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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmentssessment (EA) for the Proposed Amended Rule
1149 — Storage Tank and Pipeline Cleaning and Bagas The Draft EA was released for a 30-day
public review and comment period from March 11, @0 April 9, 2008. One comment letter was
received from the public and is included with goasse to the comment in Appendix D.

To ease in identification, modifications to the doent are included as underlined teatid text
removed from the document is indicated-by-strilkaiigh PAR 1149 has been revised subsequent to
the release of the Draft EA for public review armnenent. Brief summaries of the primary changes
made to PAR 1149 are presented in the followindebed items.

» Commenters on PAR 1149 have stated that it wouldiffieult to estimate the true vapor pressure
in the field. Therefore, the low vapor pressuigureement was changed back to Reid vapor pressure
(RVP) instead of true vapor pressure (TVP). Thandge would ensure verification of VOC
emission reductions. The change would not affezeinvironmental analysis.

« Commenters on PAR 1149 have stated that basedwittareading of PAR 1149, it is not clear that
owner/operators would be allowed to attach emissmtrol devices to the pipelines. Language
was added clarifying that control devices are afldwo be attached to pipelines. Since the intent o
PAR 1149 would be the control of emissions fromepies, the added language would clarify that
the intent of allowing control equipment to be eltad to pipelines is part of the proposed project.
The addition of control equipment to pipelines vweasluated in the Draft EA. The change would
not affect the environmental analysis.

* PAR 1149 has been modified to remove the notificeind review process from the greenhouse gas
guantification protocol. Since the impacts frore firotocol were determined to be speculative, no
analysis of the protocol was included in the DEft. The removal of the notification and review
process; therefore, would not affect the environia@eamalysis.

« Commenters on PAR 1149 have stated that an adaliteantivated carbon adsorption unit would be
required during sludge removal under PAR 1149.sTWould require an additional activated carbon
adsorption unit at up to 192 tanks annually. Séudgonly accumulated in storage tanks that hold
heavy product; gasoline storage tanks are not ¢egeto contain sludge. The environmental
analysis has been updated to include this infoomatvhich does not change any conclusions.

* One storage tank owner/operator has stated thatughgort legs on approximately 14 of their drain
dry tanks would need to be shortened to comply RAR 1149. The construction would occur over
four years to reduce the operating and financiglaiats to the storage tank owner/operator and
potential disruption to the delivery of fuel sugslito the market. Based on this, only one storage
tank would be altered at a time. The environmentalysis has been updated to include this
information. This modification does not change aagclusions in the environmental analysis.

Based on the revised analysis, there would be nosignificant adverse impacts, a substantial irsea
in the severity of an environmental impact, or @esto any conclusions made in the Draft EA.
Therefore, these changes would not affect the dvaaclusions in the Draft EA.

None of the modifications alter any conclusionheal in the Draft EA, nor provide new information

of substantial importance relative to the draft wdoent. As a result, these minor revisions do not
require recirculation of the document pursuant tBQ®@ Guidelines 815073.5. This document

constitutes the Final EA for 1149 — Storage Tardk Ripeline Cleaning and Degassing.
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Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The California Legislature created the South CoAst Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) in 1977 as the agency responsible for developing and einfprair pollution
control rules and regulations in the South CoastBaisin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea
Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin (collectiveipown as the “district”). By statute, the
SCAQMD s required to adopt an air quality managemplan (AQMP) demonstrating
attainment of all federal and state ambient aifityjustandards for the district Furthermore, the
SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that cattythe AQMB. The-20032007 AQMP
concluded that major reductions in criteria poliutamissions of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessamttiain the air quality standards for ozone,
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diametef®@fmicrons or less (PM10) and particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrankess (PM2.5).0zone, a criteria pollutant,

is formed when VOCs react with NOx in the atmosphard has been shown to adversely affect
human health. VOC emissions also contribute toftlmmation of PM10 and PM2.5. The
federal one-hour ozone standard was exceeded &s @md the eight-hour ozone standard was
exceeded 86 times in 2006 at various locationkerdistrict. The state one-hour ozone standard
was exceeded 102 times and the eight-hour ozondathwas exceeded 121 times in 2006. As
a result, additional VOC reductions are necessagftain the federal and state ozone standards.

