

south coast air quality management district



Final Environmental Assessment:  

Proposed Amended Rule 442 – Usage of Solvents 

SCAG Clearinghouse No. I20000314

SCAQMD No. 001020MK

November 21, 2000

Executive Officer
Barry R. Wallerstein, D. Env.
Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources
Jack P. Broadbent
Assistant Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources
Elaine Chang, DrPH
Manager
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources
Alene Taber, AICP

Author:
Michael Krause 
Air Quality Specialist
Technical
Sherri Fairbanks
Air Quality Specialist
Assistance:
Thomas Liebel
Air Quality Engineer II
Reviewed By:
Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor 


Frances Keeler
Senior Deputy District Counsel


Lou Yuhas 
Air Quality Analysis and Compliance Supervisor

South coast air quality management district


Chairman:
WILLIAM A. BURKE, Ed.D.


Speaker of the Assembly Appointee

Vice Chairman:


NORMA J. GLOVER


Councilmember, City of Newport Beach


Cities Representative, Orange County

MEMBERS:


MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH


Supervisor, Fifth District


Los Angeles County Representative


HAL BERNSON


Councilmember, City of Los Angeles


Cities Representative, Los Angeles County, Western Region


JANE CARNEY


Senate Rules Committee Appointee


CYNTHIA P. COAD, Ed.D.


Supervisor, Fourth District


Orange County Representative


BEATRICE J.S. LAPISTO-KIRTLEY


Councilmember, City of Bradbury


Cities Representative, Los Angeles County, Eastern Region


RONALD O. LOVERIDGE


Mayor, City of Riverside


Cities Representative, Riverside County


JON D. MIKELS


Supervisor, Second District


San Bernardino County Representative


LEONARD PAULITZ


Councilmember, City of Montclair


Cities Representative, San Bernardino County


CYNTHIA VERDUGO-PERALTA


Governor's Appointee


S. ROY WILSON, Ed.D.


Supervisor, Fourth District


Riverside County Representative

EXECUTIVE OFFICER:


BARRY R. WALLERSTEIN, D.Env.

Table of contents

CHAPTER 1 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction

1-1

Legislative Authority

1-1

California Environmental Quality Act

1-2

Project Location

1-3

Project Description

1-3

Methods of Compliance

1-7

CHAPTER 2 - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Introduction

2-1

General Information

2-1

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

2-2

Determination

2-2

Environmental Checklist and Discussion

2-4

APPENDIX A - PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 442

APPENDIX B – CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS

APPENDIX C – ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND NOx EMISSIONS FROM OPERATION OF REGENERATIVE THERMAL OXIDIZERS

TABLES

Table 1-1: Source Specific Rules with Rule 442 Applicability
Provisions

1-5

Table 1-2: Commonly Used Solvents

1-8

Table 1-3: Potential Replacements

1-8

Table 2-1: Rule 442 Universe and VOC Emissions Reductions
2-7

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

2-9

Table 2-3: Rule 442 Reformulation Profile

2-10

Table C-1: Rule 442 Air Pollution Control Equipment Profile

C-1

Table C-2: Natural Gas Usage and Energy Consumption from
Regenerative Thermal Oxidizers

C-2

FIGURES

Figure 1-1: South Coast Air Quality Management District

1-4

Preface

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the amendments to Rule 442 - Usage of Solvents.  The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public review and comment period from October 20, 2000 to November 20, 2000.  No comment letters were received from the public.  Minor modifications have been made to the Draft such that it is now a Final EA.  Deletions and additions to the text of the EA are denoted using strikethrough and italics, respectively.
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introduction

The objective of existing South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 442 - Usage of Solvents, is to regulate volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions from any materials, equipment, processes or facilities not subject to, or specifically exempt from Regulation XI - Source Specific Rules.  The regulated materials include, for example, coatings, resins, adhesives, inks, solvents, thinners, diluents, mold seal and release compounds, lubricants, cutting oils, and quenching oils.  Equipment and processes include, but are not limited to, coating, adhesive, and ink application equipment, solvent degreasing equipment, solvent cleaning operations, stripping, garment cleaning processes, metal forming, casting or forging operations, and other operations. 

The SCAQMD is proposing amendments that will lower affected facilities' allowable VOC emissions from 600 pounds per day per equipment to 833 pounds per month (five tons per year) from all materials used at the facility which are not subject to a Regulation XI source specific rule.  The proposed VOC control requirements can be met by lowering total daily emissions from all materials used at the facility, using reformulated products and/or more efficient application methods, or using an add-on control device.  The proposed amendments also include storage and disposal requirements for specified materials and application equipment will have an efficiency requirement.  The proposed amendments will remove 1.6 tons per day of VOC emissions from the atmosphere by January 1, 2003.

legislative authority

The California Legislature created the SCAQMD in 1977 (Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, Health and Safety Code §§40400 et seq.) 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.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all state and federal ambient air quality standards for the district, pursuant to Health and Safety Code §40460(a).  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMD in accordance to Health and Safety Code §40440(a).  The 1997 AQMP concluded that major reductions in emissions of VOCs and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standard for ozone and particulate matter (PM10).  

Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 442 – Usage of Solvents would implement the 1997 AQMP control measure #CTS-02O – Further Emission Reductions from Solvent Usage.  The purpose of PAR 442 is to reduce emissions of VOCs from all materials used at the facility which are not subject to a Regulation XI.  Reducing emissions from this source would help achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction with a margin of safety.
california environmental quality act

The proposed amendments to Rule 442 are a "project" as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15378.  California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  The SCAQMD'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 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD’s certified regulatory program), SCAQMD has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential adverse environmental impacts from amending Rule 442.

CEQA requires 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 EA with no significant adverse environmental impacts to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed amendments to Rule 442.  Because the environmental analysis of PAR 442 concluded that the project would not have any significant or potentially significant effects on the environment, identification and comparison of project alternatives, or identification of mitigation measures, are not required (CEQA Guidelines §15252).

