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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed amendments to Rule 1102 – Petroleum Solvent Dry Cleaners No comments were received during the 30-day review period for the Draft EA.  

To ease in identification, modifications to the document are included in italics, and text removed from the document is indicated by strikethrough.  None of the modifications alter any conclusions reached in the Draft EA, nor provide new information of substantial importance relative to the Draft document.

Table of contents

CHAPTER 1 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction

1-1

California Environmental Quality Act

1-1

Project Location

1-2

Background

1-3

Project Objective

1-4

Technology Review

1-5

Project Description

1-7

CHAPTER 2 - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Introduction

2-1

General Information

2-1

Potentially Affected Environmental Areas

2-2

Determination

2-3

Environmental Checklist and Discussion

2-4

APPENDIX A - PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1102

C H A P T E R   1  -  P R O J E C T   D E S C R I P T I O N


Introduction


California Environmental Quality Act


Project Location


Background


Project Objective

Technology Review


Project Description

introduction

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin (collectively known as the “district”).  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for the district
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP concluded that major reductions in emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10).

Proposed amended Rule (PAR) 1102 – Petroleum Solvent Dry Cleaning, would update Rule 1102 to make the rule at least as stringent as other applicable rules in California, phase-out most transfer dry cleaning equipment by 2003 and all transfer dry cleaning equipment by 2005, and reflect the latest equipment and solvent technology.  Reducing emissions from this source would help achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards in the district.

This Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) concluded that the proposed project would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts.  No comments were received on the Draft EA that refutes this conclusion.
california environmental quality act

PAR 1102 is a “project’ as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  SCAQMD is the lead agency for the project and has prepared this EA pursuant to its Certified Regulatory Program.  California Public Resources Code Section 21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  Pursuant to Rule 110, SCAQMD is preparing this Draft Environmental Assessment (EA).

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

No comments were received on the Draft EA.  Prior to making a decision on the proposed amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify the Final EA as providing adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts of the proposed rule.  

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

project location

PAR 1102 would apply to SCAQMD’s entire jurisdiction.  The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the district, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).

background

Rule 1102 was adopted on January 6, 1978, and later amended four times.  The last substantive amendment to Rule 1102 was on August 3, 1990.  The rule contains both equipment and operating requirements for petroleum solvent dry cleaning operations.  Those subject to the current provisions of Rule 1102 include any facility that operates dry cleaning equipment that uses petroleum solvent.  It should be noted that Rule 1102 does not apply to dry cleaning operations using perchloroethylene as a cleaning solvent.  These operations are regulated by SCAQMD Rule 1421 - Control of Perchloroethylene from Dry Cleaning Systems.




Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District
The August 1990 amendment implemented 1989 AQMP Control Measure A-17 – Further Emission Reductions from Petroleum Dry Cleaning Operations, and incorporated SIP revisions requested by the U.S. EPA.  The 1990 amendment eliminated a small user exemption and required the use of solvent recovery dryers or other add-on control equipment.  It also included operational requirements to reduce fugitive emissions and provisions to improve enforcement.  

In December 1997, CARB submitted to the AQMD its review of the 1997 AQMP.  The purpose of CARB’s review was to determine whether the changes to the AQMP control strategy were appropriate, and whether the AQMD had adopted or planned on adopting all feasible control measures in compliance with Health and Safety Code §40914.  As part of that review, CARB also reviewed existing AQMD rules to determine whether they represent all feasible control measures.  CARB cited Rule 1102 as an existing rule that does not meet all feasible control measures criteria.  CARB’s comments were based on applying, where appropriate, the requirements set forth in the CARB ATCM for Emissions of Perchloroethylene from Dry Cleaning Operations.  Specifically, CARB recommended amending Rule 1102 to be consistent with comparable and applicable requirements in the dry cleaning ATCM, codified as SCAQMD Rule 1421.

In December 1999, the AQMD entered into a Settlement Agreement as a result of litigation alleging non-implementation of the 1994 SIP for the South Coast Air Basin.  Preceding the Settlement Agreement, the AQMD, named as a defendant, had litigated an action brought in federal court under section 304(a) of the Federal Clean Air Act, 42, U.S.C., section 7604(a).  Plaintiffs alleged in their complaint that the AQMD and CARB failed to adopt and implement 34 control measures to which AQMD and CARB had committed in the 1994 SIP.  The Settlement Agreement included a requirement to compare the stringency of the components of a number of existing rules, including Rule 1102, to comparable regulations of CARB and other California air districts and amend Rule 1102 to be at least as stringent where applicable.  The Settlement Agreement compels the SCAQMD to amend Rule 1102 within nine months of the effective date of the Agreement (i.e., amend the rule by November 2000).