Rule 1149 — Storage Tank Cleaning and Degassing,onginally adopted by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) on Decemlgke 1987 and subsequently amended
on April 1, 1988 and July 14, 1995.

Rule 1149 applies to VOC emissions from cleaningl ategassing operations in large
aboveground organic liquid storage tanks predoreipat petroleum refineries and terminals
and small underground organic liquid storage tarikise current rule requires vapors contained
in storage tanks to be vented to a control deviceafpre-determined length of time or to be
displaced by a liquid into a control device.

The proposed amended rule amendments would inséeguite a vapor concentration of 5,000
parts per million by volume (ppmv), measured ashawe¢, to be met for at least one hour before
allowing the vapors to be vented to atmosphereis phoposed standard will better capture
emissions from sludge and product residual remgiiminthe tanks. Liquid balancing or any
other technology that achieves the proposed stdnddrbe allowed.

The proposed amended rule amendments would alsméxpe applicability of the rule to small
above ground organic liquid storage tanks, pipslexed large storage tanks previously exempted
because of lower vapor pressure products. Furthresnthe proposed amended rule will
streamline the notification process and clarifyuisgments for vacuum trucks and containers
used for storing liquid and sludge removed durhlngdleaning process.

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

2 Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).

% Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).

PAR 1149 1-1 April 2008
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If approved, the proposed amended rule amendmemiédwully implement control measure
FUG-04 in the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan. pkeposed, the rule would reduce VOC
emissions by-12%.27tons per day.

Many degassing operations routinely achieve intmadhe proposed requirements set forth in
the proposed amended rule. California Code of Réigus, Title 8 - General Industry Safety
Orders, has strict restrictions for entry into d¢oefl spaces with hazardous atmospheres such as
petroleum storage tanks. In order to avoid théBtrestrictions, many facility operators vent
the vapors contained in the storage tanks intordéra@lodevice, such as an internal combustion
engine (ICE) or thermal oxidizer, until the tankemor is no longer considered a hazardous
atmosphere, which would comply with the propose@raied rule requirements. Additionally,
concern for nearby schools and residences as welhea potential for Rule 402 — Nuisance
violations keeps facility operators from dischaggodorous VOC emissions.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

PAR 1149 is a discretionary action, which has pmdéfor resulting in direct or indirect change
to the environment and, therefore, is consideretpraject” as defined by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). SCAQMD is thealkagency for the proposed project and
has prepared this—draffinal Environmental Assessment (EA) with no significadverse
impacts pursuant to its Certified Regulatory Praogra California Public Resources Code
§21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatorygpams to prepare a plan or other written
document in lieu of an environmental impact reponhegative declaration once the Secretary of
the Resources Agency has certified the regulataygram. SCAQMD's regulatory program was
certified by the Secretary of the Resources AgeocyMarch 1, 1989, and is codified as
SCAQMD Rule 110. Pursuant to Rule 110, SCAQMD fvapared this-draffinal EA.

CEQA and Rule 110 require that potential adversere@mmental impacts of proposed projects
be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduavad significant adverse environmental
impacts of these projects be identified. To futhle purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD
has prepared this—draffinal EA to address the potential adverse environmeimglacts
associated with the proposed project. The-draial EA is a public disclosure document
intended to: (a) provide the lead agency, respbmsigencies, decision makers and the general
public with information on the environmental effectf the proposed project; and, (b) be used as
a tool by decision makers to facilitate decisiorking on the proposed project.

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

The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public nenvéemd comment period from March 11, 2008
to April 9, 2008. One comment letter was receifi@mn the public and is included with a
response to the comment in Appendix D.