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and an Initial Study (IS) for this project was prepared and distributed to the public for a 30-day review and comment period from May 26, 2000 to June 26, 2000.  No public comment letters were received.  A subsequent analysis of PAR 442 was conducted, which identified no significant environmental adverse impacts, and included in this Draft EA.  This Draft EA supercedes the NOP/IS.

The purpose of this Draft EA with no significant adverse environmental impacts is to identify, analyze, and evaluate the potential significant adverse environmental impacts of the proposed project.  This Draft EA with no significant adverse environmental impacts is intended to: (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with detailed information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) to be used as a tool by decision makers to facilitate decision making on the proposed project. 

All comments received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in this Draft EA, which identified no significant adverse environmental impacts, will be responded to and included in the Final EA.  Prior to making a decision on the proposed amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify the EA with no significant adverse environmental impacts as providing adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts of the proposed amended rule.  

project location

PR 442 would apply to SCAQMD’s entire jurisdiction.  The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the district, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).

project description

Background

Rule 442 was originally adopted on May 7, 1976, and has been amended four times since then.  The rule regulates equipment in which organic solvents, or materials containing organic solvents, are used.  Currently, the allowable VOC emissions vary depending upon whether the organic materials: "come into contact with flame or are baked," are emitted into the atmosphere from the use of photochemically reactive solvents, or are emitted into the atmosphere from the use of non-photochemically reactive solvents.  Different compliance dates were assigned to the various requirements.  All of these compliance dates have passed.

The SCAQMD regulates emissions from most types of existing facilities through its Regulation XI source specific rules.  As a result, companies that are subject to Rule 442 are generally in one of the following three categories:
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Figure 1-1

South Coast Air Quality Management District

· Equipment/processes that are exempted in Regulation XI rules, but have a provision requiring compliance with Rule 442.  Examples of these rules are listed in Table 1-1. 

· Coating or solvent usage in equipment/processes that are not specified in other emission reduction rules, including, but not limited to, stone coating, leather coating, ceramics coating, carbon graphite coating and inkjet printing;

· Coating or solvent usage in equipment/processes specifically exempted in Regulation XI rules or other source specific rules, or equipment/processes that are exempted in Regulation XI rules due to low usage of coatings/solvents.  Examples include die lubricant coatings and clear translucent coatings specifically exempt from Rules 1107 and 1145, respectively, and wood furniture coating facilities exempt from Rule 1136 because of low coating usage (less than one gallon per day).

Staff has evaluated emissions from facilities subject to Rule 442 (e.g., die lubricant coating and clear translucent coating facilities) that are specifically exempt from Rules 1107 and 1145, respectively.  Staff has identified certain facilities that have recorded high levels of VOC emissions from the use of these coatings.  As a result, staff is recommending the currently proposed amendments to lower the allowable VOC emissions from facilities subject to Rule 442, as well as removing the old compliance dates.

Proposed Amendments

Purpose and Applicability

Rule 442 is being amended to include Purpose and Applicability sections for clarification and consistency with other SCAQMD rules.  The purpose of Rule 442 is to reduce emissions of VOCs from organic solvents or material containing organic solvents (as defined in Rule 102 - Definitions) that are not subject to, or exempt from, the provisions of a Regulation XI rule.  Rule 442 applicability provisions are included in many Regulation XI rules for equipment exempt from the rules' control requirements.  Table 1-1 lists the source specific rules that have Rule 442 applicability provisions.  The provisions typically require compliance with Rule 442 if exempt from the VOC limits of the source specific rule.  These VOC containing materials include, but are not limited to, coatings, resins, adhesives, inks, solvents, thinners, diluent, mold-seal and release compounds, lubricants, cutting oils and quenching oils.  Equipment and processes include, but are not limited to, coating, adhesive, and ink application equipment; solvent cleaning operations; stripping; metal forming; casting or forging operations; and other operations.

Table 1-1

Source Specific Rules with Rule 442 Applicability Provisions

Rule
Rule Description

1106
Marine Coating Operations

1107
Coating of Metal Parts and Products

1115
Motor Vehicle Assembly Line Coating Operations

1124
Aerospace Assembly and Component Manufacturing Operations

1125
Metal Container, Closure, and Coil Coating Operations

1126
Magnet Wire Coating Operations

1128
Paper, Fabric and Film Coating Operations

1130
Graphic Arts

1130.1
Screen Printing Operations

1136
Wood Products Coatings

Table 1-1 (concluded)

Source Specific Rules with Rule 442 Applicability Provisions

Rule
Rule Description

1145
Plastic, Rubber, and Glass Coatings

1151
Motor Vehicle and Mobile Equipment Non-Assembly Line Coating Operations

1164
Semiconductor Manufacturing

1171
Solvent Cleaning Operations

Rules 1106, 1125, 1126, 1130, 1130.1, 1130.1, 1151, and 1164 exempt sources with low volume usage and for specialty applications, and therefore, these exempt sources are unlikely to exceed 833 pounds of VOC per month per facility.  Consequently, these sources will not be impacted by the proposed amendments.

Rules 1107, 1115, 1124, 1128, 1136, 1145, and 1171 exempt sources for a variety of coating and solvent activities at their facilities that could exceed the 833 pounds of VOC per month per facility limit.  These sources will need to reformulate their product, alter their application method or use an add-on control device in order to comply with the proposed amendments.

There are other industries, listed below, currently not subject to any source specific rules that have the potential to exceed the 833 pounds per month per facility.  

· Inkjet printing;

· Solvent flux usage in printed circuit board operations;

· Solvent usage in lubricants, form oils, and cutting oils; and

· Non-exempt solvents in film cleaning operations.