In evaluating the stringency of Rule 1102 relative to other comparable rules in California, staff has concluded that petroleum solvent dry cleaning technology has improved dramatically since the August 1990 amendment to Rule 1102.  Technological innovation of both the equipment and the solvent has occurred.  Whereas petroleum dry cleaning operations historically used Stoddard solvent in transfer machines (i.e. consisting of a separate washer and dryer), closed-loop machines using a variety of specialized solvents are now commercially available and in use.  The availability of closed-loop machines provides an opportunity to substantially reduce emissions from those petroleum dry cleaning operations that still use transfer equipment or prefer to continue using solvents containing volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

Based on the above considerations, amendments are proposed to Rule 1102 to include interim requirements to make the rule at least as stringent as other applicable rules in the state and, ultimately, to phase-out the use of transfer machines in favor of closed-loop machines, which reflect the latest equipment and solvent technologies.

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objectives of the proposed project are to:

1. Address recommendations set forth in CARB’s review of Rule 1102;

2. Comply with the Settlement Agreement to compare the stringency of Rule 1102 with other applicable air districts’ rules and amend the rule as appropriate;

3. Update Rule 1102 to reflect the current state of technology; and

4. Achieve further VOC emission reductions from this source category.

The proposed project would achieve these objectives by amending Rule 1102 to include interim requirements that would make the rule at least as stringent as other applicable rules in California and phase-out transfer dry cleaning equipment to reflect the latest equipment and solvent technologies currently available.  Since VOCs are considered precursors to both ozone and PM10 (particulate matter 10 microns in diameter), achieving these objectives would contribute to the SCAQMD’s goal of attaining and maintaining state and federal ozone and PM10 ambient air quality standards.

technology review

Over the years, the dry cleaning industry has explored the use of petroleum solvents such as Stoddard, 140F, and LPA-142 as alternatives to using perchloroethylene.  While these substances are not defined as hazardous air pollutants as is perchloroethylene, they are not ideal replacements primarily because they are highly flammable VOCs.  Despite this concern, petroleum-based solvents were found effective as cleaners and the dry cleaning industry improved the design and operating characteristics of transfer machines to better handle the use of these flammable substances and, thus, minimize the fire risk. 

With the recent development of closed-loop technology, a new generation of solvents has been developed.  These are: 1) Exxon’s DF-2000TM, a synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon that has a high flash point and low vapor pressure; 2) decamethylcyclopentasiloxane or D-5 for short (commercially available under the trade name GreenEarthTM); and 3) propylene glycol ether (commercially available under the trade name RynexTM).  All three solvents are combustible and are designed for use in the new, closed-loop machines. The use of D-5 and propylene glycol ether require different equipment configurations and adjustments than for machines equipped to use DF-2000.  Current machines configured to use DF-2000TM can be easily converted to use D-5, but the solvents cannot be used interchangeably from load to load.  This is expected to change, however, because some manufacturers are currently working on designing a machine that can change solvents from load to load.  Table 1-1 lists solvent alternatives that can be used in closed-loop machines.

In addition, two other alternatives to dry cleaning have been developed for laundering materials labeled as “dry clean only.”  They are liquid carbon dioxide technology (e.g., Dry WashTM and MicareTM) and the professional wet cleaning processes.  These dry cleaing alternatives are not considered “dry cleaning” per se.  Professional wet cleaning and liquid carbon dioxide machines do not use combustible, VOC- or toxic-emitting solvents and the laundering machines and equipment configurations are significantly different.  These two alternatives are not widely used in the district at this time.  It should be noted that operations using professional wet cleaning or liquid carbon dioxide cleaning processes would not be subject to the requirements in Rule 1102.  Liquid carbon dioxide and water are not VOCs or Group II exempt compounds and the machines designed specifically for these substances cannot be converted to use combustible solvents.  For these reasons, professional cleaning using liquid carbon dioxide or water have been proposed for an exemption from Rule 1102, provided that the detergents and additives used in these processes contain less than 50 grams per liter of VOC.

Table 1-1

Characteristics of Petroleum VOC Solvent Alternatives to Perchloroethylene
for Closed-Loop Machines
Solvent
Description
VOC Content (lb/gal)
Type of Dry Cleaning Machine in which Solvent in Currently Used

Stoddard 
Flammable petroleum distillate mixture of naptha paraffins and aromatic hydrocarbons
6.6
Transfer machines only


140F
Flammable petroleum distillate mixture of naptha paraffins and aromatic hydrocarbons
6.5
Transfer machines only

LPA-142
Flammable petroleum distillate mixture of naptha paraffins and aromatic hydrocarbons
6.7
Transfer machines only

Synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon (DF-2000)
High flashpoint, low vapor pressure synthetic aliphatic hydrocarbon
6.4
Closed-loop machines only with or without separate reclaimer dryer

