in the above responses to comments..  Consequently, none of the criteria in CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 are triggered that would require recirculation of the revised Draft EA.

COMMENT LETTER #2 FROM 
korean drycleaners and laundry association of southern california

(September 25, 2002)

Response to Comment 2-1

Staff does not share the conclusions made in this comment.  Staff estimated the perc emissions based on actual data or records using a mass balance approach, which is a recognized and appropriate method:  The formula for mass balance has been used in permitting and also in rules, such as Rule 1122 – Solvent Degreasers, staff attempted to obtain and verify as much information as possible.  This effort by the SCAQMD represents one of the most extensive evaluations of perc and hydrocarbon emissions available.

Response to Comment 2-2

Refer to Response to Comment 2-1.  The following response has been separated by each variable in the formula.

Solvent purchased:  Approximately 85 percent of the facilities sampled had purchase records, 50 percent of those with purchase records were verified through the suppliers, seven facilities had annual reports of which three had no purchase records.  For facilities that kept monthly records of the amount of solvent added, staff used the recorded amount as the actual usage.  For facilities that did not keep monthly records of the amount of solvent added, staff assumed the usage was the same as the amount purchased on an annual basis.  For facilities with a newer machine, the perc usage was estimated to be equal to the amount purchased excluding the amount used for original fill of the machine.

Waste Credits:  Where possible, staff verified the information submitted by the dry cleaners through the suppliers and waste haulers and revised the information as needed to maintain consistency between the two sources of information.  

Still Residues:  The amount of liquid and solid wastes was based on the information included on the facility waste manifests.

Solvent content in the waste residue:  Staff conducted laboratory analysis on the waste samples taken from the tested facilities to determine the percent perc included in the liquid waste.

Number of filter cartridges:  The number of filters was based on the information included on the facility waste manifests.  The assumption is one gallon of solvent recovered per cartridge filter.  This assumption is also used by Bay Area APCD.
Response to Comment 2-3

In general, dry cleaning facilities do not keep records of their inventory.  There are ways to estimate the actual perc consumption per calendar year.  Facilities use standardized forms to record the amount of perc added to the machine and amount of clothes cleaned per calendar year.  In addition, the facilities are required to keep purchase records and waste manifests.  The amount of perc usage can be estimated either by using (1) the total amount of perc added to the machine during the year or (2) the initial perc inventory, end year perc inventory, and the amount of perc purchased during the year.  In this case, the perc usage is equal to initial inventory plus amount of perc purchased minus the amount of perc left at the end of inventory year period.  Therefore, a method considering the amount replenished was used.  For some facilities, the total amount of perc purchased since the machine was installed was available.  For some facilities, an average of more than one year of data was used.  The amount of solvent used (96 gallons per year) is consistent with previous estimates in the CAPCOA (100 gallons per year).
Response to Comment 2-4

The comment also stated that the solvent purchased on January 1, 2001 should be calculated as the solvent used during the year of 2000.  Staff does not agree with this approach since the facility may also purchase make up perc in the year 2002 which should have been reflected in the year 2001.  Therefore, the amount of solvent used as make-up in January 2001 is appropriate for the calendar year of 2001.
Response to Comment 2-5

The Response to Comment 2-2 details the way in which staff calculated perc usage.  Neither the machine mileage nor amount of clothes cleaned was used to calculate solvent usage.  Refer to Response to Comment 2-6.

Response to Comment 2-6

Standard procedures were followed in sample collection techniques for consistency.  Taking a sample of sludge soon after the cooking cycle would represent the highest perc concentration, because as the commentator stated, the amount of perc in the sludge would be expected to decrease over time (more perc evaporated to the air).  Thus testing soon after cooking would tend to give higher sludge concentrations and therefore lower percent of perc emitted.  In this case, staff’s estimates would tend to underestimate perc emissions to the air.
Response to Comment 2-7

When visiting facilities where sludge samples were obtained, SCAQMD staff did not obtain copies of daily reports.  Information from the facilities was similar to the information previously obtained by KDLA and CCA to collect information from the dry cleaners.  The information consisted of facility information, equipment information (i.e., make, model, type), annual operation information (i.e., operating hours, amount of clothes cleaned, amount of perc purchased, initial solvent inventory, final solvent inventory, amount of still waste, number of filters disposed per year as well as copies of waste manifests and perc purchase records), and building dimension information.  Staff made every effort to collect all the necessary information to estimate the amount of perc emitted as accurately as possible.
Response to Comment 2-8

Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7.
Response to Comment 2-9

Staff does not agree that a rule requirement for yearly starting inventory is necessary.   Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7.
Response to Comment 2-10

Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7.  If such information was collected, it would not be appropriate for staff to limit its use only for environmental assessment.  If staff obtains information that, for example, indicted that a dry cleaner exceeded permit conditions for the amount of perc used per year, staff is obligated by H&S Code to follow through with compliance procedures.
Response to Comment 2-11

SCAQMD staff acknowledges your opposition to phase out perchloroethylene (perc) and has developed a proposal that attempts to address key industry concerns.  The SCAQMD staff understands the financial concerns expressed by small business owners.  Therefore, the rule amendment proposal provides time to replace perc machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their equipment for the total of 15 years and has proposed that mandatory replacements begin July 2004 for shops with only one machine.  Further, the SCAQMD has established the Small Business Assistance Office to help small businesses comply with clean air rules in the most cost effective way possible.  In an independent effort, staff is recommending to the Governing Board that a financial grant program be established to assist facilities with early compliance. 

SCAQMD staff does not agree that the proposal is unreasonable or unfair.  The rule proposal provides choices and not all alternative technology is more expensive than the current dry cleaning process.  The staff report lists many rules where the use of chemicals has been phased out.  The industry proposal, described as Alternative B, has been analyzed in the revised Draft EA and the Governing Board can consider as an option to the rule proposal.
The SCAQMD staff cannot guarantee equipment regarding KB value (measure of solvent aggressiveness).  The alternative technology do not have as high a KB value, however the alternative technology has proven successful and has cleaned clothes to both the customer and owner satisfaction.  Please refer to the discussion in the revised Draft EA regarding the successful operation of the commercially available alternative equipment.  Currently in the district, approximately 75 facilities operate hydrocarbon machines, ten facilities use wet cleaning equipment, 25 facilities use silicone-based solvents and one facility has CO2 equipment.  Approximately 141 facilities in the Bay Area operate satisfactorily with solvent alternatives.  

COMMENT LETTER #3 FROM 
kenny slaton training company

(September 18, 2002)

Response to Comment 3-1

While there has been advancement in technology such as fifth generation machines, residual MICR for individual perc equipment with primary and secondary control ranges from 15 to 90 in-one-million in a commercial location and 20 to 140 in-one-million at a residential location
Response to Comment 3-2

The 80 percent perc emission was used in a previous analysis that was included in the Draft EA.  From recent sampling and testing this value has been modified.  The testing demonstrated that 50 percent of the sludge is perc.  Refer to staff report and Appendix D of the revised Draft EA.  The commentator does not provide reasoning why 50 percent is incorrect.  

Response to Comment 3-3

While the ATCM projected a certain level of emission reduction, the requirements of Rule 1421, which included ATCM requirements, projected an overall perc reduction of 80 percent.

Response to Comment 3-4

Staff acknowledges the past reduction in perc emissions.  Refer to Response to Comment 3-2, staff report and Appendix D of the revised Draft EA for further discussion regarding the recent sampling and source testing, and the conclusion that 50 percent of perc contained in the sludge of the perc machine. 

Response to Comment 3-5

Refer to Response to Comment 3-1 for discussion of the concern with not phasing out perc from dry cleaning facilities.

Response to Comment 3-6

The commentator is correct that the classification of solvents would describe not just hydrocarbons but other materials, such as silicone-based.  The residual cancer risk is higher when the dry cleaner is located near a residential receptor, as compared to a commercial receptor.

Response to Comment 3-7

Thank you for your comments and we acknowledge your support for the Alternative B.  The rule amendment proposal provides time to replace perc machines with alternative non-perc technologies by allowing dry cleaners to use their equipment for up to 15 years.  
COMMENT LETTER #4 FROM 
centinela cleaners

(September 18, 2002)

Response to Comment 4-1

The commentator apparently is misunderstanding the draft proposal.  According to SCAQMD records the equipment in the commentator’s facility was installed in 1994.  If the proposed rule passes in its present form, the commentator would be required to replace the perc equipment with any non-perc alternative of choice by 2009.  This is five years later than the date specified in the comment letter.  Staff also shares the concern of economic hardship this rule may have on the dry cleaning industry.  That is why staff is proposing a gradual transition of 15 years past the perc equipment installation date.  All of these non-perc alternatives are commercially available at a cost competitive price.  In addition, staff is also proposing, as an independent program, a financial assistance program for dry cleaners that switch to non-perc alternatives prior to July 1, 2004.  SCAQMD has small business assistance programs and will work with dry cleaners to help with achieving rule compliance.
COMMENT LETTER #5 FROM 
neighborhood cleaners association