PAR 1149 1-2 April 2008
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PROJECT LOCATION

PAR 1149 would affect commercial facilities locatiédoughout the SCAQMD'’s jurisdiction.
The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,4¢Bare miles, consisting of the four-
county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Rider<ounty portions of the Salton Sea Air
Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDABJhe Basin, which is a subarea of the
district, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to thetvwand the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and
San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. Thb6square-mile Basin includes all of Orange
County and the non-desert portions of Los AngeRiserside, and San Bernardino counties.
The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDABbunded by the San Jacinto Mountains
in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Wéatley. The federal non-attainment area
(known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) sibregion of both Riverside County and the
SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountaitisetiavest and the eastern boundary of the
Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).

Santa
Barbara
County

San Joaquin Kern[County r San Bernardino County

South

Mojave Desert
Air Basin

R versid‘equlty\v\

San Diego Salton Sea
Air Basin Air Basin
Imperial County

South Coast \

Air Quality Management District

& San Diego County

— SCAQMD Jurisdiction

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

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of PAR 1149 is to implement the 28@MP control measure FUG-04 — Further
Emission Reductions from Pipeline and Storage TReRassing, to achieve additional VOC
emission reductions. Additional VOC emissions s would assist the SCAQMD in

efforts to attain and maintain with a margin ofetgfstate and national ambient air quality
standards for ozone, PM10 and PM 2.5.

PAR 1149 1-3 April 2008
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

In 1987, Rule 1149 — Storage Tank Cleaning and &sgg, was adopted to reduce VOC
emissions from degassing operations of station&wyage tanks. The Standard Industrial
Classification codes applied to affected facilitieslude the following: crude petroleum and
natural gas (SIC code 1311), paints, varnishegukrs, enamels, and allied products (SIC code
2851), cyclic organic crudes and intermediates,@ygédnic dyes and pigments (SIC Code 2865),
industrial organic chemicals, not elsewhere class$ifSIC code 2869), petroleum refining (SIC
code 2911), special warehousing and storage, setvbkre classified (SIC code 4226), crude
petroleum pipelines (SIC code 4612), refined petrol pipelines (SIC code 4613), chemical and
allied products, not elsewhere classified (SIC cotie9), petroleum bulk stations and terminals
(SIC code 5171), and automotive dealers and gassérvice stations (SIC code 5541).

At the time of adoption, staff estimated that 8@ating roof tanks, 213 fixed roof tanks and
33,600 underground storage tanks (UST) locatectableum refineries and terminals, chemical
plants and gasoline stations would be subject ¢ortie. Based on each tank being degassed
once every ten years, an estimated 0.4 ton pemdayexpected to be controlled from floating
and fixed roof tanks and another 0.3 ton per day exgected to be controlled from USTs.

The premise of the VOC emission reductions anttegpefor the rule has been a differential
equation describing the change in concentratiaghertank over time:

dC/dt + QC/V =0 Equation 1

where dC/dt is the change in concentration in éim& bver time, Q is the flow rate, C is the final
concentration and V is the volume.

The solution to the equation:
C =Co e-(Qt/V) Equation 2
when the final concentration is 10 percent of thial concentration, or C = 0.1(gives:

0.1Co = Co &% Equation 4
t/V ;
or 0.1 = ) Equation 5

Thus theoretically, to get a 90 percent reductio©C emissions, then t = 2.3V/Q. Or in other

words, if a tank were to be degassed to a con&akd for a period of time equal to 2.3 volume

turnovers, 90 percent of the emissions would bérotbed. The use of the equation makes a key
assumption which is that the storage tank has odyat or sludge remaining in the tank when

the degassing begins.

On July 14, 1995, the rule was amended to removeiguities in rule language relating to

business and regulatory practices. Specificalhg tlarifications included alteration of

notification procedures and confirming that USTsb degassed must be controlled per PAR
1149 even if they are removed from the ground. T9@5 amendments to the rule also extended
the application of the rule to storage tanks thateaundergoing product changes by adding the
term “cleaning” to the applicability of the ruleThe 1995 amendments did not increase
emissions nor were they determined to have a #gnif adverse impact on the environment.

