South Coast

Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
L (909) 396-2000 hitp://www.agmd.gov

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONME NTAL
ASSESSMENT

PROJECT TITLE: PROPOSED RULE 1144 — LUBRICANTS AND RUST INHIBITORS

In accordance with the California Environmental @uaAct (CEQA), the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) is the Lead Agency drab prepared a Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) to analyze environmental impactis fthe project identified above pursuant to its
certified regulatory program (SCAQMD Rule 110). eThraft EA includes a project description and
analysis of potential adverse environmental impalstg could be generated from the proposed
project. The purpose of this letter and the attdcNotice of Completion (NOC) is to allow public
agencies and the public the opportunity to obtagview and comment on the environmental
analysis.

This letter, the attached NOC, and the Draft EAraseSCAQMD applications or forms requiring a
response from you. Their purpose is simply to glewnformation to you on the above project. If
the proposed project has no bearing on you or goganization, no action on your part is necessary.

Comments focusing on issues relative to the enmetal analysis for the proposed project will be
accepted during a 30-day public review and comrperibd beginning October 14, 2008, and ending
5 p.m. on November 12, 200&lease send any comments to Mr. James Koizumi (c{affice of
Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources) at ¢haddress shown above Comments can
also be sent via facsimile to (909) 396-3324 oraghat jkoizumi@agmd.gov. Mr. Koizumi can be
reached by calling (909) 396-3234. Please incthdename and phone number of the contact person
for your agency. Questions regarding the propeoskrlanguage should be directed to Mr. Michael
Morris at (909) 396-3282.

The Public Hearing for the proposed project is dakel for December 5, 2008. (Note: This public
meeting date is subject to change.)

St ,
Date: October 3, 2008 Signature: Somith
Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Title: Program Supervisor
Telephone; (909) 396-3054

Reference: California Code of Regulations, Title 4, 8815082(a), 15103, and 15375



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSES SMENT

Project Title:
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposeté RBR) 1144 — Lubricants and Rust Inhibitors

Project Location:

South Coast Air Quality Management District: therfgounty South Coast Air Basin (Orange County
and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Ridersind San Bernardino counties) and the Riverside
County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin andMlogave Desert Air Basin.

Description of Nature, Purpose, and Beneficiariesfd’roject:

The objective of PR 1144 is to implement the 200QM¥ control measure CTS-01 - Emission
Reductions from Lubricants, to further reduce \itdabrganic compound (VOC) emissions. PR 1144
would establish a VOC content limit of 25 grams [ier of material for lubricants and rust inhibiso
effective January 1, 2010; prohibit the sale of-nompliant lubricants and rust inhibitors not sabje
CARB’s consumer projects regulation; allow lubritsarand rust inhibitors manufactured prior to
January 1, 2010 to be sold or applied until Juh2A10; and require containers for lubricants arst ru
inhibitors to display the date of manufacture an@C/content as supplied and after recommended
dilution. The proposed rule would affect metal king operators that use lubricants and rust inbibit
during manufacturing and assembly operations.

Lead Agency: Division:
South Coast Air Quality Management District Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

Draft EA and all supporting or by calling: Draft EA is available online by
documentation are available at: accessing the SCAQMD'’s website at:
SCAQMD Headquarters (909) 396-2039  http://www.agmd.gov/cega/agmd.html

21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

The Public Notice of Completion is provided throughthe following:
M Los Angeles Times (October 14, 2008) M SCAQMD Website ™M SCAQMD Mailing List

Draft EA Review Period (30-day):
October 14, 2008— November 12, 2008

Scheduled Public Meeting Dates (subject to change):
SCAQMD Governing Board Hearing: December 5, 20080 @.m.; SCAQMD Headquarters

CEQA Scoping Meeting:
September 23, 2008

Send CEQA Comments to: Phone: Email: Fax:
Mr. James Koizumi (909) 396-3234  jkoizumi@agmd.gov (909) 396-3324
Direct Questions on the Rules: Phone: Email: Fax Number:

Mr. Michael Morris (909) 396-3282 mmorris@agmd.gov (909) 396-3324
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Draft Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The California Legislature created the South CoAst Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) in 1977 as the agency responsible for developing and einfprair pollution
control rules and regulations in the South CoastBaisin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea
Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin (collectiveipown as the “district”). By statute, the
SCAQMD s required to adopt an air quality managemplan (AQMP) demonstrating
attainment of all federal and state ambient aiflityjustandards for the district Furthermore, the
SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that camy the AQMB. The 2007 AQMP
concluded that major reductions in emissions oétil@ organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides
of nitrogen (NOXx) are necessary to attain the statenational ambient air quality standards for
ozone, particulate matter with an aerodynamic dtamef 10 microns or less (PM10) and
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diamete.& microns or less (PM2.5)Ozone, a
criteria pollutant, is formed when VOCs react widx in the atmosphere and has been shown
to adversely affect human health. VOC emissioss abntribute to the formation of PM10 and
PM2.5. The federal one-hour and eight-hour ozéaledards were exceeded in all four counties
and in the Salton Sea Air Basin in 2007. The @é¢r8an Bernardino Mountain area recorded
the greatest number of exceedences of the onedtate standard (67 days), eight-hour state
standard (115 days), eight-hour federal standé@diélys), as well as, health advisory days (four
days). Altogether, in 2007, the South Coast AisiBaexceeded the federal eight-hour standard
on 79 days, the state one-hour standard on 96 dagsthe state eight-hour standard on 128
days.

Lubricants and rust inhibitors are categorized umdiscellaneous solvent operations. They are
currently subject to Rule 442 - Usage of Solvemsich addresses VOC emissions from VOC-
containing materials that are not subject to VAfith in any Regulation XI rule. Although the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulates ssamer lubricants, currently there are no
local, state, or federal regulations or emissi@ssrictions specifically concerned with industrial
lubricants. The exception being solid film lubnts, dry lubricative materials and barrier
coatings subject to Rule 1124 - Aerospace AsseinulyComponent Manufacturing Operations.

Proposed rule (PR) 1144 would apply to VOC emissioom lubricants and rust inhibitors used
in manufacturing and assembly operations at metakiwg facilities (steel tube and spring
manufacturers, steel mills, aerospace manufacturaussomobile part manufacturers and
rebuilders and machine shops, including broachinig/ing, drawing, heading, honing, forging,

milling, stamping, tapping, threading and turningerations). Lubricants are fluids used to
reduce heat and friction to prolong the life oflsoand machinery, improve product quality and
carry away debris. Rust inhibitors protect or pr@vmetal surfaces from corrosion.

Staff proposes the following requirements for Rll€4:

» Establish a VOC limit of 25 grams per liter of maeéfor the use of lubricants and rust
inhibitors effective January 1, 2010.

1 The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act7&%Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safeoge,
§840400-40540).

2 Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).

® Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).

PR 1144 1-1 October 2008



Draft Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

* Prohibit the sale of non-compliant lubricants amgtrinhibitors, except those subject to
CARB consumer products regulation found in Titleaf The California Code of Regulations,
beginning at Section 94507.

» Allow lubricants and rust inhibitors manufacturedop to January 1, 2010, to be sold or
applied until July 1, 2010.

* Require containers for lubricants and rust inhiigitto display the date of manufacture and
VOC content as supplied and after recommendedalilut

If approved, the proposed rule would fully implerh&®07 Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) control measure CTS-01. The proposed ruweld/reduce emissions by 3.08 tons per
day.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Proposed Rule (PR) 1144 is a discretionary actidnch has potential for resulting in direct or

indirect change to the environment and, therefmreonsidered a “project” as defined by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). SCAQ@Mis the lead agency for the proposed
project and has prepared this draft environmergaéssment (EA) with no significant adverse
impacts pursuant to its Certified Regulatory Pragrand SCAQMD Rule 1110. California

Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agenwith regulatory programs to prepare a
plan or other written document in lieu of an enmireental impact report or negative declaration
once the Secretary of the Resources Agency hasiexethe regulatory program. SCAQMD's

regulatory program was certified by the Secretdrthe Resources Agency on March 1, 1989,
and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.

CEQA and Rule 110 require that potential adversere@mmental impacts of proposed projects

be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduavad significant adverse environmental

impacts of these projects be identified. To futhle purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD

has prepared this draft EA to address the poteatakerse environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. The draft EA is a puidisclosure document intended to: (a) provide
the lead agency, responsible agencies, decisioennakd the general public with information

on the environmental effects of the proposed ptpjaed, (b) be used as a tool by decision
makers to facilitate decision making on the propge®ject.

SCAQMD'’s review of the proposed project shows ti& proposed project would not have a
significant adverse effect on the environment. réfure, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815252,
no alternatives or mitigation measures are requwdzk included in this draft EA. The analysis
in Chapter 2 supports the conclusion of no sigarfiadverse environmental impacts.

PROJECT LOCATION

PR 1144 would affect manufacturing and assemblyratjp;ms at industrial metal working
facilities located throughout the SCAQMD'’s juristiim. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over
an area of 10,473 square miles, consisting ofdbe-dounty South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and
the Riverside County portions of the Salton SeaBesin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air
Basin (MDAB). The Basin, which is a subarea of district, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to
the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, andJ&cinto Mountains to the north and east.
The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Ora@geinty and the non-desert portions of Los
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Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino countieBe Riverside County portion of the SSAB
and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountaintheénwest and spans eastward up to the
Palo Verde Valley. The federal non-attainment gkeewn as the Coachella Valley Planning
Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County drel$SAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto
Mountains to the west and the eastern boundanyso€bachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).

Santa

San Joaquin Kern[County r San Bernardino County
Barbara

Mojave Desert
Air Basin

Riverside C ty

-

San Diego
Air Basin
& San Diego County

Salton Sea
Air Basin

Imperial County

South Coast
Air Quality Management District

— SCAQMD Jurisdiction

Figure 1-1
Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality ManagemenDistrict

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of PR 1144 is to implement the 20@Q@M¥ control measure CTS-01 — Emission
Reductions from Lubricants and reduce VOC emissioos the use of lubricants and rust
inhibitors.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Nationally, some 1.2 million workers are employadmachine finishing, machine tooling, and
other metalworking and metal-forming operations it Fabricated Metal Sector Notebook
(1995), the US Environmental Protection Agency (EBstimates 10.2 percent of the fabricated
metal industry is located in California. Accorditg listings in the California Manufacturers

Register, the Basin accounts for approximately &@¢nt of the industry in California. In 2002,

there were more than 7,200 machine shops in threctmunty area jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.
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Of these machine shops, the US Census (2002) éssirtieat 88 percent have fewer than twenty
employees. Typical industries using lubricants argd inhibitors include:

» Aerospace

* Machine Shop (Job Shop)
» Steel Mills

* Auto Rebuild

» Screw Machine

» Steel Tubes (Pipes)

» Steel Springs

* Maintenance

» Captive

Captive machine shops are machine shops locatete ins another type of business (aerospace,
automotive, etc.) that support the business, lihat the primary aspect of that business.

As small businesses that generally do not use amoatings, inks or adhesives and routinely
use very low VOC content cleaning solvents, metalkimg shops have limited interaction with
SCAQMD. Rule 219 — Equipment Not Requiring a VeénttPermit Pursuant to Regulation I,
exempts machining equipment that use lubricants rastlinhibitors with VOC contents less
than 50 grams per liter or a VOC composite papiassure of 20 millimeters of mercury. Thus,
metal working shops rarely have permits with théAQ®ID.

Lubricants, also known as metal working fluids, ased to reduce heat and friction to prolong
the life of the tool, to improve product qualitypdacarry away debris. Rust Inhibitors are
inhibitors, preventatives or protectants used &v@nt the corrosion of metal substrates. Typical
operations include:

* Broaching — Keyway (groves in gears for keys),sstmtspline (ridges on a shatft, parallel
to its axis and fitting inside corresponding gra®ve the hub of a gear) utilized in gear
manufacturing.

» Drilling — Producing cylindrical holes.

» Drawing - Forming flat sheet metal into “cup-shdppdrts. If the depth of the formed
cup is equal to or greater than the radius of the the process is called deep drawing.

* Heading — A metal forging process which involvesiddy punching a blank into a die to
form a desired shape without adding heat. Cold ingas most frequently used to
produce fasteners such as bolts and screws witttalimg heat.

* Honing - Manufacture of precision bores to imprdke geometry, surface finish and
dimensional control of the finished part.

» Forging - Shaping metal by using localized compvestrces. Cold forging is done at
room temperature or near room temperature. Holrfgrgg done at a high temperature,
which makes metal easier to shape and less likdhatture. Common forging processes
include: roll forging, swaging (tooling using a dir stamp), cogging (tooling to create
cogs in a wheel), open-die forging, impressionfdiging, press forging, automatic hot
forging and upsetting (increasing the diameterastpby compressing its length).

PR 1144 1-4 October 2008
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* Milling — A precisely controlled rotating cutter wadh rotates about the spindle axis and a
table to which the workpiece is affixed. The cutad workpiece move relative to each
other, generating a toolpath along which matesisémoved.

» Stamping — A process by which sheet metal stripgpanched using a press tool which is
loaded on a press to form the sheet into a deshrage.

» Tapping — Creating threaded holes in parts or lgarito parts and pipelines.

* Threading - Thread cutting and thread rolling aggdlons for pipes and bolts.

* Turning - Operation that produces cylindrical parts

» Wire drawing - Reducing or changing the diametea ofire or rod by pulling the wire or
rod through a single or series of drawing die(s).

Metal working fluids are complex mixtures of oilemulsifiers, anti-weld agents, corrosion
inhibitors, extreme pressure additives, buffer&glate reserve), biocides, and other additives.
Some products are comprised of extreme pressuré¢ @dfitives containing chlorinated,
sulfurized, or phosphorus-type extreme pressureetignts. There are numerous formulations,
ranging from straight oils (such as petroleum diisyater-based fluids, which include soluble
oils and semi-synthetic/synthetic fluids. In gexlehigher oil content provides better lubricity
while higher water content allows more rapid coglin

» Straight oil (neat oil) metal working fluids are refined petroleum or vegetable oils.
Straight oils are not designed to be diluted wittew.

» Soluble oil (emulsifiable oil) metal working fluidsare combinations of 30 percent to 85
percent straight oils and emulsifiers that may udel other performance additives.
Soluble oils are typically diluted with five to 4@rts water.

* Semi-synthetic metal working fluids contain a lower amount of straight oil in the
concentrate (five percent to 30 percent), more sifners, and 30 percent to 50 percent
water. The concentrate can be further diluted Wiho 40 parts water.

» Synthetic metal working fluids contain no petroleum oils and may be water soloble
water dispersible. The synthetic concentrate ity diluted with 10 to 40 parts water.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The following summarizes requirements of the prepasile. A copy of PR 1144 is included in
Appendix A.

Purpose and Applicability

The purpose of the proposed rule is to reduce V@sons from lubricant and rust inhibitor
use at commercial, institutional and industrialilfaes during manufacturing and assembly
operations. Such operations would include metaking or metal removal activities during the
manufacturing and assembly of products and go&atemples of these activities include, but are
not limited to, broaching, drilling, drawing, headi honing, forging, milling, stamping, tapping,
threading, turning and wire drawing. Likewise,idlsiused for rust and corrosion prevention and
inhibition during manufacturing and assembly ofdarcts and goods would be subject to this
proposed rule.
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Definitions of Terms
The definitions of grams of VOC per liter of magdrilubricant and rust inhibitor are provided.
Definitions for exempt compound and volatile orgacompound reference Rule 102.

Requirements
The proposed rule would establish a VOC content min25 grams per liter of material effective

January 1, 2010 folubricants and rust inhibitors. The VOC contemhiti applies to the
lubricants as they are used, including dilutionatév or exempt solvents are not removed when
calculating VOC content.

PR 1144 includes a prohibition of sale requirentkat would restrict the sale or distribution of
lubricants or rust inhibitors that do not complytlwihe VOC limits set forth in the proposed
rule. The sale prohibition would not apply to angnufacturer of lubricants or rust inhibitors
who sells that product to an independent distribut@at was informed in writing by the
manufacturer about the compliance status of thdymtowvith PR 1144.