Requirements

Proposed amendments include:

1. Change the emission limits based on photochemical reactivity to a limit based on mass VOC emissions effective January 1, 2003;

2. Reduce the total allowable VOC emissions from 600 pounds per day per equipment to 833 pounds per month (five tons per year) per facility effective January 1, 2003;

Monthly limits and Recordkeeping Requirements

All facilities subject to this rule will be required to keep records pursuant to District Rule 109 - Recordkeeping for Volatile Organic Compound Emissions.  No recordkeeping requirements were in the rule previous to the proposed amendments.

Exemptions

The following items have been added to the Rule 442 exemptions:

1. PAR 442 provides for an exemption for all other Regulation IV rules (Prohibitions) that control VOC emissions.  Rule 442 currently exempts Rules 461, 462, 463, and 464.  PAR 442 will include exemptions to Rules 465, 466, 466.1 and 467, which control VOC emissions.  Rule 481 - Spray Coating Operations, is excluded from the exemption. 

2.  PAR 442 will exempt aerosol products from the rule.  Many SCAQMD rules already exempt aerosol products.  Furthermore, aerosol products are regulated under the California Air Resources Board's consumer products rule.

3. In accordance to a request from the Environmental Protection Agency, PAR 442 will include a provision that a facility is not subject to the proposed requirements of Rule 442 if already subject to a Regulation XI (source specific rule) exemption and does not emit VOCs in excess of ten tons per calendar year.  Currently, only two rules, Rule 1107 - Coating of Metal Parts and Products and Rule 1130 - Graphic Arts, include this exemption.

Miscellaneous

1. Reformat the rule for consistency with other SCAQMD rules;

methods of Compliance

There will be three options for compliance: 1) the use of reformulated products, 2) the use of add-on control equipment, or 3) more efficient application methods.

Solvent Reformulation

Product reformulation is one potential method of controlling emissions from affected facilities.  By lowering the VOC content limit in the coating, ink, lubricant or cleaning product, facilities can comply with the lower allowable limits without reducing their usage levels.  The typical activities or operations most likely to be affected by the proposed amendments to Rule 442 include stone and leather coating, ink jet printing, paint stripping, solvent cleaning, flux operations, use of lubricants and quench oils.  The solvents most often used in these affected operations are kerosene, mineral spirits, toluene, xylene, hexane and isopropyl alcohol (IPA).  Formulators of coatings, inks, lubricants and cleaning products can feasibly reformulate some products with parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF), methyl acetate and an acetone blend.  Acetone, which is flammable, would need to be blended because affected activities typically involve a heat source and thus, are susceptible to potential hazardous conditions at the facility. 

Proposed amended rule 442 has no provisions that dictate the use of any specific material.  Owners or operators of regulated facilities have the flexibility of choosing the solvent best suited for their operations.  It is assumed the possible replacement of commonly used solvents with the VOC-exempt compounds listed in Table 1-2.  

Table 1-2

Commonly Used Solvents 

Commonly Used Solvents

Kerosene

Mineral Spirits

Toluene

Xylene

Hexane

Isopropyl Alcohol (IPA)

Table 1-3

Potential Replacements

Potential Replacement Solvents

Solvent blend (Acetone and Water)

Methyl Acetate (MeAC)

Parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF)

Air Pollution Control Equipment

In lieu of complying with the monthly VOC facility limits for usage of organic solvents, VOC air pollution control equipment may be used provided that the collection efficiency is at least 90 percent and the destruction efficiency is at least 95 percent (85 percent control overall).  The amendments remove the specification for allowable control equipment and replaces it with an 85 percent control requirement.  Additionally, facilities may achieve compliance by demonstrating an 85 percent reduction from product reformulation and/or process changes, or the development of innovative technologies.  The most likely type of control equipment is expected to be a regenerative thermal oxidizer.  Regenerative thermal oxidizers (RTO) are combustion devices that can be used to incinerate VOCs.

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

More Efficient Application Methods

Facilities complying with the monthly emission limit may also do so with process changes or improvement of operational efficiency.  Examples of process change include recycling waste, altering the manufacturing method or coating procedure.  Some facilities purchase new equipment or just phase out use of certain solvents.
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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 442 - Usage of Solvents 

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

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

Rule 442 Contact Person
Sherri Fairbanks  (909)  396-2383

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 purpose of proposed amended Rule 442 is to reduce VOC emissions from material, equipment or processes that are not subject to or are specifically exempted from Regulation XI.  The proposed amendments will add an additional control requirement to reduce allowable VOC emissions from 600 pounds per day per equipment to 833 pounds per month per facility.  The proposed amendments also delete the provisions that specify control equipment, which have been replaced with the requirement that control equipment have an 85% overall control efficiency.  The amendments will also eliminate references to "photochemical reactivity" and obsolete provisions.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
Not applicable

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Not applicable

environmental factors potentially affected

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

(
Aesthetics
(
Agriculture Resources 
(
Air Quality 

(
Biological Resources 
(
Cultural Resources
(
Energy 

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

(
Land Use/Planning
(
Mineral Resources
(
Noise

(
Population/Housing
(
Public Services
(
Recreation

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

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this  initial evaluation:

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

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

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

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

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

Date:   October 19, 2000
 
Signature:








Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

a), b), c) The proposed amended rule has no potential to damage scenic resources, or adversely affect existing visual resources, such as scenic views, vistas, or sites open to public view, because installation of add-on control equipment will occur at existing commercial or industrial facilities and reformulation requires no construction.  

d) Additional light or glare would not be created since no additional light generating equipment would be required for the facilities subject to the proposed amendments.  Equipment used to control VOC emissions is typically located inside or on top of buildings.  Affected facilities are generally located in industrial/commercial areas and existing light sources are expected to be sufficient.


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?  


(
(
(

a), b), c) Because the proposed project involves reformulation, process of materials, or the installation of add-on control equipment within existing industrial and commercial facilities, the location or nature of the project would not result in the conversion or development of farmland to a non-agricultural use.  Likewise, affected facilities would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.  Therefore, no impact to agricultural resources will result from the implementation of the proposed project.