Propylene glycol ether
Aliphatic glycol ether
7.3
Closed-loop machines only with or without separate reclaimer dryer

Decamethylcyclopenta-siloxane (D-5) 
Cyclic methylated siloxanes (VMS) – Group II exempt compounds (SCAQMD Rule 102)
0
Closed-loop machines only with or without separate reclaimer dryer

Hazardous Waste Dry Cleaning Facility

Most facilities subject to Rule 1102 are commercial operations that dry clean wearing apparel, draperies, linens, fabrics, textiles, rugs, leather, etc.  Staff has identified one unique facility in the district that cleans reusable soiled textile materials and is defined in the Health and Safety Code §§ 25205.12, 25205.14, and 25144.6 as a hazardous waste facility, that is exempt from hazardous waste permits.  What this means is the facility recovers and recycles oils from the dry cleaned materials that would otherwise be disposed of as hazardous waste if these materials were simply thrown away.  The facility dry cleans almost exclusively soiled gloves and industrial absorbent materials and uses two transfer machines that can clean up to 700 pounds of material at a time.  Stoddard solvent is the preferred solvent in this operation because it is more aggressive at removing the types of oils and grease typically encountered with the soiled gloves and absorbents.  

As discussed in the Project Description section that follows, the proposed amendments would phase-out transfer operations.  Because closed-loop technology does not currently exist for the type of cleaning activities performed by this facility, it will be allowed up to January 1, 2005, rather than January 1, 2003, to phase-out its transfer machines.  The additional time is needed to design and manufacture an industrial sized closed-loop machine that uses Stoddard solvent.

Project DESCRIPTION

The current version of Rule 1102 only regulates VOC emissions from the older technology-based petroleum transfer machines.  All new, modified, or relocated operations are subject to Best Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements under AQMD Regulation XIII – New Source Review.  BACT requirements for petroleum solvent dry cleaning operations currently consists of the newer technology, closed-loop machines.  

A survey of dry cleaning facilities that would be subject to Rule 1102 has identified a total of thirty-two facilities.  Five of these facilities continue to operate the old transfer machines, two operate closed-loop machines as transfer machines (i.e., with separate reclaim dryers), and twenty-five operate closed-loop machines without separate reclaim dryers.  

In summary, PAR 1102 would prohibit most types of transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2003, all types beginning January 1, 2005, and would specify operating requirements for closed-loop machines.  The proposed amendments will exempt all types of dry cleaning machines that use solvents containing Group II exempt compounds other than perchloroethylene from Rule 1102 except for certain recordkeeping and reporting requirements.  Other minor changes are proposed to improve clarity and enhance enforceability.  The following lists the major provisions of the proposed amendments.  A copy of PAR 1102 is contained in Appendix A of this document.  PAR 1102 would:

1. prohibit the use of dip tanks and drying cabinets by January 1, 2001;

2. prohibit the activity of opening a closed-loop machine prior to completion of the drying cycle effective July 1, 2001;

3. add operational requirements for closed-loop machines;

4. 
5. phase out transfer machines for most dry cleaners by January 1, 2003, allowing for an extension to phase out transfer machines by January 1, 2005, provided that the operator accepts a solvent limit of no more than 15 gallons per month and demonstrates that the transfer machine has been operating in compliance with Rule 1102 for at least two years prior to November 17, 2000;

6. phase out transfer machines that clean reusable soiled textile materials in accordance with California Health and Safety Code §25144.6 (b) at a facility that meets the requirements California Health and Safety Code §25144.6 (c) effective January 1, 2005;

7. update work practice or maintenance requirements that pertain to both transfer machines and closed-loop machines;

8. reorganize rule to clearly identify requirements that apply only to transfer machines, closed-loop machines, or both;

9. amend rule provisions pertaining to control devices, valves, flanges, and waste disposal;

10. add leak check and repair requirements;

11. revise liquid leak definition;

12. add new definitions and modify existing terminology for continuity and to improve clarity;

13. clarify the requirements for recordkeeping;

14. require recordkeeping and reporting for dry cleaners using Group II exempt solvents other than perchloroethylene but exempt them from the remaining requirements in the rule;

15. add exemption for dry cleaners that exclusively use perchloroethylene provided that the detergents and additives used contain less than 50 grams per liter VOC;

16. add exemption for professional cleaners that exclusively use water or liquid carbon dioxide as the cleaning solvent provided that the detergents and additives used contain less than 50 grams per liter VOC;

17. delete outdated subdivisions that pertain to the rule’s previous compliance schedule and increments of progress; and,

18. remove redundancies and inconsistencies throughout the rule.
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INTRODUCTION