PAR 1149 1-4 April 2008
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The 1995 amendments updated Rule definitions ajireaments to ensure consistency with the
current degassing practices employed by complyusjniesses at that time.

Overview of Current Regulatory Requirements
In addition to Rule 1149 there are a number oftedldocal, state and federal rules and
regulations that also control VOC emissions fromssfbfuels and related organic products.

These rules and regulations are briefly summaiizeéle following subsections.

SCAOQOMD Requirements

Rule 402

Rule 402 — Nuisance, prohibits facilities from diamgying odorous emission, including OC
emissions that may cause injury, detriment, nusaoc annoyance to any considerable number
of persons or to the public.

Rule 463

SCAQMD Rule 463 — Storage of Organic Liquids, sfiesiemptying and refilling procedures

that occur just before and after degassing operstié-or example, while a tank is being drained
of product, Rule 463 would apply and require thairdng to be continuous. Once draining is
complete, Rule 1149 would apply until product imt®duced into the tank at which point Rule
463 would once again apply. While there are ncovaoncentration limits directly associated
with emptying or refilling, Rule 463 does have gorleak limit of 1,000 ppmv, expressed as
methane.

Rule 1178

Rule 1178 - Further Reductions of VOC Emissionsnfistorage Tanks at Petroleum Facilities
applies to larger storage tanks at petroleum faasliand establishes additional control
requirements and specifications to those includeRlule 463.

State Requirements

In California, the Office of the State Fire Mardh&lipeline Safety Division regulates the safety
of hazardous liquid transportation pipelines. ®ffece inspects, tests and investigates to ensure
compliance with state and federal pipeline safatysl The state has provisions for maintaining
pipelines and reporting and repairing leaks, bupravisions for controlling vapors from leaks
or degassing operations.

Many pipeline degassing operations routinely aahigvpractice the proposed requirements set
forth in the proposed amended rule for safety nessdCalifornia Code of Regulations, Title 8 -
General Industry Safety Orders, has strict restnist for entry into confined spaces with
hazardous atmospheres such as petroleum stordge temorder to avoid the restrictions, many
facility operators vent the vapors contained in sh@rage tanks into a control device until the
tank interior is no longer considered a hazarddososphere, which would generally comply
with the proposed amended rule requirements.

PAR 1149 1-5 April 2008
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Federal Requirements

The Office of Pipeline Safety is the primary fedemgency regulating pipelines. There are
provisions for maintaining pipelines and reportiawgd repairing leaks, but no provisions for
controlling vapors from leaks or degassing opendtio

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The following summarizes requirements and advigwoyisions of the proposed amended rule.
A copy of PAR 1149 is included in Appendix A.

Purpose and Applicability

The purpose was modified to specifically state ttheg rule is to reduce VOCs and toxic

emissions from roof landings, cleaning, maintenatesing, repair and removal of storage tanks
and pipelines. Cleaning and degassing of pipelio@sned to the atmosphere outside the
boundaries of a facility has been added to apglicatwf the proposed amended rule. A

statement that the applicability of the rule tok&rcommences once the tank is emptied is
included.

Definitions of Terms

New definitions for drain-dry breakout tank, fatyilinatural gas, Reid vapor pressure-trae-vapor
pressuraand vapor tight condition were added. The definifor underground storage tank was
removed. The limits for underground storage tamkexe previously different and thus
necessitated defining the difference between tiésta The limits are now the same and
differentiation is no longer necessary. The d&bniof vapor leak was reduced from a detection
of VOC compounds in excess of 10,000 parts perianilvolume (ppmv) to 5,000 ppmuv.
Specific source test methodology was also removenh fthe definition of vapor leak. The
definition of VOC was replaced with a referencéhte definition in Rule 102.