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)?


(
(
(

Direct AIr quality Impacts

a), b), f) The objective of the proposed project is to reduce VOC emissions from affected operations at existing commercial or industrial facilities.  PAR 442 is estimated to reduce VOC emission by 1.6 tons per day.  Table 2-1 outlines the Rule 442 universe, how it will comply with the amendments and the air quality benefit as a result of implementing the amendments.  Based on an evaluation of inventories of facilities subject to Rule 442, the Rule 442 universe is comprised of 58 facilities.  These facilities have been evaluated in four groups (A thru D) based on their emission level (Table 2-1).  The facilities in each group were divided between those facilities most likely to reformulate their product in order to comply with the amendments and those most likely to install and operate an add-on control device to comply.  The proposed rule amendment requires affected facilities to limit their VOC emissions to five tons per year or control overall emissions using a control device by 85 percent.  Facilities currently emitting close to the five tons per year emission limit will most likely chose to reformulate, unless low-VOC reformulated materials are not available.  Owners/operators of facilities where emissions are comprised primarily of fugitive VOC emissions, such as in hand wipe operations, are also likely to choose the reformulation compliance option.  Alternatively, owners/operators of affected facilities emitting close to five tons per year may choose to reduce emissions through process changes  or scaling back operations.

Owners/operators of affected facilities emitting substantially more than the five tons per year limit are more likely to chose add-on control equipment to reduce their emissions by 85 percent and comply with the amendments. Additionally, larger operations are expected to use add-on control equipment to avoid altering the solvent used in their production process.  Thermal oxidizers are combustion devices that can be used to incinerate VOCs, and are the most likely pollution control equipment that would be used to comply with PAR 442.

Table 2-1

Rule 442 Universe and VOC Emissions Reductions





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


Group
Emission Level 
(tons per year)
# of Affected Facilities
Average Emissions from Affected Facilities (tons per year)
Emissions Reduction (to Comply  with 5 Tons/Yr Limit)
Emission Reduction from Facilities Reformulating (tons per year)*
Efficiency of Add-on Control (percent)
Emission Reduction from Facilities Using an Add-on Control Equipment (tons per year) **
TOTAL Emission Reductions From Rule 442 Universe (tons per year)

A
5-9
22 reform.
7
2
44
85
12
56



2 add-on







B
10-19
17 reform
14
9
153
85
71
224



6 add-on







C
20-49
5 reform
27
22
110
85
92
202



4 add-on







D
50+
0 reform
60
55
0
85
102
102



2 add-on








TOTAL Universe
44 reform.

TOTAL Emission Reductions (tons per year)
307

277
584 tons per year



14 add-on





1.6 tons per day

* (No. of Facilities Reformulating) x (Change in Average Yearly Emission to Comply with Five Tons/Yr Limit)
** (No. of Facilities Using Add-On Control) x (Average Emissions from Affected Facilities) x (Control Efficiency)

Facilities are currently limited at 600 pounds per day per equipment.  The rule amendments cap the facility emissions at 833 pounds per month per facility.  Since the monthly facility limit is higher than the individual equipment daily limit, facilities with one piece of equipment could potential increase their daily VOC emissions.  The probability, however, of this occurring is unlikely because the facility would not be able to use the equipment or perform the affected process for the remainder of the month.  Additionally, facilities might also be limited with physical constraints such as limited number of workers to perform that task, number of equipment to handle higher production, time in the workday to increase production, as well as enough additional product to coat, lube or ink.

Indirect air quality Impacts

Construction Emissions

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

Onsite Equipment Sources 

It is estimated that a total of 14 control devices would need to be installed at affected facilities as a result of implementing PAR 442.  Although highly unlikely, the “worst-case” scenario is that all of the 14 affected facilities would install the equipment on the same days.  There are a number of factors that would, make this scenario highly unlikely: availability of construction crews, type and size of control equipment to be constructed, engineering time necessary to plan and design the control equipment, permitting constraints, etc.  For the purposes of this analysis, construction activities undertaken at affected facilities are anticipated to entail use of portable equipment (e.g., generators and compressors) and hand held equipment by small construction crews to weld, cut, and grind metal structures.  Table 2-1 presents the results of the SCAQMD's construction air quality analysis.  It lists the total daily construction emissions from construction worker trips and use of equipment during the installation of 14 control devices.  Appendix B contains the spreadsheet with the result and assumptions used by the SCAQMD for this analysis.

Offsite Mobile Sources 

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

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

Table 2-2

Total Construction Emissions (pounds per day)


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


NOx
VOC
CO
SOx
PM10

Mobile Emissions (Offsite Construction Worker) from the installation of 14 devices per day
3
4
23
0
0.08

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

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

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD
100
75
550
150
150

SIGNIFICANT?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

Operation Emissions

Add-on Pollution Control Equipment

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

There are currently 58 facilities identified that would be subject to the proposed rule and 14 of these facilities are expected to utilize thermal oxidizers to comply with the rule.  Because these 14 facilities emit different levels of VOC emissions and vary in the size of their operations, parameters such as burner rating and operating hours will also vary for each group.  Appendix C outlines the detailed assumptions and calculations of the NOx emissions that are projected to result from the use of thermal oxidizers at different operating conditions at the 14 affected facilities.  The calculated NOx emissions would be 36.4 pounds per day, which is below the 55 pounds per day of NOx CEQA significance threshold for operations recommended by the SCAQMD.

As such, the proposal would not diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement, nor conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.  The proposal has no direct provision that would violate any air quality standard or directly contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

Solvent Reformulation

e) As indicated above, instead of installing control equipment, it is estimated that 44 of the total number of affected facilities would likely substitute their current solvents, including IPA, kerosene, mineral spirits, toluene, xylene, and hexane with solvents, such as acetone, methyl acetate and PCBTF, that are not classified as a VOC, toxic or ozone depleting.  Because of the flammability of acetone, users are expected to dilute with water by 50 percent.  Table 2-3 profiles those facilities reformulating their solvent materials and how much material will be substituted. Fifty percent of the affected facilities were assumed to reformulate with PCBTF while the remaining facilities would equally use methyl acetate or a solvent blend of acetone and water.  