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

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:
Proposed Amended Rule 1102 - Petroleum Solvent Dry Cleanings (Proposed New Rule Name: Dry Cleaners Using Solvent Other than Perchloroethylene)

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

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

Rule 1102 Contact Person
Barbara Radlein (909)  396-2716

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

Project Sponsor's Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

General Plan Designation:
Not applicable

Zoning:
Not applicable

Description of Project:
The proposed amendments update Rule 1102 to make the rule at least as stringent as other applicable rules in California, phase-out transfer operations by 2003, and reflect the latest equipment and solvent technology.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
Not applicable

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Not applicable

potentially affected environmental AREAS 

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

(
Aesthetics
(
Agriculture Resources 
(
Air Quality 

(
Biological Resources 
(
Cultural Resources
(
Energy 

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

(
Land Use/Planning
(
Mineral Resources
(
Noise

(
Population/Housing
(
Public Services
(
Recreation

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

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this  initial evaluation:

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

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

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

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

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

Date:   September 27, 2000
 
Signature:







Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

As discussed in Chapter 1, the proposed project would prohibit most types of transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2003 and all types of transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2005, set operating requirements for closed-loop machines, and otherwise improve the clarity and enforceability of the rule.  These requirements are expected to reduce VOC emissions from existing petroleum dry cleaning operations by approximately 34.86 tons per year or 268 pounds per day (based on facilities operating 260 days per year).

The answers to the following checklist items are based on the following assumptions:

· The project would affect only existing commercial and industrial facilities.

· Only five existing facilities continue to use transfer equipment and would be required to replace their equipment with closed-loop equipment.

· Existing closed loop machines would meet the equipment specifications proposed in the amendments.  

· There are no provisions in the proposed amendments that would require construction of new facilities.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amendments merely specify the type of equipment and operating parameters at existing dry cleaning facilities.  There are no provisions that would result in any new construction of buildings or other structures that would obstruct scenic resources or degrade the existing visual character of a site.  Likewise, additional light or glare would not be created which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area since no light generating equipment would be required to comply with the proposed amended rule.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amendments merely specify the type of equipment and operating parameters at existing dry cleaning facilities.  The proposed project would not result in any new construction of buildings or other structures that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

VOC emissions from stationary sources, including dry cleaning equipment, are major contributors to the formation of smog in the district.  VOCs are considered to be ozone precursors because they react photochemically with oxides of nitrogen to enhance the formation of ozone in the atmosphere.  Ozone, a criteria pollutant, has been shown to adversely affect human health.  VOCs also contribute to the formation of another criteria pollutant, PM10.

The objectives of the proposed project are to address recommendations set forth in CARB’s review of Rule 1102; comply with the Settlement Agreement to compare the stringency of Rule 1102 with comparable rules in other air districts and update the less stringent provisions; update Rule 1102 to reflect the current state of technology; achieve further VOC emission reductions from this source category; and expand the applicability criteria to include solvents containing Group II exempt compounds other than perchloroethylene for recordkeeping and reporting requirements only.  These objectives would be achieved by making the rule at least as stringent as other similar rules on an interim basis, and then phase-out the use of transfer machines altogether, which will result in Rule 1102 reflecting the latest equipment and solvent technology innovations.  Achieving the stated objectives would reduce emissions of VOCs from operations subject to Rule 1102 by approximately 34.86 tons per year or 268 pounds per day
.  There are also minor unquantified emission benefits from various components of the proposed amendments such as the more stringent leak detection and repair requirements.

As discussed in Chapter 1, the current version of Rule 1102 only regulates VOC emissions from the older technology, transfer machines that use petroleum distillate solvents.  There are two main types of dry cleaning machines currently in use:  transfer machines and closed-loop machines.  All new, modified, or relocated dry cleaning machines must comply with Regulation XIII lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) requirements, however, which currently consists of the newer technology, closed-loop machines that use new solvents.  It is important to note that closed-loop machines are also being operated as transfer machines by interrupting the cycle to move the damp clothes to a separate reclaimer dryer.  For the purpose of this discussion, the term transfer machine can mean:  1) an old transfer dry cleaning machine which uses a petroleum distillate solvent in a separate washer and dryer because the washer does not have the capability of drying; and 2) a new closed-loop machine that uses new solvents and is capable of performing both washing and drying functions but is interrupted mid-cycle to transfer materials to a separate dryer.  In either case, the materials are physically moved from one unit to the other by hand or in a transfer cart in order to continue to the next dry cleaning step.

A survey of existing dry cleaning facilities in the district has identified seven facilities that operate transfer machines:  five facilities operate older transfer machines that use petroleum distillate solvents and two facilities operate new closed-loop machines with separate reclaimers dryers, one with a new solvent that contains VOCs and the other with a solvent that contains a Group II exempt compound other than perchloroethylene.  This means that six of these facilities would be affected by the proposed phase-out of transfer machines in PAR 1102.  There are other existing dry cleaning facilities that would be subject to PAR 1102, but these facilities already operate closed-loop machines.