PR 1144 includes a use and sell-through provisiat would allow products manufactured

before the effective date of the rule to be sold ased for up to six months after the rule’s
effective date. This provision will allow manufacgrs, distributors and users to deplete their
existing inventories. To facilitate this provisiananufacturers and distributors will be required
to display a manufacture date or date code ondhtamer.

The proposed rule would allow the use of high VQ@@ricants and rust inhibitors where the
emissions are vented to a control device that haspture efficiency of 90 percent or more on a
mass basis and a control efficiency of 95 percemh@re on a mass basis or the control device
has an output that would be no more than five ppess million (ppm) VOC by volume
calculated as carbon with no dilution.

Recordkeeping Requirements

The proposed rule would require that records be kepsuant to Rule 109. PR 1144 would
require that lubricants and rust inhibitors usedftegcted facilities contain 50 grams of VOC per
liter of material or less. Lubricants and rustiltors that contain 50 grams of VOC per liter of
material or less would be considered super comipiraaterials pursuant to Rule 109. Rule 109
does not apply to super compliant materials atcditiawhich can demonstrate that the total
permitted and non-permitted facility VOC emissioms¢luding emissions from the super
compliant material, do not exceed four tons in aalendar year as shown by annual VOC
records.

Operators who use an emission control system topbomvith the proposed rule would be
required to keep daily records of key system patarae Manufactures that utilize the exclusion
from the prohibition of sale would be required taimain notification letters for five years.

Test Methods and Procedures

VOC content would be established by Draft SCAQMDtivel 313L — Determination of
Volatile Organic Compounds by Gas Chromatograplayfiél lonization Detector. Efficiency of
emission control systems would be determined bgrenpnent total enclosure as defined by US
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EPA Method 204 — Criteria for and Verification oP&rmanent or Temporary Total Enclosure.
Alternatively, if US EPA Method 204 is not employexhpture efficiency would be determined
using a minimum of three sampling runs subjectatadjuality criteria presented in the US EPA
Guidelines for Determination of Capture Efficiendgnuary 9, 1995. Individual capture runs
subject to US EPA technical guidelines must berdeteed by the temporary total enclosure
approach of US EPA method 204 to 204F or by SCAQRNIDtocol for Determination of
Volatile Organic Compounds Capture Efficiency.

The efficiency of the control device and the VOQitemt measured and calculated as carbon in
the control device exhaust gas would be determinyedS EPA Method 18, or CARB Method
422, US EPA Test Methods 25, 25A, SCAQMD Method126r SCAQMD Method 25.3 as
applicable.

An equation for determining overall efficiency detemission control system is provided in the
proposed rule.

Exemptions
Prohibition of sale requirements would not applyldbricants and rust inhibitors subject to

ARB’s consumer product regulation, Title 17 of tbalifornia Code of Regulations, beginning at
Section 94507.

Provisions of the proposed rule would not applylubricants and rust inhibitors sold in the
district for shipment outside of the district orrfghipment to other manufacturers for
repackaging.

Provisions of the proposed rule would not appljutricants and rust inhibitors subject to VOC
limits in other Regulation Xl rules.

EMISSIONS INVENTORY
The overall national inventory of metal working il was taken from the International
Lubricant Manufacturers Association (2003). Itioades that 117 million gallons were sold
nationwide (see Table 1-1).

Table 1-1
National Sales
. : Amount Sold,
MEEITEATNE FIE) VR millions of gallons/year
Straight 27.3
Soluble 49.3
Semi-Synthetic 21.7
Synthetic 18.9
Total 117.2
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US EPA estimates that 10.2 percent of the fabricatetal industry are located in California in
its Fabricated Metal Sector Notebook (1995). Adowy to listings in the California

Manufacturers Register, the Basin accounts for agprately 70 percent of the industry in
California. This would indicate that 8.3 milliomlgpns of metal working fluids were sold in the
Basin.

Table 1-2
Ratio of National Sales to California and Basin Sals

Amount Sold Amount Sold in Amount Sold in
: . Nationwide, California, Basin,
Metalworking Fluid - o .
millions of millions of millions of
gallons/year gallons/year gallons/year
Straight 27.3 2.8 2.0
Soluble 49.3 5.0 35
Semi-Synthetic 21.7 2.2 1.5
Synthetic 18.9 1.9 1.3
Total 117.2 11.9 8.3

To supplement these estimates, in 2006 SCAQMD staffducted a survey of local metal
working fluid manufacturers, distributors and useiithe survey data indicated that those local
manufacturers and distributors annually sold 3.[fionigallons of metal working fluid and 458
thousand gallons of vanishing oils, rust preveméatiand solvents in the Basin (Table 1-3).
Presumably, the solvents are used as vanishingrogs preventatives, for thinning other metal
working fluids or cleaning.

Table 1-3
Volume of Metal Working Fluids Surveyed

, , Volume Surveyed,
Metal Working Fluid Type thousand gall)c/)ns
General Metal Working Fluid 3,742
Vanishing Oil 64.1
Rust Inhibitors 156
Solvent 238
Total 4,200

Approximately 30 percent or 71,000 gallons of t138,200 gallons of solvents reported in the
survey are used for cleaning applications subg®ule 1124 and, therefore, were not included
in the VOC emission inventory for this rule makiagtivity. The revised inventory of the
volume of liquids subject to PR 1144 is shown ibl€&al-4.
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Table 1-4
Applicable Volume of Metal Working Fluids
Metal Working Fluid Type Applicable Volume Surveyed,
thousand gallons
General Metal Working Fluid 3,742
Vanishing Oil 64.1
Rust Inhibitors 156
Solvent 167
Total 4,129

One drawback from the survey and national sales \@as the lack of VOC content information
on the metal working fluids. More than eighty marcof the volume surveyed listed the VOC
content as “None” or not determined. Therefore 8CAQMD sampled a broad range of
products from local manufacturers and distributamsl performed VOC testing to establish a
more accurate emissions inventory.

SCAQMD Draft Test Method 313L was applied to 35 phs including consumer product
multipurpose lubricants, synthetic water-dilutabdmlants, and bio-based machining oils. Table
1-5 summarizes the VOC results for these variouslymts. The complete test results are
included in Appendix A - Lubricant and Rust InhdyitvOC Content Test Results of the Staff
Report. All four general lubricants tested had VOC contdygkow 25 grams per liter. All three
coolants had VOC contents below 25 grams per &fmr recommended dilution. Twelve of
fourteen lubricants with specified applicationsodtead VOC contents below 25 grams per liter
after recommended dilution. One milling productlllaVOC content of 70 grams per liter and
one stamping (vanishing oil) product had a VOC eontof 750 grams per liter. Rust
preventatives showed the most variability rangiragf less than 10 grams per liter to over 760
grams per liter. Soluble and vegetable basedpresentatives had the lowest VOC content with
two results still pending. The traditionally forfated rust preventatives had significantly higher
VOC contents with one result still pending.

While some results are still pending, the compléést results indicate that most metal working
fluids have a low VOC content. Excluding rust metatives, only two of 21 products sampled
had VOC contents greater than 25 gram per litenly ©ne product, a vanishing oil used for
stamping applications, had a VOC content greatan tt00 gram per liter. Rust preventatives
have the widest range of VOC content.

Vanishing oils reported in the survey had a salegyled average VOC content of 710 grams
per liter. Solvent based rust inhibitors had &saleighted average VOC content of 660 grams
per liter. Straight solvents used in lubricant anst inhibition operations had a sales weighted
average VOC content of 790 grams per liter.
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Table 1-5
Test Results of Lubricants and Rust Inhibitors Usiig SCAQMD Method 313
Type \K/Ioect:hsgzlilgs Number of Samples
Coolants 28* - 210* g/l 3
General Lubricants <10 - 19* g/l 4
Rust Preventatives
Cleaner/Rust Preventative <25 - 760 g/l 2
Consumer/General 514 g/l 1
Rust Preventative <10-191 g/l 2 (2 pending)
Rust Preventative/Stamping 51* - 125 g/l 2
Cutting/Grinding Lubricants
Cold heading 2 g/l 1
Cutting <10-13 g/l 2
Grinding <10 - 146* g/l 3
Machining <25 -162* g/l 5
Metal Removal 12 g/l 1
Milling 70 g/l 1
Stamping (Vanishing) 750 g/l 1 (2 pending)
Others Pending Pending 3

*Before dilution

Using the sales weighted average VOC contentsdnishing oils, rust inhibitors and solvents,
and assuming the remaining general metal workinigl$l have a VOC content of 25 grams per
liter or less, the VOC emission inventory for dfieated fluids is estimated to be 4.3 tons per day

(Table 1-6).

Table 1-6
Surveyed Emission Inventory
Sales Weighted

: : Volume Surveyed,| Average VOC Tota_l V.OC

Metal Working Fluid Type Emission,
thousand gallons Content,
gll tons per day

General Metal Working Fluid 3,742 25 1.07
Vanishing Oil 64.1 710 0.52
Rust Inhibitors 156 660 1.17
Solvent 167 790 1.50
Total 4,129 N/A 4.30

The SCAQMD survey captured just over half of thetah&orking fluid sales predicted and

could be extended to regional and national manufexg and distributors if necessary.
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COMPLIANCE OPTIONS

SCAQMD staff believes that there are two possiblagliance options for PR 1144. The firstis
reformulation or replacement of existing lubricaatsl rust inhibitors. The second is the use of
control technology to capture and destroy VOCs teahitrom lubricants and rust inhibitors.

Reformulation or Replacement of Existing Products

The proposed rule would establish a VOC limit ofdgt&ms per liter of material for lubricants
effective January 1, 2010. The VOC content lingplées to the lubricants as they are used,
including dilution. Water or exempt solvents ard removed when calculating VOC content.
Thus a lubricant concentrate with a VOC conteni®fyrams per liter that is diluted with water
at a ratio of two parts water to one part lubricammcentrate (2:1) would have a VOC content of
25 grams per liter. Many of soluble, semisynthatid synthetic metal working fluid (lubricants)
are heavily diluted with water when used. Typiddition ratios range from five parts water to
one part metal working concentrate to 40 or moréspeater to one part concentrate.

An estimated 90 percent of metal working fluids éna/VOC content of 25 grams per liter of
material or less after dilution. The soluble, ssymthetic and synthetic metal working fluid
have low VOC because of the high water contenho$é fluids. However, many straight oils
have low VOC because they are essentially nonlalat.aboratory testing showed that 19 of
21 metal working fluid samples had VOC contentd thauld meet the proposed limit. The
results are summarized in Table 1-7.

Table 1-7
Laboratory Results for Lubricants

Type VOC Results

Method 313
Coolants 28* - 210* g/L
General Lubricants <10-19* g/L
Cutting/Grinding Lubricants
Cold heading 2 g/L
Cutting <10- 13 g/L
Grinding <10 - 146* g/L
Machining <25 - 162* g/L
Milling 70 g/L
Stamping (Vanishing) 750 g/L
Other Pending

*Before dilution

The products that would not meet the limit are gtz oils designed to evaporate off quickly
leaving no residue, otherwise known as vanishirlg. oiThese vanishing oils are typically
comprised primarily of solvent such as kerosenenmreral spirits and commonly are just the
neat solvent themselves. Vanishing oils have VO@ents ranging from 600 grams per liter to
750 grams per liter. Vanishing oils leave a ligiaating of lubricant on the part during
processing and then evaporate shortly thereafféiey need to provide enough lubricity to
prevent machinery and parts from seizing but previdry little protection to tooling. They are
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used because they evaporate and later cleaningtmper are not necessary. Vanishing oils
should not leave behind tacky or gummy residuescaBse the parts are not cleaned afterwards,
the vanishing oil must not encourage corrosion @@y even provide some small amount of
corrosion protection. Alternatives to high solvenhtent vanishing oils include water-dilutable
metal working fluid and light straight oils. Theater-dilutable metal working fluids for use in
vanishing oil applications have sufficient rusty@etative compounds to protect parts when the
water evaporates. They provide sufficient lubyidut, like traditional vanishing oils, provide
little tooling protection. Because they are saoitdi) they evaporate leaving a dry, light protective
film that is not tacky or gummy. Parts machinedhis manner were found to have similar or
superior corrosion protection and did not requuksgquent cleaning according to an SCAQMD
co-sponsored report, “Assessment, Development agrdddstration of Alternatives to VOC-
Emitting Lubricants, Vanishing Oils and Rust Inhiss.” The high water content of the water-
dilutable metal working fluid used in these apgdimas makes them less expensive than
vanishing oils.

Use of a light straight oil as a vanishing oil afi&ive could also provide acceptable results in
certain situations. There would be little if arwaporation but the residue would not be tacky or
gummy and corrosion protection would be excelle@teaning would be required however and
would increase the cost to the facility.

Rust inhibitors, including rust preventatives amdrasion inhibitors, would also be limited to a
VOC content of 25 grams per liter of material. ®ofacilities use rust inhibitors that are nearly
identical in composition and VOC content to vamghoils. Metal parts are coated, usually by
dipping, with a formulation of solvent like minerapirits or kerosene that may also contain
small amounts of heavier oils and/or wax. The eaf\evaporates away leaving behind a small
amount of heavier oil, wax or trace amounts ofgblvent. The remnant coats the metal surface
with a water repellent or protective layer. Theawer oils and wax provide much more
protection than the evaporated solvent.

Water-based rust inhibitors have very low VOC cantdter dilution and are formulated to leave
behind a nearly invisible protective coating aftex water evaporates. The protective coating is
soluble in water but still protects steel, cashjrand other ferrous parts from in-plant corrosion
for up to six months. An added benefit is that toating can be easily removed using mild
agueous cleaners if required. The water-basedimbgtitors are comparable in price to the
solvent-based rust inhibitors.

Alternative lower VOC straight oil rust inhibitocoat the metal surface with an oil that rejects
water. Over a long period of time the oil may Keig into a nearly solid protective coating.
These products provide excellent long term prodectind while higher cost per gallon, are
superior in quality to most high VOC products. Tskeaight oil may contain some small
amounts of solvents and the VOC content of sucdymts tested range from less than 25 grams
per liter to 191 grams per liter. Laboratory tegtresults of rust inhibitors is summarized in
Table 1-8.

* Institute for Research and Technical AssistaiitRA), Assessment, Development and Demonstration of
Alternatives to VOC-Emitting Lubricants, Vanishi@ils and Rust Inhibitors, August 2006.
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Table 1-8
VOC Content of Rust Inhibitors
Type VOC Results
Method 313
Cleaner/Rust Inhibitor <25 - 760 g/L
Consumer/General 514 g/L
Rust Inhibitor <10 g/L
Rust Inhibitor/Stamping 51* - 125 g/L

*Before dilution

Assessment, Development and Demonstration of Adteres to VOC-Emitting Lubricants,
Vanishing Oils and Rust Inhibitors Report evaluatdcompanies in the Basin that use metal
working fluids in the operations. Low-VOC altervas were evaluated in 13 facilities in 15
different operations. Effective low-VOC alternass were found in all cases. Therefore,
SCAQMD staff believes that almost all affected lities would reformulate or replace products
to comply with PR 1144,

Control Technology

A provision has been added to PR 1144 that alldwsuse of a control devices with a capture
efficient of 90 percent or more on a mass basisaaodntrol efficiency of 95 percent on a mass
basis or a maximum of five ppm VOC by volume frohe texhaust to control high VOC
lubricants or rust inhibitors emissions. Therm@abaer and/or carbon adsorption systems could
be used to comply with this provision.

Thermal Oxidizers

There are three main categories of thermal oxidizeat could be used to control VOCs:
afterburners with no heat recovery, thermal oxidizeith recuperative heat recovery and highly
efficient regenerative heat recovery oxidizers. e Tollowing paragraphs briefly describe the
three types of thermal oxidizers.