Table 2-3

Rule 442 Reformulation Profile

Group (Number of Facilities Projected to Reformulate)
Categorized by Range of Emissions (tons/yr)
Types of Activities and Operations
Potential Substitute Material or Solvent
Gallons of Substitute Material (gals/year)

A (22)
5-9
· stone & leather coating

· ink jet printing

· solvent cleaning

· solder flux operations

· use of lubricants
PCBTF*
6,111



· 
MeAC**
3,056



· 
Acetone Blend***
3,056

B (17)
10-19
· paint stripping

· solvent cleaning

· solder flux operations

· use of lubricants
PCBTF
21,250



· 
MeAC
10,625



· 
Acetone Blend
10,625

Table 2-3 (concluded)

Rule 442 Reformulation Profile

Group (Number of Facilities Projected to Reformulate)
Categorized by Range of Emissions (tons/yr)
Types of Activities and Operations
Potential Substitute Material or Solvent
Gallons of Substitute Material (gals/year)

C (5)
20-49
· solvent cleaning

· use of lubricants

· miscellaneous coating operations
PCBTF
15,278



· 
MeAC
7,639



· 
Acetone Blend
7,639

D (0)
50 +
n/a
n/a
n/a




PCBTF*
42, 639



TOTAL (gallons/year)
MeAC**
21,220




Acetone Blend***
21,220

* Parachlorobenzotrifluoride
** Methyl Acetate
*** 50/50 blend of Acetone and Water

These solvents were also chosen because they are not considered toxic or ozone depleting compounds.  Facilities will be subject to Rule 1401 - New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) and Rule 1402 - Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources which may require a reduction in usage if the product is reformulated with a regulated TAC and exceed the allowable risk assessment threshold.

According to Table 2-1, 307 tons per year (0.84 tons per day) of VOC emissions will be removed from the atmosphere if affected facilities reformulate with organic solvents that are not volatile.  While PAR 442 would lower allowable VOC levels of solvents used in affected operations, the rule does not dictate any particular solvent formulation.  Based on the composition of currently used solvents and the applications affected by the proposed rule, staff assumes non-toxic, exempt compounds would likely replace conventional solvents in those cases were dilution is not viable and add-on controls are not used.

The following is health effects information on acetone, methyl acetate and PCBTF.  Although these substances have some health effects, the substances they would be replacing, such as kerosene, mineral spirits, isopropyl alcohol, toluene, xylene, etc., have worse health effects.  Most of the latter substances have been classified as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) with short-term and long-term non-cancer effects.  They are not exempt as a VOC and have possible ozone depleting qualities. 

Acetone

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Methyl Acetate

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

Parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It should be noted that the proposed amendments to Rule 1171 specifically analyzed the replacement of cleaning solvents with acetone, methyl acetate, and PCBTF.  That analysis concluded that the use of these three exempt solvents would not result in significant adverse air quality/human health impacts.  This is relevant since the amount of replacement solvents used to comply with PAR 1171 is much greater than the amount that would be used to comply with PAR 442; thus, the use of these solvents in the affected operations would not result in significant adverse air quality/human health impacts.  

Conclusion

Based on the information provided above, the proposed project would have air quality benefits from VOC emissions reduction of 1.6 tons per day by January 1, 2003.  The increase in NOx emissions from the usage of thermal oxidizers will not be significant, and the solvent substitutions will not be a VOC, toxic or ozone-depleting.  Consequently, the proposed project will not result in significant adverse air quality impacts.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

a), d) No direct or indirect impacts from the proposed amended rule were identified that could adversely affect plant or animal species in the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.  PAR 442 would only affect equipment or processes at existing industrial or commercial facilities and, therefore, is not expected to generate environmental impacts beyond the facility's boundaries.  Further, the current and expected future land use development to accommodate population growth is primarily due to economic considerations or local government planning decisions.  The proposed amended rule will not result in additional new construction, nor will it affect population growth or land use development.  The proposed amendments are not anticipated to cause any widespread adverse change that would adversely alter the overall character or distribution of plant life, animal species or animal populations including sensitive or special status species in the district.  

b), c), e), f) Additionally, PAR 442 affects existing industrial or commercial facilities and therefore, will not have an effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act, riparian habitat, native resident or migratory fish, or conflict with any local policies, such as a tree conservation policy, and habitat conservation plans, such as Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, etc..  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?
(
(
(

a), b), d)  The installation of control equipment would simply include installing equipment in an existing facility, which would not require disturbing any geological features or affect paleontological resources or human remains outside formal cemeteries.

c) The proposed amended rule has no potential to affect cultural resources because it further reduces VOC emissions used at commercial or industrial facilities.  The proposed amended rule does not require physical changes to the environment which may disturb paleontological or archaeological resources.  Also, the proposed project might result in the installation of air pollution control equipment that is generally located at industrial or commercial facilities that are either devoid of significant cultural resources, or whose cultural resources have been previously disturbed.


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?


(
(
(

a) Because the proposed project would affect existing facilities, it will not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  While reformulation of products will not affect energy sources, the use of add-on control equipment may, however, require additional natural gas or electricity for operation.

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

As discussed in the "Air Quality" section above, thermal oxidizers are combustion devices that can be used to incinerate VOCs and are the most likely control equipment to be used for compliance with PAR 442.  If facilities use a thermal oxidizer to control VOC emissions, natural gas would be used as the fuel for combustion.  The amount of natural gas that may be used due to implementation of the proposed rule is estimated in the following paragraphs.  As discussed above, there are currently 14 facilities identified that would utilize thermal oxidizers to comply with the proposed rule.  The estimated increase in natural gas demand generated by PAR 442 is approximately 182 million standard cubic feet of natural gas per year (see Appendix B).