Requirements

* Remove time and equipment requirements in paragi@pd) and (c)(6) and replace with a
vapor concentration requirement of 5,000 ppmv, megsas methane. The concentration
must be met for at least one hour after degassisdben completed. This will prevent tanks
with excess product residual or sludge from beipgned prematurely. The proposed vapor
concentration standard conservatively translates tien percent LEL already met by many
degassing operations. The vapor concentrationdatednwill capture the majority of
emissions created by product residual and sludgeny technique, including liquid
displacement, is allowed as long as any vapor aiggd is routed to an approved vapor
recovery system and the vapor concentration stdndanet. In most instances, companies
will utilize the same techniques currently in use be required to do so for a longer period
of time. However, new innovations and processeg beadeveloped to meet the proposed
standard. By establishing a standard as opposedgmr more control techniques, the rule
provides flexibility to industry to apply technolegl advances.

* Extend the applicability of the rule to pipelinedat® more above ground storage tanks (see
Table 1-1).

PAR 1149 1-6 April 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

Table 1-1
Proposed Changes to Storage Tank Applicability

Vapor Pressure Typical Products Current (gallons) Proposed (gallons)
3.9 psi RVP Gasoline 19,815 500
2.6 psi RVP Crude 39,630 26,420
0.1 psi TVP Kerosene N/A 100,000

Lower the VOC vapor concentration of a Vapor Leednf 10,000 ppmv to 5,000 ppmv.
This will make the Vapor Leak standard consisteitih Whe vapor concentration standard. It
will require all the hoses, fittings and connecido meet the same standard the tank or
pipeline is required to meet. It differs from tteguirements of “Vapor Tight” in Rule 463
(2,000 ppmv) and Rule 1178 (500 ppmv) because ptoalnd residual is being removed
from the tank or pipeline instead of “stored” toieth Rule 463 applies. The proposed

amended rule would also remove the test method thendefinition and place it in the Test
Methods section. The test method will include ciens for distance and/or placement of
the probe mlet

For storage tanks, the probet lsﬂrall be one foot above the bottom or
& : he

measurements are to be recorded and malntalnedartb/ \compllance with the vapor
concentration standards.

Require floating roofs that rest on support legbddree of vapors, vented to a control device
or, as an additional compliance opti@n drain-dry breakout tanks, be maintained in pora
tight condition of 500 ppmv measured as methanecopliance schedule is included for
drain-dray breakout tanks that must be modifieth&é®t the compliance option. Monitoring
would be required monthly and records for monitgriasults shall be maintained to verify
compliance. While the roof rests on its support legs, thdssesy lose effectiveness and
fugitive emissions may occur. Roof landings magusauring product changes crude oil is
received from overseas and when products are smid dne company to another. This will
address a common situation and codifies an enfaroepolicy. Definitions for “Drain-Dry
Breakout Tank” and “Vapor Tight Condition” will bacluded.

Require vacuum trucks that remove product residuadl sludge from pipeline and storage
tanks subject to the rule to exhaust vapors intmrtrol device. Vacuum trucks are not
designed to store vapors or control vapors therasel\WWhen vacuum trucks pump product
into their tanks, vapors are created and may estapke atmosphere if not properly
controlled.

Limit the exhaust concentration of control devicsged to 500 ppmv, measured as methane.
In many cases the vapor concentration in a tankbeagreater than 100,000 ppmv. Ninety
percent control would allow 10,000 ppmv to escamde&ven 99 percent control would allow
1,000 ppmv to escape. This will set a stringert, achievable standard that is consistent
with other SCAQMD rules.