Emissions from dry cleaning machines originate from various points in the dry cleaning process, such as:

1) leaks in the dry cleaning equipment;

2) prematurely opening the door before the drying cycle is finished;

3) evaporation from waste removed from solvent filters, still residue or lint;

4) evaporation from the materials during the transfer of materials between the washer, extractor and reclaim drying tumbler; and

5) off-gassing from the materials after they have been cleaned and dried.

With multiple points where potential leaks can occur, the old transfer machines lose approximately 35 percent of the solvent as fugitive emissions.  When compared to transfer machines, the closed-loop machines are more efficient because the entire system is enclosed such that, under normal operations, there is less opportunity for fugitive leaks.  Some closed-loop machines are equipped with a fire prevention system that maintains the operating equipment under a vacuum to maintain an oxygen concentration below eight percent by volume.  Operating dry cleaning machines under a vacuum has the effect of virtually eliminating most fugitive leaks.  However, emissions still occur and the potential emission points from closed-loop machines are the same as all points identified above for transfer machines, except the fourth point.  The fourth emission point shouldn’t exist for closed-loop machines provided that the entire cleaning and drying cycle occurs in one unit.  Only when a cycle in a closed loop machine is interrupted would there be evaporation of solvent.  When operated without interruption, closed-loop machines can generally recover 95 percent or better of the solvent used.

Since the proposed amendments would ultimately require phasing out transfer machines and replacing them with closed-loop machines, and phasing out separate reclaimer dryers from being used with closed-loop machines, no other typical types of air pollution control equipment such as afterburners, carbon adsorbers, baghouses, etc. would be required.  Consequently, the proposed amendments are not anticipated to generate any significant secondary adverse criteria pollutant emissions impacts.

Phasing out transfer machines would likely lead to the phase-out of Stoddard solvent and other equivalent petroleum distillates used in dry cleaning operations in all cases except for possibly very specialized industrial applications.  This is because new solvents have been developed specifically for use in closed-loop machines.  The following evaluation considers the potential for adverse toxic air quality impacts from the use of the new solvents relative to Stoddard solvent.  It should be noted that any impact would be limited to five of the seven facilities using transfer equipment because they use petroleum distillate solvent.  The other facilities identified in the survey already use the new technology, closed-loop machines with a solvent other than Stoddard.

The following information provides health effects information on Stoddard solvent and is taken from its Material Safety Data Sheet (CAS No. 8052-41-3).

Inhalation:  Effects are typically those of most hydrocarbons, dizziness and euphoria leading to unconsciousness in severe cases.  Vapors also irritate the respiratory tract. Symptoms may include coughing, difficult breathing and chest pain.  It is also considered a central nervous system depressant.

Ingestion:  A fatal dose for humans is estimated to be approximately three to four ounces, but ingestion of much smaller amounts may cause lung edema and possible death because of aspiration into lungs.

Skin Contact:  The defatting action of this solvent may lead to soreness, inflammation and, possibly, dermatitis.

Eye Contact:  Vapors may be irritating at concentrations of 450 ppm and above (15 minutes exposure) and contact with the liquid solvent can be painful and possibly damaging to eye tissues. 

Chronic Exposure:  Chronic exposure may lead to central nervous system complications, blood changes (aplastic anemia, a rare occurrence that is potentially fatal), and dermatitis.  Animal studies have indicated there is a potential for liver and kidney damage. 

Aggravation of Pre-existing Conditions:  Persons with pre-existing skin disorders or eye problems or impaired kidney function may be more susceptible to the effects of the substance. 

Based on staff’s research, two solvents have been the main replacements for Stoddard in the new closed-loop machines, DF-2000 and D-5.  PAR 1102 does not specify the brands of equipment or types of solvent that could be used to comply with the proposed amendments, but either DF-2000 or D-5 could be chosen by the end user.  Since there is no known use of propylene glycol ether in the district it is speculative at this point to assume it would be used to comply with PAR 1102 and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.  The Addendum to the “Proposition 65 Risk Assessment for Exxon Chemical Dry Cleaning Fluid 2000: Occupational Worst-Case Exposure Scenario” concludes that no labeling requirements exist for DF-2000 as prescribed by the California Health and Safety Code §25249.6.  The risk assessment performed for 13 substances in DF-2000 listed in AQMD Rule 1401 - New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants, concluded that potential exposures were well below published reference doses.  Potential exposure to the 13 substances in DF-2000 solvent from a representative facility was considered to be insignificant and would not present a health concern.