Afterburners: Afterburners are most commonly usedcontrol intermittent and emergency
releases of VOCs. Due to factors such as noisahenthck of heat recovery, (which results in
high energy consumption and high NOx and CO2 eoms$itheir use for steady-state control of
VOCs is not widespread. They are most often usedcontrolling intermittent releases of
ethylene oxide from medical or food product steeifs. Afterburners operate in the 1,200°F to
1,400°F range with a residence time of at leass@c®nds and destruction rate efficiencies of 95
to 98 percent.

Both recuperative or regenerative thermal oxidasgstems generally consist of a refractory-
lined chamber, one or more burners, a temperaturgal system and heat-recovery equipment.
Contaminated gases are collected by an industeatilation system and delivered to the
preheater inlet, where they are heated by indrentact with the hot oxidizer exhaust. Gases
are then mixed thoroughly with the burner flameaha upstream portion of the unit, and then
pass through the combustion zone where the conoiugtiocess is completed. The VOC
concentrations in most industrial process venist®e are too low for self-sustaining
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combustion. Therefore, a supplemental fuel (natgas) is required. Depending on the heat
recovery efficiency, this supplemental fuel regoiest may or may not translate into significant
annual operating costs.

Recuperative thermal oxidizers: Recuperative theoxralizers recover 60 to 80 percent of the
system's energy demands with a shell and tubehgpeexchanger. Recuperative units operate
in the 1,400°F to 1,600°F range with a residenuoe of at least 0.5 second and destruction rate
efficiencies of 98 to 99 percent. Thermal oxidievith recuperative heat exchangers can
recover 80 to 95 percent of the energy requiremdiliese recuperative thermal oxidizers use a
ceramic medium for heat transfer, which is storedhree or more dedicated beds that feed a
central combustion chamber. Valves control whiel s being preheated by exhaust gases and
which bed is transferring its heat to incoming V@&htaminated air.

Regenerative thermal oxidizers: Regenerative wpesate in the 1,800°F to 2,000°F range with
a residence time of at least 0.8 second and déstuate efficiencies of 99 to 99.9 percent.
Regenerative oxidizers cost more than recuperaksgns of equal capacity. However, their
life-cycle costs are less because annual fuel ewstiess than for recuperative units.

Carbon Adsorption

Carbon absorbers consist of either disposable fdlabde canisters or fixed-bed regenerative
systems. If the facility utilizes canisters, aidely service arranges to pick up the spent
canisters and takes them offsite to recover theesblor removes and replaces the spent carbon
with fresh carbon. For fixed-bed regenerative ayst, the carbon bed is regenerated, and the
solvent is recovered onsite for re-use by theitgcil

Evaluation of Compliance Options

Because low-VOC alternatives to lubricants and intgbitors were found to equivalent (for rust
inhibitors) or less (lubricants) in cost than exigt non-PR 1144 compliant products, and
compliant projects were found to be available fthraffected operations in the Assessment,
Development and Demonstration of Alternatives toG/Bmitting Lubricants, Vanishing Oils
and Rust Inhibitors Report, SCAQMD staff believieattit is unlikely that thermal oxidizers or
carbon adsorption would be used rather than prodiiotmulation or replacement to comply
with PR 1144. In addition, the installation of tahwould generate additional costs (equipment
and fuel) and emissions (combustion in thermal iaeid or diesel emissions from carbon
delivery and removal) that affected operators anoMmers are unlikely to desire.

This provision was included in PR 1144 to allowiliies that have existing control systems for
compliance with other SCAQMD rules or regulatioosise those same systems to comply with
PR 1144.
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standarduetian tool to identify a project's potential

adverse environmental impacts.

This checklist tifles and evaluates potential adverse

environmental impacts that may be created by tbpgsed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:

Lead Agency Name:
Lead Agency Address:

CEQA Contact Person:

PR 1144 Contact Person
Project Sponsor's Name:
Project Sponsor's Address:

General Plan Designation:
Zoning:
Description of Project:

Draft Environmental Assessment (E#é) Proposed Rule
(PR) 1144 — Lubricants and Rust Inhibitors

South Coast Air Quality Managedrestrict

21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Mr. James Koizumi (909) 32843
Mr. Michael Morris (909)-3282
South Coast Air Quality &dgment District

21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Not applicable

Not applicable

PR 1144 would implement the 2007 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) control measure CTS-01 —
Emission Reductions from Lubricants. PR 1144 would
establish a VOC content limit of 25 grams per litér
material for lubricants and rust inhibitors effeetiJanuary

1, 2010; prohibit the sale of non-compliant lubntsaand
rust inhibitors not subject to CARB’s consumer prcid
regulation; allow Ilubricants and rust inhibitors
manufactured prior to January 1, 2010 to be sold or
applied until July 1, 2010; and require containéws
lubricants and rust inhibitors to display the daié
manufacture and VOC content as supplied and after
recommended dilution.

Surrounding Land Uses andNot applicable

Setting:

Other Public Agencies
Whose Approval is
Required:

Not applicable

PR 1144
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The following environmental impact areas have bassessed to determine their potential to be

affected by the proposed project.

As indicatedtlhy checklist on the following pages,

environmental topics marked with a®¥™ may be adversely affected by the proposed project
An explanation relative to the determination of anfs can be found following the checklist for

each area.
0 Aesthetics [0 Agriculture Resources M  Air Quality
[0 Biological Resources [ Cultural Resources 0 Energy
0 Geology/Soils M Hazards & Hazardous M Hydrology/
Materials Water Quality
0 Land Use/Planning [0 Mineral Resources I Noise
[0 Population/Housing [0 Public Services [0 Recreation
[0 Solid/Hazardous Waste [ Transportation/ M Mandatory
Traffic Findings of
Significance
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

M | find the proposed project, in accordance withsthindings made pursuant to
CEQA Guideline 815252, COULD NOT have a significaftect on the
environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTithw no
significant impacts will be prepared.

O I find that although the proposed project couldéhavsignificant effect on the
environment, there will NOT be significant effects this case because
revisions in the project have been made by or dgtee by the project
proponent. An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no gi§cant
impacts will be prepared.

0 | find that the proposed project MAY have a sigraht effect(s) on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT wi# prepared.

O [Ifind that the proposed project MAY have a "pdiglty significant impact” on
the environment, but at least one effect 1) has laelequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal stedg] and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on thereanlalysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT iguieed, but it
must analyze only the effects that remain to beesied.

[0 | find that although the proposed project coulgteha significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significarfeets (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTrguant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoideditayated pursuant to that
earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisie or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed prajething further is
required.

St Smith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor

Date:_ October 3, 2008 Signature:
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

As discussed in Chapter 1, the objective of PR 144 implement the 2007 AQMP control
measure CTS-01 — Emission Reductions from Lubrgcant reduce VOC emissions from these
products. PR 1144 would establish a VOC contenit lof 25 grams per liter of material for
lubricants and rust inhibitors effective January2D10; prohibit the sale of non-compliant
lubricants and rust inhibitors not subject to CARBionsumer projects regulation; allow
lubricants and rust inhibitors manufactured prmiJanuary 1, 2010 to be sold or applied until
July 1, 2010; and require containers for lubricaamsl rust inhibitors to display the date of
manufacture and VOC content as supplied and aftemnmended dilution.

New Construction or Operations

Since PR 1144 would only affect the VOC contentsubficants and rust inhibitors, PR 1144
would not generate any new development or consbruatf new lubricant or rust inhibitor
processes. Instead, PR 1144 is only expecteddot afperations the VOC content of lubricants
and rust inhibitors used at 427 existing facilities

Existing Facilities

PR 1144 would affect the VOC contents of lubricaantsl rust inhibitors. Based on the 2006
survey of local metal working fluid manufacturedsstributors and users, staff estimates that
there are 7,457 affected companies. Since mamcéuiis and rust inhibitors already meet the
25 gram per liter VOC content limit of PR 1144,ubset of the operators at the 7,457 affected
companies would be required to change the typesedél working fluids used. It is expected
that most affected facility operators using lubnitsaand rust inhibitors would only need to
replace high-VOC rust materials with low-VOC madési However, it is believed that
vanishing fluid and/or light oil operations wouléed additional cleaning equipment in order to
use PR 1144 compliant materials.

Operators that use vanishing fluid and/or light aié expected to need to purchase cleaning
equipment, automated handling equipment for thanttg equipment, cleaning solutions and
pay for related additional electricity. The cleapisolutions would be alkaline with a pH range
between 8 and 13. Most cleaners have a pH in dr@0rto 11. The cleaning solutions contain
small amounts of surfactants, builders, solventd aorrosion inhibitors. The cleaners
themselves are usually non-hazardous unless they &ddigh pH (above 11). However, after
use the cleaners contain oil, grease and trace ol metal that make them unsuitable for
direct discharge into the sewer system and may nthken aqueous hazardous wastes.
Electricity would be used for the automated hampdieguipment, heaters and controls for the
cleaning system.

SCAQMD staff estimates that approximately 352,780ogs of water for product reformulation,

20,283 gallons of cleaning solutions, and 385,3&l®gs of water for cleaning may be required
annually to comply with PR 1144. In addition, & eéxpected that facility operators would
dispose of 405,650 gallons of aqueous hazardoug was

The new cleaning systems are expected to consist @fie 10-kilowatt automated handling
machine, three 12-kilowatt heaters and a 10-kilbwahtrol system. At maximum power the
system would operate at 56 kilowatts; however, amater in the cleaning systems are heated to
operating temperature, the heaters would run intemntly to maintain a consistent temperature.
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Under a conservative scenario, it is anticipateat thacilities may require on average an
additional 24 kilowatts per facility, which wouldeltotal of 28 gigawatt-hours per year (24
kilowatts/facility x 52.5 hours/week x 52 weeks/ygal27 facilities).

PR 1144 allows the use of control devices instdadomplying with the requirements of the
proposed rule. However, because the cost of usifggmulated or replacement lubricants and
rust inhibitors is estimated to be equivalent @sléhan the cost of using existing non-PR 1144
compliant lubricants and rust inhibitors, SCAQMDafétdoes not believe that any control
devices would be installed to comply with PR 1148ased on the Assessment, Development
and Demonstration of Alternatives to VOC-Emittingibricants, Vanishing Oils and Rust
Inhibitors Report, staff believes that operatons aehieve compliance with PR 1144 through the
use of compliant lubricants and rust inhibitorsheTcontrol equipment provision was added to
allow operators that already use control devicesotaply with existing rules and regulations to
use the same equipment to comply with PR 1144,
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
) AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic [ O %}
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, [l L %}
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character [ L %}
or quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare [ O %}

which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Significance Criteria
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics wildresidered significant if:
- The project will block views from a scenic highwarycorridor.
- The project will adversely affect the visual conitly of the surrounding area.
- The impacts on light and glare will be considenggificant if the project adds
lighting which would add glare to residential areasensitive receptors.

Discussion

l.a), b), ¢) & d) PR 1144 would not require any new developmernequire modifications to
buildings or other structures to comply with thegwsed VOC content limits for lubricants and
rust inhibitors. Any construction is expected tcur within the boundaries of 427 existing
facilities within buildings on existing processdm Since all of the affected activities occur
within existing structures, there would be no clet@the visual character of the existing setting
at any of the 427 existing affected facilities.

Additional light or glare would not be created whiwould adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area since no light generating equigmuld be required to comply with the VOC
content requirements of the proposed rule, andptbposed rule does not require night time
activities at affected facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant advaesthetics impacts are not anticipated and
will not be further analyzed in this Draft EA. $&no significant adverse aesthetics impacts
were identified, no mitigation measures are necgssarequired.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
) AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would
the project:
1)) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, [l L %}

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?

1)) Conflict with  existing zoning for (] (] M
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?
c) Involve other changes in the existing environmen [ (] M

which, due to their location or nature, could résul
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural
use?

Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on agricultural resourc#éisoe considered significant if any of the

following conditions are met:

- The proposed project conflicts with existing zonargagricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

- The proposed project will convert prime farmlandique farmland or farmland of statewide
importance as shown on the maps prepared pursu#re farmland mapping and monitoring
program of the California Resources Agency, to agneultural use.

- The proposed project would involve changes in tistiag environment, which due to their
location or nature, could result in conversionahiland to non-agricultural uses.

Il.a), b), & ¢) PR 1144 would not require any new developmentequire modifications to
buildings or other structures to comply with thegwsed VOC content limits for lubricants and
rust inhibitors. Any construction is expected tzar within the boundaries of existing facilities
within buildings on existing process lines. All tife affect activities occur within existing
structures, so new use designations, includingcalgural designations, are not expected to be
altered by the proposed project. Therefore, sitiRel144 only affects operations at 427 existing
facilities located in commercial or industrial ased is not expected to convert any classification
of farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict vizoning for agricultural use or a Williamson
Act contract.
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Based upon these considerations, significant agui@l resource impacts are not anticipated and
will not be further analyzed in this Draft EA. $&no significant adverse agriculture resources
impacts were identified, no mitigation measuresraeessary or required.

Potentially Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
lll.  AIR QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [ O %}
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to a [ %} [
existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net insesa O %} O

of any criteria pollutant for which the project rexgy

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 poilut l %} L
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substanti [ %} O
number of people?

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

lll.a) PR 1144 implements 2007 AQMP control measure CTS-&mission Reductions from
Lubricants. PR 1144 would set the VOC limit fortalevorking fluids at 25 grams per liter of
material. Since PR 1144 would implement 2007 AQ&dRtrol measure CTS-01, it would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the dipable air quality control plan.

lll. b), c), and f) For a discussion of these items, refer to thewiohg analysis.

Air Quality Significance Criteria

Attainment of the state and federal ambient aidiyustandards protects sensitive receptors and
the public in general from the adverse effects riikga pollutants which are known to have
adverse human health effects. To determine whethaot air quality impacts from adopting
and implementing the proposed amendments are isigmiif impacts are evaluated and compared
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to the criteria listed in Table 2-1. The projeduld be considered to have significant adverse air
quality impacts if any one of the thresholds in[€ab1 are equaled or exceeded.
Air Quality Impacts

Table 2-1
Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOXx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
CcoO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds
(includir-]rgfc(::asrcinogens Maximum Incremental Cance_r RigklO in 1 million
and non-carcinogens) Hazard Index 1.0 (project increment)
Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuar€ Q81D Rule 402

Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants a

NO2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significaniticauses or contribute$
to an exceedance of the following attainment stedsla
0.25 ppm (state)

0.053 ppm (federal)

1-hour average
annual average

PM10 5 b Z _
24-hour average 10.4pg/m’ (recommended folr (c)onitrtsjcnon& 2.5ug/m’ (operation)
annual geometric average ’ “glm3
annual arithmetic mean Opg/m
Sulfate
1 ug/n?
24-hour average 1g
CcoO SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or contribute$

to an exceedance of the following attainment stedsla

1-hour average 20 ppm (state)
8-hour average 9.0 ppm (state/federal)

& Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollata based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unlessretise stated.
b Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R408.

KEY: Ibs/day = pounds per day ppm = parts per million ug/n? = microgram per cubic meter > greater than or equal to

Construction Emissions
All construction activities are expected to occuthw the property boundaries of existing metal

working facilities within existing structures. Qpéors are expected to need cleaning and
automated handling equipment. Many facilities adiye have the necessary cleaning and
automated handling equipment, but to be conservatiwwas assumed that all 427 affected

facilities would need to install such equipment.
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It was assumed that the additional equipment wawldplaced on the concrete foundation of
existing structures to existing lubricant or rustibitor process lines. Therefore, no earthmoving
or concrete pouring would be required. SCAQMD fstafsumed that additional equipment
would be delivered by heavy-duty diesel truck. fiSaasumed that equipment could be placed
using forklifts.

Since the VOC content limit would become effectweJanuary 1, 2010, it was assumed that all
427 facilities would need to complete constructmrer a 12-month period. Based on this
assumption it was further assumed that three fi@siliper day might construct cleaning and
automated handling equipment. Table 2-2 preséptsdnstruction emissions from both a single
facility and from three facilities undergoing canstion at the same time. Detailed construction
emission calculations can be found in Appendix B.