Compared to the existing supply of natural gas in the Southern California Gas Company's Territory in the year 2000, 1.19 trillion cubic feet, the potential increased demand due to the proposed rule is insignificant.  The amount of natural gas that may be used to comply with PAR 442 equates to 0.015 percent of supply in the year 2000.  

The total estimated instantaneous electricity demand is 1.25 megawatts (MW).  Compared to existing instantaneous surplus capacity of electricity in the year 2000 (8,115 MW), the potential increased demand due to the proposed rule is insignificant.  The amount of instantaneous electricity that may be used to comply with PAR 442 equates to 0.015 percent of instantaneous surplus capacity in the year 2000.  

b), d), e) The additional energy demand from the proposed project was determined to be not significant and therefore, no new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility system will be necessary, and because affected facilities typically operate within a consistent schedule, peak and base period demands for electricity will not be significant.  Utilities are expected to comply with existing energy standards. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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

· Strong seismic ground shaking?
(
(
(

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

· Landslides?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

a), b), c) The proposed amended rule may result in the installation of certain air pollution control equipment, such as thermal oxidizers and carbon adsorbers.  Because this equipment will be installed at existing industrial or commercial facilities, there will be little or no soil disruption from excavation, grading or filling from installing control equipment; changes in topography or surface relief features; erosion of beach sand; or a change in existing siltation rates.  In addition, since the proposed project will affect existing industrial or commercial facilities, it will not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  Therefore, geophysical conditions in the vicinity of affected facilities in the district are expected to be unaffected by the proposed rule amendments.

d), e) The proposed project will not require affected facilities to relocate their facilities on expansive soil or soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks.
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No Impact






VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

a), b), g)  Therefore, the proposal is not expected to alter any existing hazard that the routine transport, use, disposal of solvents used in the affected industries may have.  Because hazard prevention policies are established at the existing facilities, the amendments are not expected to lead to a reasonably foreseeable accident involving the release of new hazardous materials into the environment.  The proposed project will affect existing facilities and is not anticipated to impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

No hazardous materials are related to the potential add-on control equipment used to comply with the proposed amendment.  As discussed in the "Air Quality" section above, however, reformulation of solvents used in the affected industries may alter the chemical constituents of the solvents used in these operations.  The following analysis evaluates potential hazard impacts of reformulation.

It should again be noted that the proposed rule has no provisions that dictate the use of any specific material.  Owners or operators of regulated facilities have the flexibility of choosing the solvent best suited for their operations.  It is likely that facility operators would chose a solvent that does not pose a substantial safety hazard.  To analyze potential safety hazards from the proposed rule, as a “worst-case” scenario it is assumed that acetone would be used because no other replacement solvent was identified that has a lower flash point or higher flammability rating.  Also, the acetone can be blended with water in order to reduce its flammability potential.  The blend would be 50 percent acetone and 50 percent water.

As a result of being delisted as a VOC by the USEPA, CARB, and many air districts, acetone usage has been steadily increasing irrespective of the proposed rule.  In any event, it is possible that acetone usage could increase as a result of implementing PAR 442.  It is estimated that 10,610 gallons per year of acetone may be used in product reformulation at 11 facilities (965 gallons per year per facility) as a result of the amendments.  This increase in acetone usage may increase the overall number of trucks or rail cars that transport acetone within the state.  However, the safety characteristics of individual trucks or rail cars that transport acetone will not be affected by the proposed amended rule.  The consequences (exposure effects) of an accidental release of acetone are directly proportional to the size of the individual transport trucks or rail cars and the release rate.  Although the probability of an accidental release of acetone could increase, the severity of an incident involving acetone transport will not change as a result of the proposed project.  This holds true for the transport of other replacement solvents.  Additionally, any increase in accidental releases of compliant acetone-based solvents during transport would be expected to result in a concurrent reduction in the number of accidental releases of existing solvents.  

i) Similarly, the storage or use of acetone at facilities subject to PAR 442 would not be expected to result in significant adverse hazard impacts.  The flammability classifications by the NFPA are the same for acetone and IPA (Class 3).  Recognizing that acetone has the lowest flash point, it still has a greater lower explosive limit than IPA (2.6 versus 2 percent by volume). 

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

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

c), d), e), f) h)  The proposed project will take place in existing facilities and will likely result in the usage of less toxic, less hazardous materials.  Overall, the VOC emissions from the affected facilities will be reduced.  Therefore, no new impacts are expected to be generated on local schools, existing hazardous material sites, airport use plans, people residing or working within the vicinity of a private airstrip, or wildlands.

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


(
(
(

h), i) The proposed project will not cause new housing or contribute to the construction of new building structures because the reformulation and use of add-on control equipment will occur at existing facilities.  Therefore, affected facilities will not be influenced by flood hazard areas as a result of the proposed rule, nor will affected facilities cause risk of loss, injury, flooding, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  

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

Water Quality

a), f), k), l), m) There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would require an increase in the amount of solvents currently used by the affected facilities.  If 14 of the affected 58 facilities comply with PAR 442 using thermal oxidizers, no change in solvent usage at these facilities would be anticipated.  Consequently, there would be no change in existing wastewater streams from these 14 facilities.  

For those facilities using reformulated solvents, the reformulated products will be less toxic compared to currently used solvents. The proposed rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of wastewater from affected facilities, require additional wastewater disposal capacity, violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge requirements, result in construction of new wastewater treatment or storm water drainage facilities, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Water Demand

b), n), o) The pollution control equipment anticipated to reduce VOC emissions from the affected facilities is a regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO).  RTOs do not require water in order to operate or maintain, and therefore, water demand is not affected by the facilities installing add-on control equipment to comply with PAR 442.  