The preceding information shows that exposure to Stoddard solvent currently has potentially adverse health effects.  It is concluded that the likely phase-out of Stoddard solvent due to a phase-out of transfer machines would not result in a significant adverse health risk impact.  Toxic air contaminant impacts would not be expected to change significantly or might decline slightly from existing conditions.  Considering the toxicity of Stoddard solvent, there is no substantive evidence that shows the use of the new  solvents, identified as possible replacements, would result in significant adverse toxic air contaminant impacts.  Further, exposure to Stoddard solvent at the five facilities using the old transfer machines would be eliminated.  Closed-loop machines eliminate the need to transfer solvent-laden materials from the washer to the dryer.  As a result, fugitive emissions and, therefore, exposures are anticipated to decline with the use of closed-loop machines since the transfer process would no longer occur.

Concern has been raised that the toxicity of D-5 is unknown and, as such, this solvent should be regulated by Rule 1102.  The chemical constituent of D-5 is not currently deemed a toxic material by any regulatory agency, though the results of a toxicity testing are pending.  Since D-5 is a Group II exempt compound as defined in SCAQMD Rule 102 – Definition of Terms (i.e., it is not considered a VOC), this solvent is not regulated by the current version of Rule 1102.  Four dry cleaning facilities are already using D-5 in their machines.  The SCAQMD is concerned, however, that existing facilities that would otherwise be subject to PAR 1102 might switch to using D-5 solvent in their dry cleaning machines to avoid regulatory requirements.  Considering that D-5 is currently undergoing toxicity testing, it could be deemed a toxic material in the future.  To alert dry cleaners that may be considering switching to using D-5 solvent, PAR 1102 includes recordkeeping and reporting requirements for dry cleaning machines using D-5.  Thus, PAR 1102 would require recordkeeping and reporting for a solvent that is currently not a VOC and is currently not classified as a toxic material.

It should be noted that some participants at the Public Workshop for PAR 1102 commented that the proposed amendments would result in a transition from perchloroethylene dry cleaning to dry cleaning using solvents that contain VOCs.  They further stated that while the transition may reduce the emissions of toxic air contaminants from dry cleaning machines, it would increase the emissions of VOCs.  

The transition from perchloroethylene dry cleaning is currently occurring and will continue to do so irrespective of PAR 1102.  Increased regulation of perchloroethylene due to its contamination of soil and water, toxic pollutant emissions, and public and worker safety issues has been the primary driving force for the transition.  These issues have also created an environment where financial lenders, landlords, and insurance representatives have become more cautious in facilitating the use of perchloroethylene in dry cleaning machines.  Therefore, the increased use of solvents other than perchloroethylene for dry cleaning and the concurrent increase in VOC emissions are not a result of PAR 1102.  Finally, any dry cleaning facility that switches from perchloroethylene to a solvent that contains VOCs would be subject to Regulation XIII – New Source Review.  Regulation XIII requires facilities to comply with LAER requirements and for facilities that emit more than one pound per day, requires emission offsets and air quality modeling.

Based on the information provided above, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse air quality impacts.  The proposal would not diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement, nor conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.  Similarly, the proposal has no provisions that would violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable direct or indirect net increase of any criteria pollutant.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing commercial and industrial petroleum dry cleaning operations.  The main components of PAR 1102 are the prohibition of some types of transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2003 and the prohibition of all types of transfer machines beginning January 1, 2003, and the specification of operating requirements for closed-loop machines.  As a result, PAR 1102 would not: directly or indirectly result in the construction of buildings or other facilities that could impinge on wildlife habitat; adversely affect plant or animal species, wildlife dispersion or mitigation corridors; have a substantial adverse effect on protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act; would not conflict with local policies or ordinances, such as tree preservation policies; would not conflict with any provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local regional, or state habitat conservation plan, etc.

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


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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

The proposed project has no potential to adversely affect cultural resources because the proposed amended rule has no provisions that physically change the environment or disturb paleontological or archaeological resources.  The amendments would not require groundbreaking at existing facilities or acquisition of land for the construction of new facilities.  The proposal has no potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:






a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?


(
(
(

The replacement of transfer machines at five facilities with newer, closed loop technology would not result in significant adverse energy impacts.  There would be little change, if any, in energy requirements for the closed-loop machines relative to transfer machines.  In general, newer technologies, such as closed-loop machines, are more efficient and, therefore, tend to require less energy than the older technologies they replace.  Because the proposed project will have little, if any adverse effects on energy supplies or utility systems, it has no potential to conflict with energy conservation plans, result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems, create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy, or create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy.   