Table 2-2
Daily Criteria Construction Emissions
Description CO, NOX, PM10, PM2.5, SO¥x, VOC,
Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Single Facility 7.1 10.1 0.66 0.65 0.01 1.4
Two Facilities 14.2 20.2 1.3 1.3 0.02 2.7

Operational Emissions

Emission Reductions

The proposed rule will establish a VOC contenttliafi25 grams per liter for lubricants and rust
inhibitors. For approximately 90 percent of fluisisbjects to the rule that are currently being
used, the proposed limit would have no impact astngeneral metal working fluids already

have VOC contents that are less than 25 gramsteer These low VOC fluids account for only

about 25 percent of the total VOC emissions frois éimission source category.

There would be, however, substantial VOC emissieductions from vanishing oils, rust
inhibitors and solvents used to dilute lubricantsuged directly as vanishing oils or rust
inhibitors. Using the sales weighted average \Woftent from surveyed products, establishing
a VOC content limit of 25 grams per liter would ued emissions by up to more than 95 percent
for the affected categories, resulting in a redurctof 3.08 tons per day of VOC emissions
(Table 2-3).

Based the Development and Demonstration of Altereatto VOC-Emitting Lubricants,
Vanishing Oils and Rust Inhibitors Report, discassiwith industry and site visits, SCAQMD
staff does not expect a substantial increase inatheunt of lubricants or rust inhibitor use
caused by the reformulation or replacement of AghC materials with low VOC materials.
Based on Table 1-5, high VOC lubricants and ruktbitors would have a sales weighted
average VOC content of greater than 660 gramsiteer ISince the VOC content of lubricants
and rust inhibitors would be restricted to 25 grgwes liter or less by PR 1144, an low VOC
content lubricants and rust inhibitors would needbé used in amounts greater than many times
the current usage ((660 g/L)/(25 g/L)) before themld VOC emissions reductions would be
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lost.

Since this has not been observed in SCAQMIMhmissioned testing or site visits,

SCAQMD staff expects that PR 1144 would achievgpsed VOC emission reductions.

Table 2-3

Emission Reductions

Total
Metal YEIE 205 Proposed Tota_l V.OC VOC
) Surveyed VOC Percent Emission o
Working VOC . Emission
) (thousand | Content Reduction | Inventory .
Fluid Type allons) (/) Content (ton/day) Reduction
9 9 Y) | (ton/day)
General MWF 3,742 25 25 0% 1.07 0.00
Vanishing Oil 64.1 710 25 96% 0.52 0.50
Rust Inhibitors 156 660 25 96% 1.17 1.13
Solvent 167 790 25 97% 1.50 1.45
Total 4,129 4.26 3.08

MWEF — metal working fluid

Existing lubricants and rust inhibitors that havughaVOC contents are typically petroleum
based products. Many of these products eitheragomtr are diluted with mineral spirits and
kerosene.

Multiple low-VOC commercially available products Vea been identified in numerous
applications that are already in compliance with groposed limits. These reformulated or
replacement products typically are comprised ofewstsed or vegetable based fluids. Cold
heading, drawing, grinding, honing machining andaheemoval fluids as well as coolants and
general lubricants were all found to have low VQftent products in widespread use. For the
two applications where high VOC products were ideat, stamping (vanishing oil) and rust
inhibitors, aqueous- and petroleum-based technedogere identified and demonstrated in field
testing. Those alternatives were analyzed andda@orhave VOC contents that would meet the
proposed limits. The substitution of one typelafd to another is not expected to have a direct
impact on other criteria pollutants.

Because the cost of using reformulated or replaoeinbricants and rust inhibitors are expected
to be same or less that using existing lubricants rast inhibitors, the increased use of control
equipment is considered very unlikely and; themsforot expected to be a source of increased
pollutants.

Secondary Criteria Emissions

Secondary criteria emissions would be generatethéydelivery of cleaning solutions and the
removal of aqueous hazardous waste. Approximabely additional 55-gallon drums of
cleaning solutions and five additional 55 gallomrds of aqueous hazardous waste would be
removed per quarter per facility. SCAQMD staff ilased that two additional medium-duty
truck round trips would be required every quartere(to deliver cleaning solutions and one to
remove aqueous hazardous waste), which is eiglek traund trips per year per facility.
Assuming a 260 day work year, the 427 affectedifi@s would generate 13 truck round trips
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per day. Table 2-4 presents the secondary crigmigsions generated by 13 truck round trips
per day. Detailed operational emission calculatican be found in Appendix B.

Table 2-4
Secondary Criteria Operation Emissions

CO, NOX, VOC, SO, PM10, | PM2.5,

Pollutant lo/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | lb/day | Ib/day

Total Daily Emissions 23.1 24.9 3.1 0.03 0.9 0.8

Emissions were estimated using 2008 fleet year CERB-AC2007 emission factors for the Basin.
It was assumed that a one-way trip would be 40snile

Worst-Case Criteria Emissions

Since affected facility operators have a year tongy with PR 1144, construction and
operational emission could overlap. Therefore wibest-case criteria emissions would be a day
when both construction and operation overlap. &dbb presents the emissions from both
construction and operations. No criteria emiss@xteed their respective significant thresholds;
therefore, PR 1144 is not expected to be signifit@ncriteria pollutants.

Table 2-5
Worst-Case Criteria Emissions from Construction andOperation

Description CO, NOx, | PM10, | PM2.5, | SOx, | VOC,
Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day
Construction 14.2 20.2 1.3 1.3 0.019 2.0
Operation 23.1 24.9 0.9 0.8 0.02]7 3.]
Total Criteria Emissions 37.2 45.1 2.2 2.1 0.05 5
Operational Significance Threshold 550 55 150 55 150 55
Significant? No No No No No No

Greenhouse Gases

In addition to criteria pollutant emissions, comitus processes generate GHG emissions that
have the potential to affect global climate. Redgdhe VOC content of lubricants and rust
inhibitors does not produce GHGs. However, corsibn equipment used to install related
devices and mobile sources used to deliver praglugtremove aqueous liquid wastes during the
operational phase are expected to generate GHGamibustion exhaust. The following GHG
analysis focuses on CO2 and methane emissions d®etlaese are the primary GHG pollutant
emitted during the combustion process and is th&@Hllutant for which emission factors are
most readily available. CARB EMFAC2007 and Offra@@7 emission factors were used to
determine carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH43®an factors. Other GHGs are emitted,
but a complete set of emissions factors are natadke; therefore, only CO2 and methane was
analyzed.

The analysis of GHGs is a much different analyisatthe analysis of criteria pollutants for the
following reasons. For criteria pollutants, sigraihce thresholds are based on daily emissions
because attainment or non-attainment is based i elceedances of applicable ambient air
guality standards. Further, several ambient aalitjustandards are based on relatively short-
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term exposure effects on human health, e.g., onedrad eight-hour. Since the half-life of CO2
is approximately 100 years, the effects of GHGslanger-term, affecting global climate over a
relatively long time frame. The half-life of metiais seven years; however, methane emissions
are a small fraction of the total GHG emissionsrfroombustion (0.005 percent). Further, the
action of GHGs is global in nature, rather thanaloor even regional. As a result, GHG
emission impacts are considered to be cumulatiyaats rather than project-specific impacts.

Typical GHG emission inventories (ERARB®, etc.) present directly emitted GHGs during a
given year. GHG emission inventories are ofterorega in CO2 equivalent emissions (CO2eq.).
To estimate the CO2eq., non-CO2 GHGs are multipligctheir global warming potentials.
Since the global warming potential of CO2 has béefmed as one, global warming potentials
are normalized to CO2 emissions. The summatioeash GHG emission multiplied by its
global warming potential are defined as CO2eq. |da6 presents CO2eq. from the proposed
project. Detailed calculations of the GHG emissiand CO2eq. are included in Appendix C.

In the absence of a specific significance threst®ECAQMD staff has evaluated significance for
projects where it is the lead agency on a caseabg-basis. In this analysis, SCAQMD staff has
used a variety of benchmarks to evaluate GHG ingpaéts additional information is compiled
with regard to the level of GHG emissions that ¢itui® a significant cumulative climate change
impact, SCAQMD will continue to revisit and posgilievise the level of GHG emissions
considered to be significant.

Table 2-6
Worst-Case Annual CO2, CH4 and CO Equivalent Emissins Resulting from PR 1144
CO2 CH4 CH4 CO2eq.,
_ e - . CO2 eq.,
Description Emissions, Emissions, metric :
. . metric ton/yr
metric ton/yr | metric ton/yr ton/year
Construction 338 0.019 0.404 338
Operations 337 0.018 0.384 337
Total for First Year 675 0.038 0.788 676
Total for Each Year Afte
First Year (i.e., without 337 0.018 0.384 337
construction)

Construction would be completed by Januaryl, 20Afier the first year, only operational CO2 emissigould be
generated.

The CH4 global warming potential is 21.

CO2 equivalent emissions (COeq.) are CO2 and metaamssions from combustion sources.

In its CEQA & Climate Change document (January, 2008), CAPCOA identifies maotemptial
GHG significance threshold options. The CAPCOA whupent indicates that establishing
guantitative thresholds is a balance between getti@ level low enough to capture a substantial
portion of future residential and non-residentievelopment, while also setting a threshold high

® EPA, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas EmissionsSinks: 1990-2005, http://www.epa.gov/climatecheing
emissions/downloads06/07CR.pdf, April 15, 2007

® ARB, Statewide Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissionsniove 1990 to 2004, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cceil
emsinv/emsinv.htm.
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enough to exclude small development projects thitcantribute a relatively small fraction of

the cumulative statewide GHG emissions. For exam@IAPCOA identifies one potential

significance threshold as 10,000 metric tons pear,yehich was considered by the Market
Advisory Committee for inclusion in a greenhouses gap and trade system in California.
Another potential threshold identified by CAPCOAZJ5,000 metric tons per year, which is
CARB’s mandatory reporting threshold under AB 3@HG emissions in the year 2008 and
following years from PR 1144 would be lower tharnhoof these reporting thresholds.

Finally, another approach to determining signifimaims to estimate what percentage of the total
inventory of GHG emissions are represented by eomsgrom a single project. If emissions are
a relatively small percentage of the total inventdris possible that the project will have litthe

no effect on global climate change. According\aikable information, the statewide inventory
of CO2eq. emissions is as follows: 1990 GHG emissiequal 427 million metric tons of
CO2eq. and 2020 GHG emissions equal 600 millionrimébns of CO2eq. with business as
usual. Interpolating an inventory for the year 208sults in 531 million metric tons of CO2eq.
CO2 emissions during the first year of the progic675 metric tons from PR 1144 represent
0.00013 percent of the statewide GHG inventoryd@& CO2 emissions from each year after
construction is completed would be 337 metric thosm PR 1144, which represents 0.000064
percent of the statewide GHG inventory in 2008. 2Gissions from the proposed project are
presented in Table 2-7. This small percentageld&@missions compared to the total projected
statewide GHG emissions inventory is another bfagishe SCAQMD’s conclusion that GHG
emissions from implementing PR 1144 or the altéveatis less than significant.

Table 2-7
Comparison of Proposed Rule 1144 CO2 Equivalent Emssions to the 2008 Statewide CO2
Emissions
. Percentage of
PR 1144 2008 Statewide
PR 1144 CO2 eq.
CO2eq., CO2eq., :
metric ton/yr million metric ton/yr @ S
CO2eq.
Proposed Project, First Year 676 531 0.00013
Proposed Project , After
First Year (i.e., after 337 531 0.000064

construction is completed)

PR 1144 is part of a comprehensive ongoing regylgioogram that includes implementing
related SCAQMD 2007 AQMP control measures as anmend@ew rules to attain and maintain
all state and national ambient air quality standded all areas within its jurisdiction. The 2007
AQMP estimates a CO2 reduction of 427,849 metms foer year by 2014, and a CO2 reduction
of 1,523,445 metric ton per year by 2020 as a teguplementing the AQMP. Therefore, PR
1144 in connection with other 2007 AQMP control swas is not considered to be
cumulatively significant.
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Criteria and Greenhouse Gas Conclusions

PR 1144 would result in overall VOC reductions. efidfore, PR 1144 would not diminish an
existing air quality rule or future compliance r@gment resulting in a significant increase in
any air pollutant.

Since PR 1144 would result in a VOC emissions redacPR 1144 would not violate any air
quality standard; contribute to an existing or pobgd air quality violation; or result in a
cumulative considerable net increase in any cateollutant for which the region is in non-
attainment under an applicable federal or stateemhhir quality standard.

Since GHG emissions are considered cumulative itapatd the GHG emissions from PR 1144
are below the 10,000 metric tons per year Marketigaty Committee threshold; the 25,000
metric tons per year CARB proposed mandatory remprthreshold under AB 32; a small

percentage of the total statewide GHG inventory2098; and together with other control

measures in the 2007 AQMP, which is a comprehersigeing regulatory program that would

reduce overall GHGs emissions; cumulative GHG a&bs/ampacts from PR 1144 are not
considered significant.

lll.d) Diesel exhaust particulate is considered a caganic and chronic non-carcinogenic
toxic air pollutant. Construction at affected faigs is expected to last one or two days.
Exposure to diesel exhaust particulate from a fivrkind delivery truck is expected to add
negligible health risk, since diesel exhaust paldie does not have a short-term acute hazard
index, and carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic clordmealth risks are estimated over an
extended period of time.

Health risks from the eight additional truck tripser year at affected facilities (one for the
delivery of cleaning solutions and one to removeeags hazardous waste each quarter) are
expected to be negligible. Tier | of the SCAQMDsRAssessment Procedures for Rules 1401
and 212, version 7.0, lists the screening emiskwogl for diesel exhaust particulate as 0.12
pounds per year for receptors 25 meters or less &source. A single affected facility would
generate about 0.004 pounds of additional diedeh@st particulate per year. Since the 0.004
pounds per year is less than the screen valuel@f flounds per year, PR 1144 would not be
significant for health risk from delivery trucks.

PR 1144 is expected to increase the use of waestbametal working fluids and the water
content of waterbased metal working fluids. ThmuWd reduce the amount of solvents in metal
working fluids and in metal working fluid clean-upDepending on the composition of the
existing metal working fluids, reducing the solveontent of metal working fluids may reduce
the amount of toxic compounds in metal workingdiiand clean-up solvents.

The Assessment, Development and Demonstrationtefrfdtives to VOC-Emitting Lubricants,
Vanishing Oils and Rust Inhibitors Report concludkedt in general alternative lubricants and
rust inhibitors are formulated using fatty acideestand water diluted materials that are lower in
toxicity than traditional organic solvents. The teradiluted materials are used at low
concentrations so their toxicity is minimized. Opetential alternative compliant lubricant
identified had 10 to 20 percent triethanolamine ame& to 10 percent menoethanolamine.
Triethanolamine has been identified as causing pattonal asthma by the Association of
Environmental and Occupational Health Clinics. ThAmerican Conference of Industrial
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Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLV) dive milligrams per cubic meter is
associated with eye and skin irritation, and cantrmatitis. The Cal/OSHA permissible
exposure limit (PEL) is also five milligrams perbici meter. TLV and Cal/OSHA PELs are
short-term concentration averages (eight-hour @esja The National Toxicology Program
concluded that triethanolamine caused liver tuntfofemale mice and may have caused a slight
increase in hemanogiosarcomas of the liver in mate. However, no cancer potency values
were identified in the Assessment, Development Rechonstration of Alternatives to VOC-
Emitting Lubricants, Vanishing Oils and Rust Inkdos Report.

Monoethanolamine causes eye and skin irritatioanimal testing and a ACGIH TLV of three
ppm has been established to minimize skin andreyation in workers. The Cal/lOSHA PEL is
also three ppm.