Twenty-five percent of facilities (11 facilities) reformulating are anticipated to use a solvent blend of acetone and water.  The blend will be of equal proportions of acetone and water. The estimated amount of water needed to blend with acetone is 10,610 gallons per year (29 gallons per day).  This increase in water demand is negligible compared to the total district supply capacity for year 2000.  According to the Metropolitan Water District, the projected water demand for year 2000 is 1,192.24 billion gallons and the water supply is 1,266.97 billion gallons.  Thus, the supply capacity is 74.7 million gallons per year, and the water demand impact from this project is 0.014 percent of the supply capacity.  Further, this incremental increase in water demand does not exceed the SCAQMD's significance threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day and, therefore, is considered to be not significant.  


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?


(
(
(

a), b), c) Land use authority falls solely under the purview of the local governments and the SCAQMD is specifically excluded from infringing on existing city or county land use authority (California Health and Safety Code §40414).  Land use authority is a component of local planning.  The amendments to Rule 442 do not call for any changes in locally adopted general plans or require zoning ordinance changes or modifications.  PAR 442 is not related in any way to land use planning, local general plans, or agricultural operations.  PAR 442 regulates VOC emissions from existing industrial facilities so it will not create any conflicts with any habitat, natural community plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create division in any existing communities.  No new development or changes to existing land uses will occur as a result of implementing the proposed amended rule.  Therefore, no significant adverse impacts affecting existing or future land uses are expected.


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?


(
(
(

a), b) The proposed project requires reformulation, add-on control equipment or process changes in order to comply.  These methods will not cause the loss of availability of any known or locally important mineral resource which would be of value or delineated on a local general plan.  Therefore, the proposed amended rule will have no impact to mineral resources.


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?


(
(
(

a), b), c) PAR 442 is not expected to expose the public to noise levels exceeding established standards or to excessive groundborne vibrations, or increase the ambient noise levels. Affected facilities are typically located in appropriately zoned areas where noise levels may already be elevated.  Switching from currently used solvents to reformulated solvents does not entail using noise generating equipment.  Air pollution control equipment is not expected to generate noise in excess of ambient industrial or commercial levels.  It is expected that any facility affected by the proposed amended rule will comply with all existing noise control laws or ordinances.  Further, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and California-OSHA have established noise standards to protect worker health that should not be exceeded. 

d), e), f) Facilities are expected to maintain current operational procedures and therefore a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels is not anticipated. Because the proposed project will take place in existing facilities no new impacts are expected to be generated to airport use plans or people residing or working within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Consequently, the proposed amended rule is not expected to generate significant adverse noise impacts.


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?


(
(
(

a), b), c) The small number of construction workers that may be needed to install control equipment (42) can be drawn from the local population.  Further, the proposed project is not anticipated to generate any significant effects, either direct or indirect, on the district's population or population distribution as no additional workers are anticipated to be required to comply with the proposed amendments.  Human population within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed amended rule.  Further, the proposed amended rule is not expected to result in the creation of any industry that would affect population growth, or directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units, or replacement housing, because proposed amended Rule 442 regulates VOC emissions at affect existing industrial and commercial facilities in the district.  As a result, housing in the district is expected to be unaffected by the proposed amendments.


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?
(
(
(

b) The proposed project will result in reformulation and the use of add-on control equipment at affected facilities.  Besides permitting the equipment or altering permit conditions, there is no other need for government services.  The equipment is not expected to be a fire hazard or generate the need for police protection. 

a), c), d), e) Although acetone, which is flammable, may be used as a replacement solvent, it does not pose a greater fire hazard than the solvents it would replace.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to create a need for additional fire fighting capacity or substantially affect local fire departments in any other way.  PAR 442 is not expected to cause an increase in accidents, or generate additional demand for public services, such as fire protection or other emergency response government services.  No additional inspections from the city building department or local fire department are foreseen to be required.  

There will be no increase in population and, therefore, no need for physically altered government facilities, parks or schools.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.  Therefore, no additional impacts to public services are expected.


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?


(
(
(

a), b) The proposed amended rule is not expected to impinge upon or adversely affect neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities in any way.  PAR 442 may physically affect industrial and commercial facilities, but not parks or other recreational facilities.  The proposed amended rule does not require additional employees nor will it directly or indirectly increase growth in the district.  Therefore, the proposed amended rule will not affect existing recreational opportunities or increase demand for additional or new park facilities.  


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?


(
(
(

a), b) The proposed project would regulate VOC emissions from varies industries.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment, product reformulation, or process changes.

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

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


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access or?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

a), b), f), g) Using reformulated products will not require construction at affected facilities, so there will be no construction worker trips.  For facilities that install control equipment, so few construction workers would be required per facility (3) that there will be no noticeable change in level of service at nearby intersections, either individually or cumulatively.  The proposed project is not expected to increase production at affected facilities and, therefore, no increase in raw material or finished product transport trips.  In addition, because the proposed amended rule is not expected to create a need for additional permanent employees, there is no potential for significant additional trip generation or traffic congestion, parking will not be adversely affected, and adopted policies associated with alternative transportation will not be conflicted.  

c), d), e) The proposed project will not result in a change in air traffic patterns, increase hazards due to a design feature or result in inadequate emergency access.  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?
(
(
(

a), b), c) The project has the potential to degrade the environment from the usage of add-on control equipment and from reformulation of coating, inks, lubricants, etc., but these impacts will not be significant.  The project's impacts will not be "cumulatively considerable" because the incremental impacts are so small that they make only a de minimis contribution to a significant cumulative impact caused by other projects that would exist in absence of the proposed project.  The direct impact from the proposed project, however, is a reduction of 1.6 tons per day of VOC emissions by January 1, 2003, and thus, there is an overall air quality benefit.  

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    4 4 2

In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of the proposed amended rule located elsewhere in the rule package.  The proposed amended rule was circulated with the Draft Environmental Assessment that was released on October 20, 2000 for a 30-day public review and comment period ending November 20, 2000.  That version of the rule has not substantially changed from the current proposed rule, which can be found after the Resolution in this Governing Board package.  