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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

· Strong seismic ground shaking?
(
(
(

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

· Landslides?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The replacement of transfer machines with the newer technology closed-loop machines at existing facilities does not require groundbreaking, other earthmoving activities, or paving.  Thus, the proposed project has no potential to disrupt or over-cover soil, create new geologic or unstable soil hazards, change topography or surface relief features, erode beach sand, or change existing siltation rates.  In addition, the proposed project would not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing commercial and industrial petroleum dry cleaning operations.  The main components of PAR 1102 are the prohibition of most transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2003 and the prohibition of all transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2005, and the specification of operating requirements for closed-loop machines.  As discussed below, these provisions are not expected to increase potential hazards at affected facilities.

Over the years, the dry cleaning industry has explored the use of a variety of petroleum solvents such as Stoddard, 140F, and LPA-142 for use in dry cleaning operations.  Because these substances are highly flammable VOCs, the dry cleaning industry has been motivated to develop solvents that have fewer or less severe physical or chemical properties. 

With the recent development of closed-loop technology, a new generation of solvents has been developed.  These solvents generally have less hazardous physical or chemical properties (e.g., higher flashpoint, autoignition temperature, etc.) than the Stoddard solvent that they will likely replace (Table 2-1). 

Due to the combustibility of the various solvents used, the closed-loop machines are also equipped with either a fire suppressant or prevention system configured to standards established by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA).  NFPA regulations require the machines to be equipped with either a fire suppressant or prevention system.  A fire suppressant system injects an inert gas (e.g. nitrogen or argon) to displace available oxygen to keep the concentration of oxygen present below eight percent by volume.  The timing of the inert gas injection depends on the solvent used in the machine and is linked to a percentage of the solvent’s assigned lower explosive limit.  Some closed-loop machines are equipped with a fire prevention system that maintains the operating equipment under a vacuum to remove oxygen so that its concentration is maintained below eight percent by volume to eliminate a condition that could result in fire or an explosion.  The proposed amendments would not affect equipment fire suppressant or prevention system specifications such that the equipment no longer complies with NFPA requirements.  Neither would the proposed project interfere with or alter local governments’ and fire departments’ approval process for installing and operating dry cleaning machines.

It should be noted that during discussions with equipment manufacturers, concern was raised regarding a compromised fire safety system due to the conversion of perchloroethylene dry cleaning equipment to petroleum dry cleaning equipment.  Because perchloroethylene is not flammable, perchloroethylene machines are not designed for combustion control.  It is therefore imperative that any retrofit process include the installation of all safety devices and adaptations necessary to ensure both fire prevention (e.g., nitrogen blanketing, oxygen monitoring, temperature limits) and fire protection (internal sprinklers, pressure vents, explosion-proof motors, air-purge devices, etc.).  As discussed above in the “Air Quality” section, the transition away from perchloroethylene dry cleaning is currently occurring and will continue irrespective of PAR 1102.  There are no provisions in the rule amendments that require the phase-out of perchloroethylene or the retrofit of perchloroethylene cleaning equipment.  Therefore, retrofitting of perchloroethylene machines will not be a result of the proposed amendments.  It should be further noted that staff is not aware of large-scale conversions of perchloroethylene machines for use with flammable solvents.

In conclusion, there are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would increase the amount of flammable solvents currently used in petroleum dry cleaning operations.  In fact, the trend in the dry cleaning industry is to use solvents that are generally less flammable than what was historically used (i.e., Stoddard solvent).  Further, because less solvent is lost to the atmosphere as fugitive emissions from closed-loop machines, a slight reduction in the volumes of solvent used, stored, or transported is anticipated.  Therefore, the proposed amendments are not expected to increase any existing hazard that the routine transport, use, disposal of dry cleaning solvents and related waste material may have, or lead to a reasonably foreseeable accident involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  Neither would the proposal impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

Table 2-1

Comparison of Solvent Hazard Characteristics

Hazard Characteristic
Stoddard
DF-2000
D-5
LPA 142
Propylene Glycol Ether

Flashpoint
100oF
147 oF
170oF
148oF
>200oF

Flammable Limits






   LEL
0.8
1.3
0.7
0.7
1.7

   UEL
6
8.8
Unknown
7.0
6.7

Autoignition Temperature
450-500oF
640oF
738oF
451oF
>700oF

NFPA*






   Health
3
1
0
1
2

   Flammability
2
2
2
2
1

   Reactivity
0
0
0
0
0

HMIS**






   Health
-
1
0
1
-

   Flammability
-
2
2
2
-

   Reactivity
-
0
0
0
-

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


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing commercial and industrial petroleum dry cleaning operations.  The main components of PAR 1102 are the prohibition of most types of transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2003 and the prohibition of all types of transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2005, and the specification of operating requirements for closed-loop machines.  In general, water is not part of the VOC solvent-based dry cleaning operation.  As a result, PAR 1102 does not affect wastewater generation or water requirements of dry cleaning operations.  Consequently, the proposed project has no provisions that would require the construction of additional water resource facilities, the need for new or expanded water entitlements, or an alteration of drainage patterns.  The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge because the proposed project will affect operations at only five existing facilities.  The proposed amended rule would not create or contribute runoff water at affected facilities that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