Cancer potency and reference exposure limits fetheinolamine and monoethanolamine have
not been established by OEHHA. SCAQMD staff doestypically evaluate cancer and non-
cancer health risks from chemicals that do not ltaveer potency and reference exposure limits
provided by OEHHA. The following analysis has bgeapared in response to a request from
the public during the public workshop. It shouklioted that SCAQMD staff does not normally
evaluate health risks using the following methodgldbecause it is not consistent with
SCAQMD HRA procedures in the SCAQMD'’s Risk Assesstiierocedures for Rules 1401 and
212.

Large vanishing oil and rust preventative operatase approximately 500 gallons of
triethanolamine per year. The concentration adtiianolamine in the diluted metal working
fluid is estimated to be one percent or less. Tauarge shop operator would use approximately
five gallons per year of triethanolamine. Sincége talternative Ilubricant contained
monoethanolamine in half the concentration of haeblamine, approximately 2.5 gallons of
monoethanolamine would be used per year. It wasa®d that there could be three to five
machine shops within a one-quarter square mile.

Since OEHHA cancer potency and reference exposoméshave not been established, but
Cal/OSHA PELs and ACGIH TLVs are available, trigtblamine and monoethanolamine
concentrations were evaluated against the Cal/OBHBs/ACGIH TLVs. Any compound that
exceeds the applicable PEL or TLV concentratiothat receptor could cause adverse health
effects and would, therefore, be considered afsigint adverse health impact.

Based on the above assumptions, a receptor at Bsgvme less from a large facility would be
exposed to a concentration of 0.12 milligrams pdric meter of triethanolamine and 0.0002
ppm of monoethanolamine. These concentrationseasethan the TLVs and Cal/lOSHA PELs
of five milligrams per cubic meter for triethanolar®@ and three ppm for monoethanolamine.

Since diesel exhaust particulate emissions, aneth&molamine and monoethanolamine
concentrations are below significance thresholdgnifecant adverse air quality impacts to
sensitive receptors are not expected from implemgmR 1144.

lll.e) Historically, the SCAQMD has enforced odor nuisamomplaints through SCAQMD
Rule 402 - Nuisance. Affected facilities are nopected to create objectionable odors affecting
a substantial number of people for the followingsens: 1) operators currently use metal
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working fluids; 2) PR 1144 is expected to incretdse use of waterbased metal working fluids
and increase the water content in waterbased mateding fluids, which would reduce the
amount of odorous solvents used in metal workingdfl and related clean-up; and 3) the
operations occur at facilities that are typicatigdted in industrial zones.

Conclusion
Based on the preceding discussions, PR 1144 ix@g® reduce VOC emissions, which is an
air quality benefit.

The proposal has no provision that would causekaton of any air quality standard or directly
contribute to an existing or projected air quakiglation. The lower VOC emission would
assist in reducing overall VOC, PM, and ozone cotraéions throughout the district.

Since VOC air quality effects from implementing RR44 are seen as benefits, and PR 1144
would not cause an exceedance of any of the alitgganificance thresholds in Table 2-1, air
qguality impacts are not considered to be cumulbtivansiderable as defined in CEQA
Guidelines 815065(c). The analysis of GHGs alsahkaled that PR 1144 would not generate
significant adverse cumulative GHG impacts. Thaefthe proposed project is not expected to
result in significant adverse cumulative impactsdoy criteria or GHG pollutant.

Thus, PR 1144 is not expected to result in sigamfi@dverse air quality impacts, and mitigation
measures are not required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either dyect [ O %}

or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, poljcies
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 riparia [l [ %}
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?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally [ O %}
protected wetlands as defined by 8404 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 ordinarsce [ [ %}
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

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

Significance Criteria

Impacts on biological resources will be considesigghificant if any of the following criteria

apply:

- The project results in a loss of plant communitieanimal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or égsaicies.

- The project interferes substantially with the moeatof any resident or migratory wildlife
species.

- The project adversely affects aquatic communitesugh construction or operation of the
project.

Discussion

IV.a), b), c), & d) PR 1144 would not require any new developmeméquire modifications to
buildings or other structures to comply with thegwsed VOC content limits for lubricants and
rust inhibitors. Any construction is expected tcur within the boundaries of 427 existing
facilities and within existing buildings. As a u#s PR 1144 would not directly or indirectly
affect any species identified as a candidate, se@ar special status species, riparian habitat,
federally protected wetlands, or migratory corrglorFor these same reasons, PR 1144 is not
expected to adversely affect special status planisals, or natural communities.
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IV.e) & f) PR 1144 would not conflict with local policies ordinances protecting biological
resources or local, regional, or state conservatians because it would only affect lubricant and
rust inhibitor operations at 427 existing faciltie Additionally, PR 1144 will not conflict with
any adopted local policies, ordinances protectingobical resources, Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or atffneorelevant habitat conservation plan for
the same reason identified in Item IV. a), b),acid d) above.

The SCAQMD, as the Lead Agency for the proposegeptpohas found that, when considering
the record as a whole, there is no evidence tlaptbposed project will have potential for any
new adverse effects on wildlife resources or théitaa upon which wildlife depends.
Accordingly, based upon the preceding informatitme SCAQMD has, on the basis of
substantial evidence, rebutted the presumptioreéise effect contained in §753.5 (d), Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations.

Based upon these considerations, significant advéislogical resources impacts are not
anticipated and will not be further analyzed instiidraft EA. Since no significant adverse
biological resources impacts were identified, ntigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O |
significance of a historical resource as defined in
8§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ O |

significance of an archaeological resource as
defined in 815064.5?

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

d) Disturb any human remains, including those [ O %}
interred outside a formal cemeteries?
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Significance Criteria

Impacts to cultural resources will be considerggisicant if:

- The project results in the disturbance of a sigaiit prehistoric or historic archaeological
site or a property of historic or cultural signditce to a community or ethnic or social group.

- Unique paleontological resources are present thatide disturbed by construction of the
proposed project.

- The project would disturb human remains.

V. a), b), ¢), & d) PR 1144 would not require any new developmemequire modifications to
buildings or other structures to comply with thegwsed VOC content limits for lubricants and
rust inhibitors. Any construction is expected tcur within the boundaries of 427 existing
facilities. All of the affected activities occuritiin existing structures. Any construction
activities to install associated equipment to cgmpith PR 1144 would not require large pieces
of construction equipment or any grading or othethe disturbing activities. As a result, no
impacts to historical resources are anticipatedctur as a result of implementing the proposed
project. PR 1144 is not expected to require playssbanges to the environment, which may
disturb historical, paleontological or archaeoladji@sources. Since all construction or physical
modifications related to PR 1144 would occur withtime facility boundaries and within
structures of 427 existing facilities, it is nofpexted to disturb any human remains.

Based upon these considerations, significant advarkural resources impacts are not expected
from the implementing PR 1144 and will not be fertlassessed in this Draft EA. Since no
significant adverse cultural resources impacts wedemntified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pPans [ [ %}
b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgraid (] (] M
power or natural gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on local or oegi O O %}
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
energy”?
d) Create any significant effects on peak and base [ O %}
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

e) Comply with existing energy standards? O O %}

Significance Criteria

Impacts to energy and mineral resources will besictamed significant if any of the following

criteria are met:

- The project conflicts with adopted energy conseovaplans or standards.

- The project results in substantial depletion os&mrg energy resource supplies.

- Anincrease in demand for utilities impacts therent capacities of the electric and natural
gas utilities.

- The project uses non-renewable resources in a fubated/or inefficient manner.

Discussion

Vl.a), b), ¢), d) & e) PR 1144 would only affect the VOC content of loAnts and rust
inhibitors at 427 existing facilities. The new &yas are expected to consist of one 10-kilowatt
automated handling machine, three 12-kilowatt headdd a 10-kilowatt control system. At
maximum power the system would operate at 56 kittsyaowever, once water in the cleaning
systems is heated, the heaters would run intemtljtéo maintain a consistent temperature.
Under a conservative scenario, it is anticipateat flacilities may require an additional 24
kilowatts per facility to run associated cleanirgui@ment necessary to comply with PR 1144,
which would be total of 28 gigawatt-hours per yg&at kilowatts/facility x 52.5 hours/week x 52
weeks/year x 427 facilities).

According to the Final Program EIR for the 2007 ARM 20,194 gigawatt-hours per year were
available in southern California in 2002. An iresed demand of 28 gigawatt-hours per year is
0.023 percent of 120,194 gigawatt-hours per ye&ince under the conservative PR 1144
scenario would reduce the total amount of eletyriavailable by less one percent, it would not
be significant for adverse electricity impacts.

PR 1144 is not expected to increase demand foralajas in any way.

Based on the above information, PR 1144 is not @edeto conflict with adopted energy
conservation plans or standards; substantial deplaif existing energy resource supplies;
increase demand for utilities, which would adveyseipact the current capacities of the electric
and natural gas utilities or use non-renewableuress in a wasteful and/or inefficient manner.
Operators affected by PR 1144 are expected to rugmtio comply with all existing and

applicable energy standards and/or conservatiors@ad/or programs.
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PR 1144 is not expected to generate significané@dvenergy resources impacts and will not be
discussed further in this Draft EA. Since no digant energy impacts were identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential subatan O O %}
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:
e Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as [ O M

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? O O M
» Seismic—related ground failure, including O O M
liquefaction?
* Landslides? (| O M
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the logs O O %}
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is [ L %}
unstable or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or
offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table [ L %}
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportieg th [ L %}

use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

PR 1144 2-22 October 2008



Draft Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

Significance Criteria

Impacts on the geological environment will be cdesed significant if any of the following

criteria apply:

- Topographic alterations would result in significachanges, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, compaction or over covering of large@ants of soil.

- Unique geological resources (paleontological resssiior unique outcrops) are present that
could be disturbed by the construction of the pssgloproject.

- Exposure of people or structures to major geoldgizards such as earthquake surface
rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides

- Secondary seismic effects could occur which couldnage facility structures, e.g.,
liquefaction.

- Other geological hazards exist which could advgrsdfect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.

Discussion

Vil.a) PR 1144 would not require any new developmemnéguire modifications to buildings or
other structures to comply with the proposed VOQiteot limits for lubricants and rust
inhibitors. Any construction activities are expgtto be minor and are expected to occur within
the boundaries of 427 existing facilities. All tfe affected activities occur within existing
structures. Any new equipment is expected to beqa on existing concrete slabs in areas that
already support the existing lubrication and/ort rurhibitor processes. Any construction
activities to install associated equipment to cgmpth PR 1144 would not require large pieces
of construction equipment or any grading or otharthe disturbing activities. As a result,
substantial exposure of people or structure taigkeof loss, injury, or death involving seismic-
related activities, such as strong seismic shakmmgglslides, etc. beyond what currently may
exist is not anticipated as a result of implementtirR 1144 and will not be further analyzed in
this Draft EA.

VIl.b), c), d) & e) PR 1144 is not expected to require new developmeoonstruction of new
structures. Therefore, PR 1144 would not signifiisaimpact soils or result in locating new
structures on geologic units or soils that are alsist or could potential results in landslides,
subsidence, etc. As already noted, any construetidivities to install associated equipment to
comply with PR 1144 would not require large pieoésonstruction equipment or any grading
or other earth disturbing activities that couldeaffsoil erosion or loss of soils.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piigjecit expected to have an adverse impact
on geology or soils. Since no significant advarepacts are anticipated, this environmental
topic will not be further analyzed in the draft EANO mitigation measures are necessary or
required.
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a)

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:
Create a significant hazard to the public or the [l %} L
environment through the routine transport, use,
disposal of hazardous materials?
Create a significant hazard to the public or the [l %} L

b)

d)

f)

9)

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or [ %} O
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed

school?

Be located on a site which is included on a list of [ O 4|
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result,

would create a significant hazard to the public or

the environment?

For a project located within an airport land use [ L %}
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 hdzar

for people residing or working in the project area?

For a project within the vicinity of a private L L %}
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hdza
for people residing or working in the project area?

Impair implementation of or physically interfere L L %}
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ O %}
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?

Significance Criteria

Impacts associated with hazards will be considsiguificant if any of the following occur:

- Non-compliance with any applicable design codesgulation.

- Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Assooiastandards.

- Non-conformance to regulations or generally acakptdustry practices related to operating
policy and procedures concerning the design, cocistn, security, leak detection, spill
containment or fire protection.

- Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentratignal@o or greater than the Emergency
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.

Vlll.a, b) ¢) & i) An estimated 90 percent of the metal workingdduhave a VOC content of
25 grams per liter of material or less after ddati Products that would not meet the proposed
limits are stamping oils designed to evaporate kquiteaving no residue, known as vanishing
oils. Vanishing oils are typically comprised ofiemnts such as kerosene or mineral spirits or
straight oils. Alternatives to high solvent corteanishing oils include water-dilutable metal
working fluids and light straight oils. Cleaning®R 1144 complainant metal working fluids is
expected to be done with water.

PR 1144 is expected to increase the use of waestbametal working fluids and the water
content of waterbased metal working fluids. ThmuWd reduce the amount of solvents in metal
working fluids and in metal working fluid clean-upDepending on the composition of the
existing metal working fluids, reducing the solveontent of metal working fluids may reduce
the amount of toxic compounds in metal workingdiiand clean-up solvents.

The Assessment, Development and Demonstrationtefrfdtives to VOC-Emitting Lubricants,
Vanishing Oils and Rust Inhibitors Report concludledt in general alternative lubricants and
rust inhibitors are formulated using fatty acideestand water diluted materials that are lower in
toxicity than traditional organic solvents. The teradiluted materials are used at low
concentrations so their toxicity is minimized. Opetential alternative compliant lubricant
identified had 10 to 20 percent triethanolamine ame& to 10 percent menoethanolamine.
Triethanolamine has been identified as causing pattonal asthma by the Association of
Environmental and Occupational Health Clinics. TAmerican Conference of Industrial
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Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLV) dive milligrams per cubic meter is
associated with eye and skin irritation, and cantrmatitis. The Cal/OSHA permissible
exposure limit (PEL) is also five milligrams perbici meter. TLV and Cal/OSHA PELs are
short-term concentration averages (eight-hour @esja The National Toxicology Program
concluded that triethanolamine caused liver tuntofemale mice and may have caused a slight
increase in hemanogiosarcomas of the liver in mate. However, no cancer potency values
were identified in the Assessment, Development Recthonstration of Alternatives to VOC-
Emitting Lubricants, Vanishing Oils and Rust Inkdos Report.

Monoethanolamine causes eye and skin irritatioanimal testing and a ACGIH TLV of three
ppm has been established to minimize skin andreyation in workers. The Cal/lOSHA PEL is
also three ppm.

Large vanishing oil and rust preventative operatose approximately 500 gallons of
triethanolamine per year. The concentration dthianolamine in the diluted metal working
fluid is estimated to be one percent or less. Thauarge shop operator would use approximately
five gallons per year of triethanolamine. Sincége talternative lubricant contained
monoethanolamine in half the concentration of haeblamine, approximately 2.5 gallons of
monoethanolamine would be used per year. An etratuaf the health risk from these toxic air
contaminates is presented in the Air Quality Secti@he concentrations of triethanolamine and
monoethanolamine are expected to below the Cal/OBHLs.

Since the triethanolamine and monoethanolamineusee in dilute waterbased lubricants and
these lubricants are expected to be delivered smgle 55 gallon drum at any one time, the
amount of triethanolamine and monoethanolamine ringht be accidentally released is small.
Aqueous waste containing triethanolamine and mdr@oeiamine would be sent to hazardous
waste disposal sites.