(September 26, 2002)

Response to Comment 5-1

Staff has reviewed the 1997 NYDEC rules and has consulted with staff at that agency.  The inspections are scheduled in advance and utilize industrial hygiene badges and screening tubes.  The accuracy of the tube readings are ±25 percent at the TLV-TWA (25 ppm) which is much higher than concentrations in the exhaust.  The ventilation rates are much higher than typical ventilation rates from dry cleaners in this area.  As described in the Response to Comment 1-4, perc emissions from the drycleaners in the SCAQMD are based on actual testing of recycled waste.  The information described in the comment letter are unverified facility reported data.  The supposed measured data contained in these inspection reports are based on indicators that provide information that there may be a problem.  If there is a problem, then a more accurate and precise method (e.g., the method used in the SCAQMD sampling effort) could be used to measure the emissions.

The inspection report data collected in New York state is predominantly for co-located or mixed perc dry cleaning equipment with vapor barriers in two-story buildings.  This type of location and perc collection equipment does not exist in the district.  Consequently, the New York information is not applicable to situations in this area.

According to a NYDEC representative, the inspection reports are distributed to nine separate regional offices.  Utilizing the Freedom of Information Act to obtain these reports would be extremely difficult, resource intensive, and time consuming.  There is no database available, just thousands of hard copies.  However, based on the abovementioned reasons, the information from these reports would have little use for estimating perc emission from dry cleaning equipment in the SCAQMD.
Response to Comment 5-2

Staff understands the trade-off between VOC emissions from the hydrocarbon machines and toxic impacts from perc equipment.  The way in which the SCAQMD will mitigate VOC emissions from these machines is explained in the Response to Comments 1-37, 1-38 and 1-39.
Response to Comment 5-3

As explained in the Response to Comment 5-1, staff has reviewed the NYDEC perc rule and consulted with staff at that agency.  Two weeks after the close of comments for the Draft EA, staff received a report from a consultant who provided summary data of approximately 180 inspection reports.  Staff is evaluating that information, but for the reasons stated in Response to Comment 5-1, the information is not applicable to dry cleaners in this area.
COMMENT LETTER #6 FROM 
city of anaheim

(September 3, 2002)

Response to Comment 6-1

Thank you for you comment.
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1-15





1-14


cont.





1-16





1-15


cont.





1-18





1-17





1-20





1-19





1-23





1-22





1-21





1-26





1-25





1-24





1-28





1-26


cont.





1-27





1-30





1-29





1-28


cont.





1-33





1-32





1-31





1-30


cont.





1-35





1-34





1-37





1-36





1-35





1-40





1-39





1-38





1-42





1-41





2-2





2-1





2-4





2-3





2-2


cont.





2-7





2-6





2-5





2-11





2-10





2-9





2-8





3-5





3-1





3-3





3-4





3-2





3-6





3-7





4-1





5-1





5-3





5-2





5-1


cont.





6-1





1-1





1-2





1-3





2-1





2-2





3-5





3-3





3-1





3-4





3-2





4-3





4-2





4-1





4-5





4-4





4-9





4-8





4-7





4-6





4-15





4-16





4-17





4-14





4-13





4-12





4-11





4-10





4-29





4-28





4-27





4-26





4-25





4-24





4-23





4-22





4-21





4-20





4-19





4-18





4-36





4-31





4-32





4-35





4-34





4-33





4-30





4-44





4-43





4-42





4-41





4-40





4-39





4-37





4-38





4-52





4-51





4-50





4-49





4-48





4-47





4-45





4-46





4-58





4-57





4-56





4-55





4-54





4-53





4-62





4-61





4-60





4-59





5-3





5-2





5-1





6-4





6-3





6-2





6-1





6-9





6-8





6-7





6-6





6-5





7-1





8-3





8-1





8-2





8-7





8-6





8-5





8-4





8-3


cont.





8-8





8-7


cont.





8-10





8-8


cont.





8-9





9-1





9-6





9-5





9-4





9-3





9-2





9-11





9-10





9-9





9-8





9-7





9-11


cont.





9-12





10-1





10-2





10-5





10-4





10-3





10-8





10-7





10-6





10-5


cont.





10-10





10-9





10-8


cont.





10-12





10-11





10-10


cont.





10-15





10-14





10-13





10-12


cont.