Original hard copies of the Draft Environmental Assessment, which include the originally proposed rule, can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at the Diamond Bar headquarters or by calling (909) 396-2039.

A P P E N D I X   B

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

Facility Type
No. of Control Equipment









PAR 442 Affected Facilities
14




















Construction Equipment Hours of Operation 





















Construction Activity
Equipment 
Pieces of
Hrs/day
Crew







Type
Equipment

Size






Portable Equip. Operation
Air Compressor
1
4.00
3






(Actual Construction of 
Generator Set
1
4.00







Control Equipment)
Welder
1
4.00


















Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors





















Equipment Type*
 CO
 VOC
 NOx
 SOx
 PM10





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





 Air Compressor < 50 HP
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.001





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





 Welder < 50 HP
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.001





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










*Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.





















Construction Equipment Ratings and Load Factors





















Equipment Type*
Rating
Load Factor









HP
%








 Air Compressor < 50 HP
9
56








 Generator Set < 50 HP
11
68








 Welder < 50 HP
19
51








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










*Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.





















Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Running Emission Factors














Combustion
Tire Wear
Brake Wear




Construction Related Activity
 CO
 VOC**
 NOx
PM10
 PM10
 PM10





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




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




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










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










**Includes exhaust & evaporative running losses










Construction Worker Start-Up Emission Factors
























Hot Soak
Dirunal






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






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





Offsite (Construction Worker)*
45.70
4.08
0.62
18.96
2.42





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










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










****Includes diurnal & resting losses










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





















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








 Trips/Day
(miles)








Offsite (Construction Worker)*
3
20
2







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










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





















Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment















Combustion






 CO
 VOC
 NOx
SOx
 PM10





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





 










 Air Compressor < 50 HP
3.10
0.56
5.08
0.56
0.28





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





 Welder < 50 HP
5.97
1.09
9.77
1.09
0.54





Total
14
2
22
2
1
















Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Workers' Vehicles














Combustion
Tire Wear
Brake Wear





 CO
 VOC
 NOx
 PM10
PM10
PM10




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




 










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















Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Construction Activities






















 CO
 VOC
 NOx
SOx
 PM10





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





 










Equipment & Workers' Vehicles
37
6
25
2
2





Significant Threshold
550
75
100
150
150





Exceed Significance?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO






































A P P E N D I X   C

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

Assumptions:

1) Total No. of Facilities to Operate Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO):  14

2) Burner fires on natural gas for 100% of total operating hours ("worst-case" since burners typically fire 50% of the time).

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

4) Electric blower is operated during all hours of operation

Table C-1

Rule 442 Air Pollution Control Equipment Profile

Group (Number of Facilities Projected to Install RTO)
Categorized by Range of Emissions (tons/yr)
Average Emissions of Affected Facilities (tons/yr)
Types of Activities and Operations
Estimated Air Flow Rate 
(CFM)
Burner Rating Required (BTU/hr)
Estimated Operating Hours

A (2)
5-9
7
· stone & leather coating

· ink jet printing

· solvent cleaning

· solder flux operations

· use of lubricants
10,000
0.7 MM
8 hrs/day
5 days/wk
50 wks/yr

B (6)
10-19
14
· paint stripping

· solvent cleaning

· solder flux operations

· use of lubricants
25,000
1.8 MM
8 hrs/day
6 days/wk
50 wks/yr

C (4)
20-49
27
· solvent cleaning

· use of lubricants

· miscellaneous coating operations
50,000
3.8 MM
16 hrs/day
5 days/wk
50 wks/yr

D (2)
50 +
60
· use of lubricants

· use of quench oils
100,000
7.7 MM
24 hrs/day
5 days/wk
50 wks/yr

Table C-2

Natural Gas Usage and Energy Consumption from Regenerative Thermal Oxidizers

Group (Number of Facilities Projected to Install RTO)
Burner Rating Required (BTU/hr)
Estimated Operating Hours
Standard Cubic Feet (scf) of Gas Conversion
TOTAL Natural Gas Usage (scf gas/yr) from All 14 Facilities *
Blower Kilowatts (kW)
TOTAL kW-hr of Electricity Used **
(kW-hr)
TOTAL Instantaneous Demand *** (MW)

A (2)
0.7 MM
8 hrs/day
5 days/wk
50 wks/yr
1 scf gas per 1000 BTU
2.8 MM
20.5
82 M
0.04

B (6)
1.8 MM
8 hrs/day
6 days/wk
50 wks/yr
1 scf gas per 1000 BTU
25.9 MM
52.6
757 M
0.32

C (4)
3.8 MM
16 hrs/day
5 days/wk
50 wks/yr
1 scf gas per 1000 BTU
60.8 MM
111.1
1.8 MM
0.44

D (2)
7.7 MM
24 hrs/day
5 days/wk
50 wks/yr
1 scf gas per 1000 BTU
92.4 MM
225.1
2.7 MM
0.45


182 MM

5.3 MM^
1.25

* Total Natural Gas Usage (scf/yr) = (No. of Affected Facilities) x (Burner Rating) x (Operating Hours) x (scf of gas conversion)
** Total kW-hr of Electricity = (No. of Affected Facilities) x (Blower Kilowatt) x (Operating Hours)
*** Total Instantaneous Demand = (No. of Affected Facilities) x (Blower Kilowatt) x (MW/1000 kW)
NOx Emissions from Thermal Oxidizer Usage:

(182 million scf gas/year) x (50 pounds NOx /1,000,000 scf gas) = 9,100 pounds NOx per year

(9,100 pounds NOx per year) x (year/250 operating days) = 36.4 pounds NOx per day
^ Emissions from generating equipment are not included in the analysis because they are capped pursuant to Reg XX and emissions from these sources have been accounted for in the RECLAIM Final EA.  Only when new generating capacity is required it included in the emission analysis.
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