The shift to waterbased metal working fluids unB& 1144 is expected in general to reduce the
amount of toxics in metal working fluids and solveteaning, which would reduce exposure to

the public; including sensitive receptors sucheassting or proposed schools; hospitals, etc., and
releases into the environment of toxic or flammagulbstances. A reduction in the use of toxic
formulations would reduce possible exposure routma@sport, use or disposal of hazardous
material from accidental releases of toxic substanc

VIll.d) Government Code 865962.5 typically refers to tadidacilities that may be subject to
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) germAlthough some of the 427 facilities
regulated by PR 1144 may be on such a list, mésttal sites are not expected to be on this list,
and would not typically generate large quantitiebazardous waste. For any facilities affected
by the proposed rule that are on the Governmene&&$962.5 list, it is anticipated that they
would continue to manage any and all hazardousrralt@nd hazardous waste, in accordance
with federal, state and local regulations

Vill.e), & f) Since PR 1144 would reduce the amount of TACsuiin increase use of
waterbased metal working fluids and increase watentent in metal working fluids,
implementation of PR 1144 is not expected to irseea create any new hazardous emissions in
general, which could adversely affect public/prevatrports located in close proximity to the
affected sites. PR 1144 may increase or introdttee use of triethanolamine and
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monoethanolamine in small amounts. However, aedt@bove, the adverse impacts from the
use of triethanolamine and monoethanolamine is @ggdeto be less than significant to off-site
receptors. Therefore, their use at facilities nrdnlic/private airports or airfields is not expeatt

to be significant.

VIIl.g) PR 1144 has no provisions that dictate the usangf specific metal working fluid
formulation. Operators who use metal working fluidave the flexibility of choosing metal
working fluids that are best suited for their opieras. If available, it is likely that operators
would choose a compliant formulation that doespuste a substantial safety hazard. As shown
in the discussion under item VIll.a), b) & c) abpitas expected that replacement metal working
fluid would generally be less toxic than currentiged solvents. Increased or new use of
waterbased lubricants that contain the only idetihazardous materials, triethanolamine and
monoethanolamine, is expected to be less thanfisigmi.

In addition, Health and Safety Code 825506 spetificrequires all businesses handling

hazardous materials to submit a business emergesppnse plan to assist local administering
agencies in the emergency release or threatenedseelof a hazardous material. Business
emergency response plans generally require thewioly:

1. Identification of individuals who are responsilibr various actions, including reporting,
assisting emergency response personnel and ebtaglen emergency response team;

2. Procedures to notify the administering agenbyg, dppropriate local emergency rescue
personnel, and the California Office of Emergenepwies;

3. Procedures to mitigate a release or threatezledse to minimize any potential harm or
damage to persons, property or the environment;

4, Procedures to notify the necessary persons whaeaspond to an emergency within the
facility;

Details of evacuation plans and procedures;
Descriptions of the emergency equipment avalabthe facility;
Identification of local emergency medical assise; and

© N o O

Training (initial and refresher) programs form@ayees in:

a. The safe handling of hazardous materials useldelgusiness;

b Methods of working with the local public emerggmesponse agencies;
C. The use of emergency response resources unakeoloof the handler; and
d

Other procedures and resources that will inergaslic safety and prevent or
mitigate a release of hazardous materials.

In general, every county or city and all facilitiesing a minimum amount of hazardous materials
are required to formulate detailed contingency plém eliminate, or at least minimize, the
possibility and effect of fires, explosion, or $gil In conjunction with the California Office of
Emergency Services, local jurisdictions have embotéinances that set standards for area and
business emergency response plans. These reqotenmelude immediate notification,
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mitigation of an actual or threatened release dfaaardous material, and evacuation of the
emergency area.

Although PR 1144 might require minor modificaticlmsemergency response plans to eliminate
the use of potentially hazardous solvents, it i$ ameticipated that PR 1144 would impair
implementation of or physically interfere with adopted or modified emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.

VIIl.h) Since the use of PR 1144 compliant metal workinigls would generally be expected
to occur at 427 existing industrial sites in urbareas where wildlands are typically not
prevalent, risk of loss or injury associated witiidiand fires is not expected as a result of
implementing PR 1144.

In conclusion, potentially significant adverse hazar hazardous material impacts resulting
from adopting and implementing PR 1144 are not etgueand will not be considered further.
No mitigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially  Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [ O %}
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or [ l %}
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-ertsti
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 pattédrn o [ O %}

the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
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
offsite?
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d)

9)

h)

)

K)

Potentially  Less Than
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
Create or contribute runoff water which would [ O
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? O O
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area [l O

as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area [l C
structures which would impede or redirect flood

flaws?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ O

loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or

dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? C C
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [l C
applicable Regional Water Quality Control

Board?

Require or result in the construction of [ C

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which cadul
cause significant environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of new storm [ O
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve [ |
the project from existing entitlements and

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements

needed, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects.

No Impact
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Potentially  Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

n) Require in a determination by the wastewater [ O %}
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?

Significance Criteria

Potential impacts on water resources will be cared significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Water Quality:

- The project will cause degradation or depletiongodund water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.

- The project will cause the degradation of surfa@ew substantially affecting current or
future uses.

- The project will result in a violation of Nation&lollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.

- The capacities of existing or proposed wastewadatnent facilities and the sanitary sewer
system are not sufficient to meet the needs optbgect.

- The project results in substantial increases inafrea of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts egcu

- The project results in alterations to the courskoov of floodwaters.

Water Demand:

- The existing water supply does not have the cap#eitmeet the increased demands of the
project, or the project would use a substantial@mof potable water.

- The project increases demand for water by more fikammillion gallons per day.

Discussion

IX.a), e), j) & k) PR 1144 would increase the use of water used tmgbarts associated with
vanishing fluids and light oils. The cleaning gaos would be alkaline with a pH range
between 8 and 13. Most cleaners have a pH in dr@dnto 11 and contain small amounts of
surfactants, builders, solvents and corrosion itnig. The cleaners themselves are usually non-
hazardous unless they have a high pH (above 1bweker, after use the cleaners contain oil,
grease and trace amounts of metal that make theuwntable for direct discharge to the sewer
system and may make them aqueous hazardous wastes olid/Hazardous Waste
Environmental Topic).

Once generated it is expected that the aqueousdmamawaste would be sent in 55 gallon
barrels to appropriate hazardous treatment faslito remove hazardous constituents. The oils,
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grease and metal would be removed and the pH of#ter would be adjusted. After treatment
the water would be sent to publicly owned treatnieaiities.

Since PR 1144 is expected to increase the use teflvesed and vegetablebased lubricants and
rust inhibitors, PR 1144 is not expected to inceghe use of petroleum-based cleaning solvents.
No increase in cleaning solvent usage was idedtdfeer similar amendments to Rules 1122 and
1171.

SCAQMD staff assumes that approximately an addai®03 gallons per year of water would be
required to dilute or clean affected lubricatior aast inhibitor processes at each facility. Since
there are estimated to be 427 affected facilities total water use would be 385,368 gallons per
year. Assuming 260 work days per year, PR 1144ldvganerate, as a worst-case scenario,
approximately 385,368 gallons per year (1,482 gallper day). Based on the 2007 AQMP,
POTWs have an overall capacity of about 2,000 amlligallons per day. The proposed
generation of 1,482 gallons per day would be 0.Q@¥tent of the overall POTW capacity.

Since aqueous waste from metal working processesnsidered hazardous waste it would be
treated at hazardous waste treatment facilitiesceQreated, the effluent would have to comply
with any state or federal pretreatment standardsréédeing released into municipal sewers.
Therefore, PR 1144 is not expected to violate aayewquality standard or waste discharge
requirement, degrade water quality or exceed thstemater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.

IX.b), & n) PR 1144 is not expected to substantially depleteirgiwater supplies or interfere
with groundwater recharge such that there would het deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level. PR 1144 waudt significantly increase demand for water
from existing entitlements and resources and wowdrequire new or expanded entitlements
because the amount of water used would be veryl.siflaérefore, no water demand impacts are
expected as the result of implementing the proppseject.

IX c), d), & I) Operations affected by PR 1144 are housed wstrirctures that already have

stormwater structures in place, as necessary. PRIl1144 related construction and new or
modified operations are expected to occur withim éisting structures, therefore, PR 1144 is
not expected to create or contribute to additionabff water. Therefore, PR 1144 would not
create or contribute runoff water that would excdbd capacity of existing or planned

stormwater drainage systems or provide substaadiitional sources of polluted runoff.

As detailed above, the proposed rule is not exdetteaequire more than 354,000 gallons per
year of additional wastewater disposal capacitylate any water quality standard or wastewater
discharge requirements, or otherwise substantiddigrade water quality, because wastewater
would be collected and transferred to approprietéamation or disposal facilities. As result, no
changes to storm water runoff, drainage pattermsurglwater characteristics, or flow are
expected. Therefore, potential adverse impactirdmnage patterns, etc., are not expected as a
result of implementing PR 1144.

IX.f), g), h) & i) PR 1144 would not require any development or tooson of additional
structures; therefore, PR 1144 is not expectecheiate construction of any new structures in 100-
year flood areas as mapped on a federal Flood Ha&awundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
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other flood delineation map. As a result, PR 1i4dot expected to expose people or structures to
new significant flooding risks. Compliance with AR4 at the 427 existing affected facilities will
not affect any existing risks from flood, inundatjeetc. Consequently, PR 1144 would not affect in
any way any potential existing flood hazards indmaby seiche, tsunami, or mud flow that may
already exist relative to the 427 existing affedtedlities.

IX. m) PR 1144 would not require any new developmentquire modifications to buildings
or other structures to comply with the proposed V@ihtent limits for lubricants and rust
inhibitors. Construction to add cleaning processed automation may occur within existing
buildings.

An estimated 90 percent of metal working fluids éna/VOC content of 25 grams per liter of
material after dilution. The soluble, semi-synth@ind synthetic metal working fluids have low
VOC contents because of the existing high wateterdrof those fluids. Neat solvents would
not use water for dilution or clean-up, becausg Hre not water soluble.

The lubricants and rust inhibitors are typicallydsim concentrate from and the water is added at
the metal working facilities. PR 1144 would incredke amount of water usage from product
reformulation. It is estimated that approximat&s2,700 gallons of water would be used with

reformulate products to comply with PR 1144. Based 260 day per year work schedule, this
would be 1,357 gallons of water per day.

SCAQMD staff assumes that approximately an addai®03 gallons per year of water would be
required to dilute or clean affected lubricatior anst inhibitor processes at each facility. Since
there are estimated to be 427 affected facilities total water use would be 385,368 gallons per
year. Assuming 260 work days per year, PR 1144ldvganerate, as a worst-case scenario,
approximately 385,368 gallons per year (1,482 galloer day).

Based on the above analysis, 2,839 gallons peroflayater would be required by PR 1144
(1,357 gallons per day because of product refornamand 1,482 gallons per day for cleaning).
Since 2,839 is less than the significance thresloblfive million gallons per day, sufficient
water supplies are expected to be available. Assalt implementing PR 1144 would not
require the construction of additional water reseurthe need for new or expanded water
entitlements, or an alteration of drainage pattei®sce the proposed project uses less than five
million gallons of water, the project would not stdmtially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.

Based upon the above considerations, significawirddggy and water quality impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PR 1144 and nat be further analyzed in this Draft EA.
Since no significant hydrology and water qualitypemts were identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
project:
a) Physically divide an established community? C C
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, pgi C C

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 conservatio O O %}
or natural community conservation plan?

Significance Criteria

Land use and planning impacts will be consideregiscant if the project conflicts with the
land use and zoning designations established Iay joxdsdictions.

Discussion

X.a) PR 1144 would not require any new developmentquire modifications to buildings or
other structures to comply with the proposed VOQiteot limits for lubricants and rust
inhibitors. Any construction is expected to ocwaiithin the boundaries of 427 existing facilities.
All of the affected activities occur within exisgnstructures. Therefore, PR 1144 does not
include any components that would require physyadifiding an established community.

X.b) & ¢) There are no provisions in PR 1144 that wouleéaffand use plans, policies, or
regulations. Land use and other planning consides are determined by local governments
and no land use or planning requirements will beredl by reducing theVOC content of affected
metal working fluids. Therefore, PR 1144 would raffect in any way affect habitat
conservation or natural community conservation glagricultural resources or operations, and
would not create divisions in any existing commiasit Present or planned land uses in the
region would not be significantly adversely affectes a result of implementing the proposed
rule.

Based upon these considerations, significant advinsd use and planning impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PR 1144 antdmeil be further analyzed in this Draft EA.
Since no significant land use and planning impaetse identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

Xl.  MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known C [ %}
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- C [ M
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?

Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on mineral resources wiltbnsidered significant if any of the

following conditions are met:

- The project would result in the loss of availalilif a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of theesta

- The proposed project results in the loss of avditalof a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plpecific plan or other land use plan.

Discussion

Xl.a) & b) There are no provisions in PR 1144 that wouldltes the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource of value to the region dmal residents of the state, or of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan because compliance with PR 1144 mme®quire mineral resources such as sand,
gravel, etc.

Based upon the above considerations, significameraé mineral resources impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PR 1144 antdmeil be further analyzed in this Draft EA.
Since no significant mineral resources impacts wdsntified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.
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XII.

a)

b)

d)

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

NOISE. Would the project result in:

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise [ O %}
levels in excess of standards established in the

local general plan or noise ordinance, or

applicable standards of other agencies?

Exposure of persons to or generation of [ L %}
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

A substantial permanent increase in ambient L[] L %}
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in [ L %}
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

For a project located within an airport land use [l L %}
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?

For a project within the vicinity of a private O O %}
airship, would the project expose people

residing or working in the project area to

excessive noise levels?

Significance Criteria

Impacts on noise will be considered significant if:

Construction noise levels exceed the local noigknances or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources incraagdent noise levels by more than three
decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Construchoise levels will be considered significant
if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and tHe@ldministration (OSHA) noise
standards for workers.

The proposed project operational noise levels ekeseg of the local noise ordinances at the
site boundary or, if the noise threshold is culyeakceeded, project noise sources increase
ambient noise levels by more than three dBA asiteeboundary.
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Discussion

Xll.a) PR 1144 would only affect VOC content of metalrkiog fluids at 427 existing
facilities. PR 1144 would not require any new depment or require modifications to buildings
or other structures to comply with the proposeeé.rulll of the affected activities occur within
existing structures. Any new construction of nemipment is expected to occur within existing
structures. Any construction activities to instdlsociated equipment to comply with PR 1144
would not require large pieces of construction poquent or any grading or other earth disturbing
activities that would expect to generate excessivise levels. Metal working fluids are
associated with metal working or metal removal\éiotis during the repair, maintenance and
manufacture of products and goods. Examples aktletivities include, but are not limited to,
broaching, drilling, drawing, heading, honing, figy milling, stamping, tapping, threading,
turning and wire drawing. These operations culyegenerate noise. Construction of cleaning
processes or automated handling equipment wouldrgennoise similar to existing operations
because the main difference would be the use ofalmebrking fluids with different
formulations. It is also believed that operationsuld also generate noise similar to existing
operations. Thus, the proposed project is not erpeto expose persons to the generation of
excessive noise levels above current facility lgevet is expected that any facility affected by PR
1144 would continue complying with all existing &moise control laws or ordinances.

In commercial environments Occupational Safety &tehlth Administration (OSHA) and
California-OSHA have established noise standardsdtect worker health. It is expected that
operators at affected facilities will continue cdynpg with applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA
noise standards, which would limit noise impacta/twkers, patrons and neighbors.

Xll.b) PR 1144 is not anticipated to expose people togemerate excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels since cormsitbn activities to install associated equipment
to comply with PR would not require large piecesofnstruction equipment or any grading or
other earth disturbing activities that would getermxcessive groundborne noise or vibrations.
Similarly, using different lubricants or rust inftdrs is not expected to alter any existing

operation at the 427 facilities and, therefore, arigting noise or vibration levels at affected

facilities are not expected to change as a reduimplementing PR 1144. Since existing

operations are not expected to generate excessivadporne vibration or noise levels, and PR
1144 is not expected to alter physical operatiommsgroundborne vibration or noise levels is
expected from the proposed rule.

Xll.c) A permanent increase in ambient noise levele@ad®7 existing affected facilities above
existing levels as a result of implementing theppseed project is unlikely to occur because the
physical operations are not expected to changdlgrataaffected facilities. The existing noise
levels are unlikely to change and raise ambiensendevels in the vicinities of the existing
facilities to above a level of significance, be@uabanges to VOC contents in lubricants and rust
inhibitors and associated cleaning equipment ateerpected to generate higher noise levels
than are already occuring.