Require that product residual and sludge taken fograline and storage tanks subject to the
rule is stored or disposed into closed containersoatrol systems free of liquid and vapor
leaks. This will reduce emissions that might ocshile the waste material is waiting further
processing. Prior to the completion of degassipgrations, all waste shall be disposed or
stored in closed containers or control systems. eReeption will be included for draining

PAR 1149 1-7
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liquid from pipeline as long as the draining is twonous and the liquid is immediately
transferred into a closed container. This will @omodate field repair of pipeline where
draining into closed containers may lead to spdlagd soil contamination. Once degassing
has been completed per the proposed amended muérements, any remaining sludge
should be mostly VOC free and can be transferréa storage bins or other appropriate
waste containers. However, vacuum trucks usedlteat liquid and/or sludge from tanks
and pipelines subject to this rule must continuknta their exhaust to 500 ppmv, measured
as methane.

Eliminate the emergency notification requiremems ahorten the notification period and
duration as well as eliminating the need for au#daion. The notification procedure will be
streamlined requiring between two hours and twosdagtification before degassing takes
place. It is common currently to have several iapd notifications for a single degassing
event. In addition, emergency degassing operataesdelayed while waiting for the
emergency to be approved by an authorized agenfayeofallowing uncontrolled VOC
emissions into the atmosphere. Most emergencgtsns will take longer than two hours to
get degassing equipment on-site. In the rare nostavhere an emergency occurs and
degassing equipment is available in less than twwod) the facility may utilize Rule 430 —
Breakdown Provisions. The new notification proaeguwill allow more flexibility to
affected sources and improve the accuracy of thiéaations.

Add a definition for Natural Gas and exempt natgas pipeline from the provisions of the
rule. Natural gas is comprised mostly of methahe&kwvis not considered VOC.

Include a quantification protocol for voluntary grdouse gas reductions. The provision in
PAR 1149 is voluntary and limited to the controhoéthane emissions from the degassing of
natural gas pipelines, which is currently exempifrthe requirements of the rule. Efforts to
limit methane emissions from natural gas pipeliggair and maintenance activities would
allow companies to reduce greenhouse gas emission§he quantification protocol
calculation methodology standardizes the quantiboaof the reductions but is general
enough to allow innovative techniques as they axeldped.

Test methods for determining True Vapor Pressieermiuded.

Exemptions

Exempt small diameter pipeline and small lengthspipieline depending on the vapor
pressure of the liquid it previously contained. eTpipeline exemptions are based on the
exemptions for storage tanks with similar volum&sus a 500 gallon organic liquid storage
tank is roughly equivalent to a 100 foot length ppeline containing organic liquid.
Similarly, 0.25 miles of organic liquid pipeline rughly equivalent to a 26,420 gallon
organic liquid storage tank.

Remove the exemption for storage tanks exemptétkaith and Safety Code Section 25281.
Most of the tanks exempted under Health and S&@etje Section 25281 will not be subject
to the proposed amended rule because they comtaindpor pressure products. However,
gasoline tanks on farms with capacities greatar 8@ gallons would now be subject to this
rule. Gasoline tanks on farms with capacities tgrethan 1,100 gallons were already subject
to the rule.

Include an exemption when tanks and pipelines grened to connect or disconnect
degassing equipment, sample emissions, purginggasrfrom pipelines when reintroducing
product or to connect or disconnect the pipelinduiting associated control techniques or
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control equipment In the case of pipelines, the only access vkily be the opening
directly where the pipeline is disconnected. Dgrihe process of opening the pipeline, the
operation will be exempt. However, once the pipelis open, measures must be taken to
limit vapor emissions. Such measures may inclime, are not limited to, blinding the
pipeline, blocking with mud plugs or putting dryeién the pipeline. Once the repair or
maintenance activity is concluded, the vapor cdontieasure may need to be removed to
allow product flow. During the removal of the vapoontrol measure and subsequent
reconnection of the pipeline, the rule will not Bpp

EMISSIONS INVENTORY

The original emission inventory generated in 198{heated that uncontrolled emissions subject
to Rule 1149 were 1.26 tons per day. Above gratochge tanks (AST) accounted for 0.5 ton
per day while USTs accounted for the remainder.seBaon the theoretical reduction from

degassing over 2.3 air exchanges, the rule wascee@éo reduce emissions by 0.7 ton per day,
with 0.4 tons per day being reduced from ASTs. TBB5 rule amendment made some new
assumptions regarding how to calculate UST emissiburt did not change the uncontrolled or
expected emission reductions.