10-18





10-17





10-16





10-21





10-20





10-19





10-18





10-23





10-22





10-21


cont.





10-26





10-25





10-24





10-29





10-28





10-27





10-26


cont.





10-32





10-31





10-30





10-29


cont.





10-34





10-33





10-32


cont.





10-37





10-36





10-35





10-34


cont.





10-40





10-39





10-38





10-43





10-42





10-41





10-40


cont.





10-46





10-47





10-45





10-44





10-51





10-50





10-49





10-48





10-55





10-54





10-53





10-52





10-51


cont.





10-56





10-55





10-56





10-55





10-57





11-4





11-1





11-3





11-2





11-5





11-4


cont.





11-6





11-5


cont.





11-8





11-7





11-6


cont.





11-10





11-9





11-8


cont.





11-13





11-12





11-11





11-10


cont.





11-16





11-15





11-14





11-13


cont.





11-17





11-16


cont.





11-18





11-18


cont.





12-12





12-10





12-11





12-9





12-8





12-7





12-6





12-5





12-4





12-3





12-2





12-1





13-1





14-3





14-2





14-1








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


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


� Converted machines are existing vented machines that have been modified to be a closed-loop machine by eliminating the aeration step, installing a primary control system, and providing for recirculation of the perc-laden vapor with no exhaust to the atmosphere.


� Historical information extracted from IARC website (http://www.iarc.fr)


� Converted machines are existing vented machines that have been modified to be a closed-loop machine by eliminating the aeration step, installing a primary control system, and providing for recirculation of the perc-laden vapor with no exhaust to the atmosphere.


� Weight, in this case, refers to the weight of the load of materials being cleaned.


� It should be noted that in 1999 and 2000 Houston, Texas exceeded the federal ozone standards on more occasions than the district and reported the highest ozone concentrations in the nation.


� http://www.oehha.ca.gov


� pounds of clothes cleaned per gallon of solvent used


� From Metropolitan Water District, Annual Progress Report to the California’s State Legislature, February 2002.


� Final Report, South Coast Air Quality Management District Contract No. 99050.  Developing Additional Technologies to Reduce Fugitive Perchloroethylene Emissions at Dry Cleaners.  May 31, 2000.


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


2 pounds of clothes cleaned per gallon of perc used


� http://www.oehha.ca.gov


� From Metropolitan Water District, Annual Progress Report to the California’s State Legislature, February 2002.
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825+671+5128

FROM : LONGS DRUGS #411 PHOMNE NO. : 805+674+5128 BSAETINSAZE ol 0 ao]

|
Timothy F.Malloy
405 Hilgard Avenue “

Los Axngelcs, CA 90095
i | ' o
_ February 1, 2002

1 Krause : ‘ “W

ast Air Quality Management District k ' .

, Copley Drive
Bar, CA 91765-4182

Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed
Amendments to Rule 1421 ’

. Krause:

"I am a law professor at the Law School at the University of rnia in Los o

¢s. [ am writing to provide my personal comments concerning South Coast Air : [ 4
Quali { Management District’s (“SCAQMD”) Draft Environmental Assessment for the ‘

di to amend Rule 1421 o , |

Page 2.2: The discussion of Control Measure AT-STA-02§

~ Toxics Control Plan states that requirements "could be.e

d  these alternative solvents when cquipment is purchased for
when replacing equipment.” This description dilutes the si ghificar
content of the Control Mcasure. The actual ATCO lang: e expressly calls!

for " establishing requirements to use these solvents when z uipment is (
purchased for a new facility or when replacing equipment fijat has reached the

end of its useful life." Although the EA languagc identifies a phase-out as ay o
possibility under the Control Measure, the Control Measure language itself §

s

characterizes a phase-out as an expected part of any revision.

| e Page 2-7: The discussion regarding wet cleaning should clarify that wet
 cleaning systems use specialized dryers and tensioning equipment to ensure
that shrinkage of finished garments does not occur. See USEPA,Cleaner
Technologies Substitutes Assessment; Professional Fabricare Processes (EPA
744-B-98-001). In addition, that discussion states that threc facilities within
the district use wet clcaning technology. While accurate, this understates the
broader use of wet cleaning technology in the United States and the world

more generally. As of 1999, there were over 190 facilities using wet cleaning

AL e bt

% 1| submit these comments in my personal capacity. They are not made on behalf of the University of
Galifornia, its Regents, ¢he Law School of the University of California in Los Angeles, or its faculty.

'
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