XIl.d) No increase in periodic or temporary ambient e@devels in the vicinity of affected
facilities above levels existing prior to PR 1144 anticipated because the proposed project
would not require substantial construction (e.gtheaoving) nor substantial changes to metal
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working fluid processes. As indicated earlier, stouction noise levels are expected to be
minimal and operational noise levels are expeaduktequivalent to existing noise levels.

Xll.e) & f) Even if an affected facility is located near dlmiprivate airport, there are no new
noise impacts expected from any of the existinglifes as a result of complying with the
proposed project. Similarly, any existing noiseels at affected facilities are not expected to
increase appreciably. Thus, PR 1144 is not exgdotexpose people residing or working in the
vicinities of public airports to excessive noisedks.

Based upon these considerations, significant adveosse impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PR 1144 and are not further eatald in this Draft EA. Since no significant
noise impacts were identified, no mitigation measuare necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
project:

a) Induce substantial growth in an area either [ O %}
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 [l L %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, [ L %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Significance Criteria

Impacts of the proposed project on population angsimg will be considered significant if the

following criteria are exceeded:

- The demand for temporary or permanent housing escibe existing supply.

- The proposed project produces additional populahonsing or employment inconsistent
with adopted plans either in terms of overall amaarriocation.
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Discussion

Xlll.a) The proposed project is not anticipated to géeeany significant adverse effects, either
direct or indirect, on the district's populationpmpulation distribution as no additional workers
are anticipated to be required for affected faesitto comply with the proposed amendments.
Any construction workers necessary to install assed equipment can be drawn from the
existing local labor pool in southern CaliforniBluman population within the jurisdiction of the
SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implaetiteg PR 1144. As such, PR 1144 would
not result in changes in population densities duae significant growth in population.

Xlll.b) & c) Because the proposed project affects VOC contehtiibricants and rust

inhibitors, PR 1144 is not expected to result ia tneation of any industry that would affect
population growth, directly or indirectly, inducket construction of single- or multiple-family
units, or require the displacement of people elszeh

Based upon these considerations, significant advpopulation and housing impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PR 1144 andnatefurther evaluated in this Draft EA.
Since no significant population and housing impaatse identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact 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?

OooooOonO
OooooOonO
NNRNNFN
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Significance Criteria

Impacts on public services will be considered gigant if the project results in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the pmvisof new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the need for new or gbglly altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant eammental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response time or ogréonmance objectives.

Discussion

XIV.a) & b) PR 1144 would only affect VOC content of metalrkiog fluids at 427 existing
facilities. PR 1144 would not require any new depment or require modifications to buildings
or other structures to comply with the proposeeé.rubll of the affected activities occur within
existing structures. Because compliant products eurrently available and are already
waterbased, many facility operators currently uBelR44 compliant materials. As shown in the
Section VIII - Hazards and Hazardous Material sectf this Draft EA, the use of PR 1144
compliant metal working fluids are not expectedyémerate significant explosion or fire hazard
impacts, because compliant products are no mamaiizble than conventional fluids.

Therefore, PR 1144 is not expected to increasectid@ces for fires or explosions requiring a
response from local fire departments, but wouldertban likely reduce the chances of fires or
explosions. PR 1144 is not expected to have awngrad effects on local police departments for
the following reasons. Police would be requiredespond to accidental releases of hazardous
materials during transport. Since hazards impfota implementing PR 1144 were concluded
to be less than significant, potential impactsaial police departments are also expected to be
less than significant.

XIV.c) & d) As indicated in discussion under item Xlll. Pagdidn and Housing, implementing
PR 1144 would not induce population growth or disjpe because no additional workers are
expected to be needed at the 427 existing affdatglities. Therefore, with no increase in local
population anticipated as a result of adopting iamglementing PR 1144, additional demand for
new or expanded schools or parks is also not pated. As a result, no significant adverse
impacts are expected to local schools or parks.

XIV.e) Besides building permits, there is typically need for other government services at
affected facilities. The proposal would not resultthe need for new or physically altered
government facilities and, as a result, is not etgukto affect in any way acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other performance abgsct There would be no increase in
population and, as a result of implementing theppsed project, no need for physically altered
government facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant adveublic services impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PR 1144 and are nothentevaluated in this Draft EA. Since no
significant public services impacts were identifiegb mitigation measures are necessary or
required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XV. RECREATION.
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [ O %}
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 faciliteas O O %}

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Significance Criteria

Impacts to recreation will be considered significé&n

- The project results in an increased demand forteidhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.

- The project adversely affects existing recreatiapglortunities.

Discussion

XV.a) & b) As discussed under “Land Use and Planning” abthwese are no provisions in the
PR 1144 that would affect land use plans, poliaesegulations. Land use and other planning
considerations are determined by local governmantsno land use or planning requirements
will be altered by the proposed rule. The propga®ject would not increase the demand for, or
use of existing neighborhood and regional park®tber recreational facilities or require the
construction of new or expansion of existing retoeel facilities that might create an adverse
physical effect on the environment because it witit directly or indirectly increase or
redistribute population.

Based upon these considerations, significant r&oreampacts are not expected from the
implementation of PR 1144 and are not further eatalth in this Draft EA. Since no significant
recreation impacts were identified, no mitigatioeasures are necessary or required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE. Would the
project:
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permdte [ [ %}

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

b) Comply with federal, state, and local statuted a L C %}
regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?

Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardousewaidl be considered significant if the

following occurs:

- The generation and disposal of hazardous and noardh@us waste exceeds the capacity of
designated landfills.

Discussion

XVl.a) Landfills are permitted by the local enforcemenérages with concurrence from the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMBLocal agencies establish the
maximum amount of solid waste which can be receibgda landfill each day and the
operational life of a landfill. PR 1144 is not eged to generate any solid waste; therefore,
would not affect solid waste landfills.

XVI.b) It is assumed that existing metal working fagilitperators currently dispose of
hazardous waste from waste lubricants and/or wasteinhibitors. It is further assumed that
facility operators at these affected facilities gdynwith all applicable local, state, or federal
waste disposal regulations. Since the volume @f&fiormulation or replacement lubricants and
rust inhibitors is not expected to be differentrthiae existing lubricants and rust inhibitors, PR
1144 is not expected to substantially change hazardaste handling and disposal practices.

The use of aqueous cleaning solutions may be mdjdor some facility operators to comply
with PR 1144. Since the waste agueous cleaningigos, like solvent based cleaning solutions,
are considered hazardous wastes because of tlggezike and trace amounts of metals from the
metal working processes, it would not be the clegusolutions themselves that would require
disposal as agueous hazardous waste, but the ahasmoved from the metal parts. Similarly,
metal working facility operators currently dispasfesolvent based waste lubricants and/or waste
rust inhibitors with such contamination (i.e., @fease and trace amounts of metals). Therefore,
SCAQMD staff believes that affected metal workirmgemators would continue to comply with
all applicable local, state, or federal waste dsspharegulations regarding hazardous waste
containing oil, grease and trace amounts of metals.
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There are three Class | landfills in California:e@fical Waste Management Kettleman Hills in
Kettleman City, CA; Clean Harbors Buttonwillow inuBonwillow, CA, and Clean Harbors
Westmorland in Westemorland, CA. Chemical Wastendg@ment Kettleman Hills has a
remaining capacity of 7,360,000 cubic yards withestimated closure date of 2037. Clean
Harbors Buttonwillow and Westmorland have a renmgntapacity of 12,731,000 cubic yards
with an estimated closure date of 2036.

Existing facilities are expected to dispose of icdmts, rust inhibitors and wastewater as
hazardous waste. Modifications to lubricants amgt mhibitors have increased the amount of
water in formulations, which decrease the amousobfent content.

SCAQMD staff expects that water would be used ¢arlall metal working fluids. The cleaning
solutions would be alkaline with a pH range betw&and 13. Most cleaners have a pH
between 10 to 11. The cleaning solutions contamallsamounts of surfactants, builders,
solvents and corrosion inhibitors. The cleanemi$elves are usually non-hazardous unless
they have a high pH (above 11). However, afterthsecleaning solutions contain oil, grease
and trace amounts of metal that make them unsaifabldirect discharge into the sewer system
and may make them hazardous wastes. SCAQMD satffn@ed that used cleaning solutions
would be treated as an aqueous hazardous wastgeahtb a hazardous waste disposal facility
for treatment.

SCAQMD staff estimates that approximately an adddl 950 gallons per year of aqueous
hazardous waste would be generated by each of 2lieaffected facilities, which would be
405,650 gallons of aqueous hazardous waste sdiggosal yearly.

Table 2-8 presents the total amount of hazardowsewgeneration by county and the amount of
hazardous waste that was reported as either ahnalk& aqueous solution as reported to the
Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC). Agisig that the alkaline/aqueous solutions
have the same density as water, the proposed proggcgenerate as much as 405,650 gallons of
aqueous waste per year, which would weigh appraeiynd,880 tons per year. The current
disposal capacity for all hazardous waste basethfonmation from the Department of Toxic
Substance Control (DTSG3 1,1486,494 tons per year. The amount of hazardeaste
specified as alkaline or aqueous solutions in tA&O database is 90,790 tons per year. This
category may be under reported because aqueousibagavaste may also be reported under
other categories. Based on the estimated curegdcty of 90,790 tons per year of disposed
aqueous and alkaline hazardous solutions, the miage increase in alkaline/aqueous hazardous
waste generated by the proposed project would hmomjnately two percent ((1,880
ton/year)/(90,790 ton/year)).
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Table 2-8
2007 Hazardous Waste Generation in the South Coa&ir Basin
Alkaline or_Aqueous Total Hazardous Waste,
County Solution,
ton/year

ton/year
Los Angeles 72,714 1,193,181
Orange 6,286 113,452
Riverside 2,673 38,937
San Bernardino 9,118 140,924
Total 90,790 1,486,494

» Data from the Department of Toxic Substance ContwlISC) 2008 Hazardous Waste Tracking System
(HWTS), General Public Reports, Total Yearly Tormmag by Waste Code,
http://hwts.dtsc.ca.gov/report_search.cfm?id=1

» Waste is reported for entire county not just patiof county under SCAQMD jurisdiction.

» Alkaline or Aqueous Solution categories were adbggther (Waste Codes 121, 122, 123, 131, 132,138,
and 135)

Aqueous hazardous waste cannot be disposed ottlgireto solid/hazardous waste landfills,
since it is illegal to dispose of liquids in sohdzardous waste landfills. Aqueous hazardous
waste is treated either at hazardous waste treatondrazardous waste treatment/disposal sites.
The oil, grease and metals are separated out fremwaiter and disposed as solid waste at
hazardous waste sites. The water is treated testagH, and then disposed of as sewage to
POTWs.

The amount of solid hazardous waste removed frome@es cleaning solution waste and
disposed of at hazardous waste landfill is expetddae small. In addition, the amount of oil,
grease and metals in the aqueous solution is eegbéatbe the same as in existing lubricants and
rust inhibitor waste from metal operations, therefdhe amount disposed at hazardous waste
landfills.

Therefore, based on the existing capacity andabethat PR 1144 is not expected to change the
amount of hazardous waste disposed, it is beli¢kiat there would be sufficient capacity at
existing solid hazardous waste facilities that pescalkaline or aqueous hazardous solution.
Therefore, PR 1144 is not expected to result indisposal of hazardous wastes that would
exceed the capacity of designated hazardous wasiélls.

Based on these considerations, PR 1144 is not @&z significantly increase the volume of
solid or hazardous wastes disposed at existingeipatior hazardous waste disposal facilities or
require additional waste disposal capacity. Furthmeplementing PR 1144 is not expected to
interfere with any affected facility’s ability toomply with applicable local, state, or federal
waste disposal regulations. Since no solid/hazerdeaste impacts were identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary or required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the
project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial i [ [ %}

relation to the existing traffic load and capaaify
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 [ O %}
level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchgdi C C |
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 [ IZI |
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access or? O O
f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? O O
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or pragsa O O

supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Significance Criteria

Impacts on transportation/traffic will be considgesegnificant if any of the following criteria

apply:

- Peak period levels on major arterials are disrutelpoint where level of service (LOS) is
reduced to D, E or F for more than one month.

- Anintersection’s volume to capacity ratio increaged.02 (two percent) or more when the
LOS is already D, E or F.

- A major roadway is closed to all through traffiodano alternate route is available.

- There is an increase in traffic that is substamtiaélation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system.
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- The demand for parking facilities is substantialigreased.

- Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substanyialtered.

- Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists odestrians are substantially increased.

- The need for more than 350 employees

- Anincrease in heavy-duty transport truck trafbcand/or from the facility by more than 350
truck round trips per day

- Increase customer traffic by more than 700 visttsday.

Discussion

XVlil.a) & b) SCAQMD staff estimates that PR 1144 may increageamount of solutions
required at affected facilities by 20,283 galloms pear and waste disposal by 405,650 gallons
per year. Based on this approximately one additi®® gallon drums of solutions would be
required and approximately five additional 55-galldrums of aqueous hazardous waste per
quarter. SCAQMD staff assumed that two additianaldium-duty truck round trips would be
required every quarter (one to deliver cleaningisohs and one to remove aqueous hazardous
waste), which is eight truck trips per year peilftyc Assuming a 260 day work year, the 427
affected facilities would generate 13 truck roungst per day. Given that affected facilities are
dispersed throughout the district, it is unlikdiat truck traffic from different affected facilise
would overlap. As a result, implementing PR 1140t expected to substantially affect the
level of service (LOS) of any intersection in thstuct.

Therefore, PR 1144 is not expected to adverseBcatfraffic or transportation systems. The
proposed rule would not change or substantiallyeiase operational transportation demands or
services. Therefore, the implementation of PR lis4dot expected to significantly adversely
affect circulation patterns on local roadways @ ligvel of service at intersections near affected
facilities.

XVIl.c) Since PR 1144 would not require substantial canBbn or operations outside existing
structures. Further, PR 1144 would not affectnip way air traffic in the region as no lubricants
or rust inhibitors would need to be transporteglane.

XVIl.d) Since PR 1144 only affects VOC contents of luorte and rust inhibitors, no offsite
modifications to roadways are anticipated for thgppsed project that would result in additional
design hazards or incompatible uses.

XVIl.e) Since PR 1144 only affects VOC contents of lubmisaand rust inhibitors at 427
existing facilities, no changes are expected torgemey access at or in the vicinity of the
affected facilities. The proposed project is ngpexted to adversely impact emergency access
because it primarily requires replacement of nomygieant inks and end solvents with compliant
products. Using compliant products and associaledning systems are not expected to
substantially modify a facility’s physical layoutet would affect emergency access.

XVIILf) Since PR 1144 only affects VOC contents of lubrisaand rust inhibitors at 427
existing facilities, no changes are expected topheking capacity at or in the vicinity of the
affected facilities. PR 1144 is not expected wuree additional workers, so additional parking
capacity will not be required. Construction is egied to require a single delivery truck and
forklift; therefore, is not expected to substamgiahdversely impact parking at an affected
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facility. Therefore, the project is not expected ddversely impact on- or off-site parking
capacity.

XVIl.g) Since PR 1144 only affects VOC contents of lubivisaand rust inhibitors at 427
existing facilities, the implementation of PR 114duld not result in conflicts with alternative
transportation, such as bus turnouts, bicycle raatksetera.

Based upon these considerations, PR 1144 is notceegb to generate significant adverse

transportation/traffic impacts and, therefore, tloigic will not be considered further. Since no

significant transportation/traffic impacts weremtiéed, no mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the [ [ M

quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, caudesh

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] an
the effects of probable future projects)

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

XVIll.a) As discussed in the “Biological Resources” setGtiBR 1144 is not expected to
significantly adversely affect plant or animal spscor the habitat on which they rely because
PR 1144 affects the VOC contents of lubricants amt inhibitors used in metal working
operations, which typically occur in existing stiwes at 427 existing affected facilities. The
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427 affected facilities are located at sites thaehalready been greatly disturbed and that
currently do not support such habitats. Additibnaany construction required for PR 1144 is
expected to be done on existing concrete foundatiathin existing structures. PR 1144 is not
expected induce construction of any new land usggis that could affect biological resources.