Based on the above, the proposed amended rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of wastewater from adhesive operations, require additional wastewater disposal capacity, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:






a)
Physically divide an established community?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amendments merely specify the type of equipment and operating parameters at five existing dry cleaning facilities.  Because it is expected that the five affected facilities are conforming land uses, no rezoning, new land use ordinances, or changes a general or specific plan would be necessary.  There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by regulating VOC emissions from existing petroleum dry cleaning operations.  PAR 1102 would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  Therefore, present or planned land uses in the region will not be affected as a result of the proposed amended rule.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing commercial and industrial petroleum dry cleaning operations.  The main components of PAR 1102 are the prohibition of most transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2003 and the prohibition of all transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2005, and the specification of operating requirements for closed-loop machines.  Thus, there are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would reduce the availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  To the extent that dry cleaning solvents are manufactured using mineral resources, PAR 1102 could result in a slight beneficial effect since one source of fugitive emissions (i.e., transferring materials from the washer to the dryer) will be eliminated.  As a result, no significant mineral resources impacts are anticipated.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amendments merely specify the type of equipment and operating parameters at existing dry cleaning facilities.  These provisions do not require equipment that produces a greater amount of noise than existing equipment.  Further, the five affected facilities are typically located in commercial or industrial settings where any noise that may be associated with these operations would be negligible relative to other factors that contribute to ambient noise conditions, such as traffic or other industrial or commercial operations.  In addition, facilities must comply with local noise ordinances.  As a result, potentially significant adverse noise impacts from PAR 1102 are not anticipated.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






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







a)
Fire protection?
(
(
(


b)
Police protection?
(
(
(


c)
Schools?
(
(
(


d)
Parks?
(
(
(


e)
Other public facilities?
(
(
(

The proposed project would affect dry cleaning operations at five existing commercial and industrial petroleum dry cleaning operations.  The main components of PAR 1102 are the prohibition of most types of transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2003 and the prohibition of all transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2005, and the specification of operating requirements for closed-loop machines.  

As noted in the “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” section, due to the combustibility of the various solvents used, the closed-loop machines are also equipped with either a fire suppressant or prevention system configured to standards established by the NFPA.  Local fire departments would typically exercise approval authority over replacement of dry cleaning equipment at the five affected facilities.  Because so few facilities are affected by PAR 1102, no new fire department personnel would be required to certify that equipment complies with all relevant NFPA standards, nor would fire department response times be affected in any way.

PAR 1102 would have no effects on local police departments because they do not exercise regulatory authority of dry cleaning equipment.  As noted in the “Population and Housing” section above, because PAR 1102 affects only five facilities it will not affect population growth or distribution in the district in any way.  As a result, the proposal would not require construction of additional schools, parks, or other public service facilities.  Similarly, PAR 1102 would not be expected to generate the need for new or physically altered government or public service facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.  Consequently, public service impacts are considered to be insignificant.

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XV.
RECREATION.  






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

As discussed under “Land Use” above, there are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by regulating VOC emissions from existing petroleum dry cleaning operations.  The proposed project does not induce population growth so it would not adversely affect existing, or generate the need for new neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities.  Further, PAR 1102 would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from existing commercial and industrial petroleum dry cleaning operations.  The main components of PAR 1102 are the prohibition of most types of transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2003 and the prohibition of all transfer equipment beginning January 1, 2005, and the specification of operating requirements for closed-loop machines.  

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


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access or?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed amendments merely specify the type of equipment and operating parameters at existing dry cleaning facilities.  There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would increase worker commute trips, raw material or finished product transport trips, adversely affect parking, or conflict with adopted policies associated with alternative transportation.  There is no potential for significant additional trip generation or traffic congestion.  As a result, the proposed amended rule is not expected to adversely affect the level of service on roadways in the vicinity of affected facilities.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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

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

A P P E N D I X   A

P R O P O S E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E    1 1 0 2

To avoid repetition, the proposed amended rule is not included here.  It is included as Attachment E of this Governing Board Adopt Hearing package.







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


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


�  Though not a standard practice, Stoddard solvent is being used in custom-made closed-loop machines at a plant in Ohio.  There are no machines like this in the district.


� This assumes 260 days of operation per year (a five-day work week), based on the fact that most of the emission reductions will be obtained from facilities operating five days per week.
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