XVIIl.b) Based on the foregoing analyses, since PR 1l44ddwwot generate any project-
specific significant adverse environmental impamtsause cumulative impacts in conjunction
with other projects that may occur concurrentlyhwitr subsequent to the proposed project.
Related projects to the currently proposed projactude existing and proposed rules and
regulations, as well as AQMP control measures, wpioduce emission reductions from most
industrial and commercial sectors. Furthermoreabse PR 1144 does not generate project-
specific impacts, cumulative impacts are not cargid to be "cumulatively considerable” as
defined by CEQA guidelines 815065(a)(3). For exiamnime environmental topics checked ‘No
Impact’ (e.g., aesthetics, agriculture resourcéspgical resources, cultural resources energy,
geology and soils, hydrology and water qualitydlarse and planning, mineral resources, noise,
population and housing, public services, recreasoiid/hazardous waste and transportation and
traffic) would not be expected to make any contidou to potential cumulative impacts
whatsoever. For the environmental topic checkeesd than Significant Impact’ (e.g., air
quality, hazards and hazardous materials), theysisahdicated that project impacts would not
exceed any project-specific significance thresholtisese conclusions are based on the fact that
the analyses for each of these environmental ax@aduded that the incremental effects of the
proposed project would be minor and, therefore,coosidered to be cumulatively considerable.
Also, in the case of air quality impacts, the Métat of implementing the proposed project with
other proposed rules and regulations, and AQMPrabnteasures is an overall reduction in
district-wide emissions, thus, contributing to tagainment of state and national ambient air
quality standards. Therefore, it is concluded th& 1144 has no potential for significant
cumulative or cumulatively considerable impactamy environmental areas.

XVIll.c) Based on the foregoing analyses, PR 1144 isxp#oted to cause significant adverse
effects to human beings. Significant adverse aamlity impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PR 1144. Based on the precediajyses, no significant adverse impacts to
aesthetics, agriculture resources, biological ress) cultural resources, energy, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrologly veater quality, land use and planning,
mineral resources, noise, population and housioglip services, recreation, solid/hazardous
waste and transportation and traffic are expectealr@sult of the implementation of PR 1144.

As discussed in items | through XVIII above, thegrsed project has no potential to cause
significant adverse environmental effects.
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RULE 1144  LUBRICANTSAND RUST INHIBITORS

(@)

(b)

Purpose and Applicability

The purpose of Rule 1144 is to reduce volatile migaompound (VOC)

emissions from the use of lubricants and rust imbi® at commercial,

institutional and industrial facilities that usebticants and rust inhibitors. This
rule shall apply to all fluids used for metal worgfj metal removal or lubricating
operations including, but not limited to, broachimygilling, drawing, heading,

honing, forging, milling, stamping, tapping, thré@agl turning and wire drawing.

The rule also applies to VOC containing fluids uded rust and corrosion

prevention and inhibition. The rule applies tol péersons who use these
lubricants and rust inhibitors during the manufaoty and assembly of products
and parts; and all lubricant and rust inhibitor mfacturers and suppliers who
manufacture, supply, sell, or offer for sale luantand rust inhibitor materials.

Definitions

For the purpose of this rule, the following defimits shall apply:

Q) EXEMPT COMPOUND is as defined in Rule 102.

(2) GRAMS OF VOC PER LITER OF MATERIAL is the weigbf VOC per
volume of material and can be calculated by thieWohg equation:

Grams of VOC per liter of material =
W s — W w_ = W es

V m
Where: Ws = Weight of volatile compounds in grams
Ww = Weight of water in grams
Wes = Weight of exempt compounds in grams
vVm = Volume of material in liters

3) LUBRICANT is a fluid used to reduce heat andtfon, to prolong the life
of tools and machinery, improve product quality aady away debris.

(4) RUST INHIBITOR is an inhibitor, preventative qrotectant used to
prevent the corrosion of metal surfaces.

1144-1



Rule 1144 (Cont.) (v.091208)

(€)

(d)

(5)
(6)

SOLICIT is to require for use or to specify, wyitten or oral contract.
VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) is as defined Rule 102.

Requirements

(1)

(2)

)

(4)

VOC Content of Lubricants

No person shall use or solicit the use of anyitant within the District

that exceeds 25 grams of VOC per liter of matef@Rl pounds per

gallon), effective January 1, 2010.

VOC Content of Rust Inhibitors

No person shall use or solicit the use of any mbtbitor within the

District that exceeds 25 grams of VOC per litem@dterial (0.21 pounds

per gallon), effective January 1, 2010.

Prohibition of Sale

(A) Effective January 1, 2010, no person shall nfacture for use,
offer for sale, sell or distribute directly to arpen any lubricant or
rust inhibitor for use in the District which, atethime of sale or
manufacture, contains more than 25 grams of VOCIipar of
material (0.21 pounds per gallon) after recommerdilieion.

(B) The prohibition of sale shall not apply to amanufacturer of
lubricant or rust inhibitor provided that the pratiwas sold to an
independent distributor that was informed in waqtiby the
manufacturer about the compliance status of thdymtowith Rule
1144.

Sell-Through Provision

Any lubricant or rust inhibitor that is manufactdrprior to the effective

date of the applicable limit, and that has a VO@tent above that limit

(but not above the limit in effect on the date afmafacture), may be sold,

supplied, offered for sale, or applied for up ta snonths after the

specified effective date.

Control Equipment
In lieu of complying with the requirements of suddion (c), a person may
operate an emission control system provided:

(1)

the control device reduces VOC emissions framemission collection
system by at least 95 percent by weight or thewutp the air pollution
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(€)

(f)

(9)

(2)

control device is no more than 5 PPM VOC by voluoa¢culated as

carbon with no dilution; and

the emission collection system has been demaiestto collect at least 90
percent by weight of the VOC emissions generatethéysources of VOC

emission.

Administrative Requirements

(1)

(2)

Effective January 1, 2010, containers, for satedistribution, of any
lubricant or rust inhibitor subject to this ruleaihdisplay the maximum
VOC content, as supplied, and after any dilutiomex®mmended by the
manufacturer.

Effective January 1, 2010, containers, for satedistribution, of any
lubricant or rust inhibitor subject to this ruleafihdisplay the date of
manufacture of the contents or a code indicatiegddite of manufacture.
The manufacturers of such lubricants or rust irtbiisi shall file with the
Executive Officer of the District an explanationaafch code.

Recordkeeping Requirements

(1)

(2)

)

Any person using lubricants or rust inhibitagbject to this rule shall

maintain records pursuant to Rule 109. Lubricamnis rust inhibitors that

contain 50 grams of VOC per liter of material asdeshall be considered
Super Compliant Materials per Rule 109 (b)(6).

Any person using an emissions control systena aneans of complying
with this rule shall maintain daily records of &by system parameters,
including hours of operation, temperatures, pressand flow rates, that
are necessary to ensure control efficiency requerdgm

Manufacturers utilizing the provision of subpgiraph (c)(3)(B) shall

maintain notification letters for five (5) yearsicabe made available to the
Executive Officer or designee upon request.

Test Methods and Procedures

The following test methods and procedures shalldasl to determine compliance
with this rule. Other applicable test methods rbayused if they are determined
to be equivalent and approved in writing by the dxme Officer, the California
Air Resources Board and the U.S. Environmentaldetain Agency.

(1)

Determination of VOC Content
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(2)

(h) Exemptions
1)

(v.091208)

District Method 313L — Determination of Volatile ganic Compounds by
Gas Chromatography/Flame lonization Detector.
Determination of Efficiency of Emission Conti®ystem

(A)

(B)

(©)

The capture efficiency of an emission control systghall be
determined by verifying the use of a Permanent [TBteclosure
(PTE) and 100% capture efficiency as defined by.EPA
Method 204 “Criteria for and Verification of a Peanent or
Temporary Total Enclosure.” Alternatively, if a U.SPA Method
204 defined PTE is not employed, capture efficiestyll be
determined using a minimum of three sampling rwigext to data
quality criteria presented in U.S. EPA technicalidgace
document “Guidelines for Determination Capture &#éncy,
January 9, 1995.” Individual capture efficiencyttesis subject to
the U.S. EPA technical guidelines shall be deteeahipy:
0] The Temporary Total Enclosure (TTE) approachlb$.
EPA Method 204 through 204F; or
(i) The District “Protocol for Determination of Vatile
organic Compounds (VOCs) Capture efficiency.”

The efficiency of the control device and the &COcontent
measured and calculated as carbon in the controtel@xhaust
gases shall be determined by U.S. EPA's Test Metthdor
California Air Resources Board (CARB) Method 422 fihe
determination of emissions of Exempt Compoundsdu&l EPA's
Test Methods 25, 25A, District Method 25.1 for thetermination
of Total Gaseous Non-Methane Organic Emissions abdd, or
District Method 25.3 for the determination of Lovoii@entration
Non-Methane Non-Ethane Organic Compound Emissioom f
Clean Fueled Combustion Sources, as applicable.
The overall efficiency of an emission contfstem shall be
determined using the following equation:
Overall Efficiency

= (Capture Efficiency) x (Control Equipment Efcicy)/100

Paragraphs (c)(3) and subdivision (e) shallapply to lubricants and rust
inhibitors subject to the CARB consumer productgutation found in
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(2)

)

Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations, imng at Section
94507.

Subdivision (e) shall not apply to lubricantelaust inhibitors sold in this
District for shipment outside of this District oorf shipment to other
manufacturers for repackaging, provided appropriaterds are held.
The provisions of subdivisions (c) and (e) lmtrule shall not apply to
lubricants and rust inhibitors subject to VOC limih other Regulation XI
rules.
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Draft Environmental Assessment: Appendix B

Table B-1
Construction Emissions

Construction Schedule

Equipment Type*® No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Forklifts 1 6.0 3

Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CO NOx PM10 SOx vVOoC Cco2 CH4
Equipment Type° Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Forklifts 0.254 0.432 0.048 0.000 0.074 119.581 00D

Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

CO NOx PM10 SOx VOC CO2 CH4
Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile [b/mile Ib/mile [b/mile Ihile
Heavy-Duty Truck 0.0136 0.0446 0.0022 0.0000 0.0035 4.2107 0.0002
Personal Vehicle 0.0105 0.0011 0.0001 0.0000 0.0011 1.0995 0.0001
On-Site Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way One Way Trip Length
Trips/Day (miles)
Heavy-DutyTruck$ 2 40
Personal Vehicle 4 40

Incremental Increase in Onsite Idling Emissions fron Onroad Mobile Vehicles

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/hr) x No. of Equipment xo Day (hr/day) = Onsite Construction Emissiobgday)

CoO NOXx PM10 SOx vOC CO2 CH4
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Forklifts 1.52 2.59 0.29 0.00 0.44 717.49 0.043
Total 1.52 2.59 0.29 0.00 0.44 717.49 0.043
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Table B-1

Construction Emissions (Concluded)

Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles

Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissiofib/day)

(6{0) NOXx PM10 SOx VOC CO02 CH4
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Heavy-Duty Trucks 2.178 7.133 0.3450 0.0066 0.5625 674 0.03
Personal Vehicle 3.375 0.353 0.027 0.003 0.345 352 0.03
Total 5.55 7.49 0.37 0.01 0.91 1,026 0.06
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction Activities

(6{0) NOXx PM10 SOx VOC C02 CH4
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
On-Site Emissions 7.1 10.1 0.7 0.0 1.4 1,743 0.10
Combustion and Fugitive Summary PM2.5 Fractiofi PM10 PM2.5

Ib/day Ib/day

Combustion 0.98 0.7 0.6
Fugitive 0.21 0 0
Total 0.7 0.6

Notes:

Project specific data may be entered into shadésl dghanging the values in the shaded cellswdtlaffect the integrity of the worksheets. Vetifyat units of values entered match units
for cell. Adding lines or entering values with tendifferent than those associated with the shadéisl may alter the integrity of the sheets or paalincorrect results.

a) SCAB values provided by the ARB, Aug 2004. Assd equipment is diesel fueled.
b) CARB, EMFAC2002 (version 2.2).

c) CEIDARS database PM2.5 fractions - construatiost category for fugitive and diesel vehicle exdtaategory for combustion.
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Table B-2
Number of 55 Gallon Drums Required

No. of Total Usage by Usage Usage
Description Facilities Usage, Facility, drum/month | drum/quarter
gallyr gallyear
Cleaning Solutions 427 20,283 48 0.1 1
Waste 427 405,650 950 14 5
Table B-3
Additional Distance Traveled
. . I Total Distance
No. of Facilities Sl_ngle Facility Total Daily Trips Trip Distance, Traveled,
Trips per Year mile/trip .
mile/day
427 8 13 40 1,051
Table B-4
Criteria Emissions from Truck Travel
Pollutant CO NOXx ROG SOx PM10 PM2.5
EMFAC2007 ] 0.0219491 0.0237126 0.0029927 2.56467E-05 0.0008561 0.0007393
Emission Factor, Ib/mile
Daily Emissions, Ib/day 23.1 24.9 3.1 0.03 0.9 0.8
Table B-5
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Truck Travel
Sing_le Total . Total
No. of Fa(.:'“ty Trips .Tr|p Distance co2 C02 CHA4 EF, CH4 C_O?e
Facilities Trips r D|_stan§:e, Traveled EF., Emissions, Ib/mile Emissions, | Emissions,
pe aveled,
per vear mile/trip mile/vear Ib/mile | MTl/year MT/year MT/year
Year ea elyea
427 12 5,124 40 409,920 2.7 506 0.0001148.027 506
Table B-6
Diesel Exhaust Particulate Emissions from Truck Iding at Affected Facilities
EMFAC2007 Emission Idling Time, No of Trips per PM10 Emissions,
Factor for 2008, g/hr hr/event Year Ib/year
0.992 0.25 8 0.00437
PR 1144 B-3

October 2008



Draft Environmental Assessment: Appendix B

Table B-7
Off-Site Health Risk from Triethanolamine
Adjacent
I\_Io of Usage, Facilities | Density, Usage, Usage, (X/Q), AF 7- Conc., Conc.,
Adjacent | gallyear/ Ib/yea (ug/m3)/
L » Usage, Ib/gal Ib/hr Hr ug/m3 mg/m3
Facilities | facility r (Ib/hr)
gallyear
5 5 25 9.34 234 0.08 1,532 0.98 122 0.12

Usage, Ib/hr = usage, Ib/year/(260 day/year)/(& /folawy)
HI = [usage, Ib/hr x (X/Q)]/PEL, ug/m3
(X/Q) from Table 7 of the Risk Assessment Procesltwe Rules 1401 and 212, volume source less thanéters away
from a receptor.

Cal/lOSHA Less
ﬁo;‘;é PEL, Than
9 mg/m3 PEL
0.12 5 Yes
Table B-8
Off-Site Health Risk from Monoethanolamine
Adjacent
NO of Usage, Facilities | Density, | Usage,| Usage, (X/Q), AF 7- Conc., Conc.,
Adjgggnt gal/yg—:-ar/ Usage Ib/gal | Ib/year Ib/hr (ug/m3)/ Hr ug/m3 ppm
Facilities facility ’ (Ib/hr)
gallyear
5 25 12.5 8.51 106 0.04 1,532 0.9¢4 55 0.00

Usage, Ib/hr = usage, Ib/year/(260 day/year)/(& folawy)
HI = [usage, Ib/hr x (X/Q)]/PEL, ug/m3
(X/Q) from Table 7 of the Risk Assessment Proceslfwe Rules 1401 and 212, volume source less2bameters away
from a receptor .

Cal/lOSHA Less

Connﬁ" PEL, Than
P ppm PEL

0.0002 3 Yes

PR 1144

October 2008