Over the 18 years since the initial emission inggntvas generated, tank types, capacities and
frequency of degassing incidents have changediallyj all tanks were assumed to be degassed
once every 10 years and estimates were made tolat@che volume required to be degassed.
The initial emission inventory was based on flogittoof tanks having 56,991 cubic feet to be
degassed. The average fixed-roof tank degassea katime of 125,214 cubic feet to degas.
101 tanks would be degassed each year (80 floatmy 21 fixed). Assuming complete
saturation of gasoline or crude oil, this accunaddb 0.5 ton of VOC per day.

Notification provisions in the rule have provide@ AQMD with detailed information including
location, tank capacity and tank contents. Exaepihe relatively uncommon situation where a
tank is degassed using liquid displacement, eawé & tank is to be degassed by the facility or
by a third party contractor, the degasser will iyggHCAQMD. With this information, staff has
been able to refine the estimates of the volumetetits degassed and frequency of degassing
events. Most importantly, the notification dat@wsk that the ASTs are degassed at more than
three times the frequency predicted. While mosT#Still are degassed every ten years or so
for periodic repair and maintenance activities, sSoOASTs are degassed on a weekly basis
because they are used primarily for product changes

A limitation, however, is the lack of informatioegarding whether the AST was a floating roof
or fixed roof type. This is important because équal capacity tanks, the volume degassed in a
floating roof tank is approximately one tenth téta fixed roof tank. For example, a typical
tank height is approximately 60 feet. It wouldriexessary to degas the entire 60 feet of a fixed
roof tank while a floating roof tank would only reéo degas about six feet of space. Staff
conducted an assessment to determine the frequeindggassing when comparing floating
versus fixed roof tanks. Industry was consultéaff snade site visits and compared notifications
with tank rosters. It is estimated that 90 percdrall AST degassing operations are for floating
roof tanks.
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Table 1-2 summarizes the notification data subuhititeSCAQMD between 2004 and 2006.

Table 1-2
Notification Data Summary

Above Ground Storage Tanks 2004 2005 2006 EREEl
Average
Number of AST degassed 295 268 421 329
Ave capacity AST (cubic feet) 765,335 732,781 7@R,2 739,422
Total volume degassed (million cubic feet) 44.7 938.] 60.0 47.9
Total uncontrolled emissions (tpd) 1.7 1.4 3.1 2.1

The summary data shows that an average of 328 Aihisan average capacity of 739,422
cubic feet were degassed annually. The volumecaiasilated by using the volume reported and
assuming that only 10 percent of the tanks weredfiand would degas the entire volume. For
the remaining 90 percent of the ASTs, only abow-tamth of the volume reported would
require degassing. This is because the roof ofidlaéing roof tanks “floats” on the liquid in the
tank until the tank liquid level is lower than thepport legs which are generally about 6 feet tall.
Using the ideal gas law methodology, the uncordtblaverage annual emission inventory
estimate from ASTs would be 2.1 tons per day. Vdmor pressure and molecular weight were
determined from the product in the tank. The idge law methodology assumes that complete
saturation has had time to occur and that therenaradditional sources of emissions. It is
calculated as follows:

E = (VP/14.7 psia) * (MW / 379%t* V

Where
E = emissions, Ib
VP = vapor pressure, psia
14.7 psia is atmospheric pressure under standantitmms
MW = molecular weight, Ib/Ib-mole
379 ff is the standard cubic feet per Ib-mole at standandiitions
V = volume, cubic feet

However, the actual saturation rate depends onrietyaof factors including temperature,
agitation and time. For example, a completeledilifixed roof gasoline tank quickly drained
would have a lower saturation rate compared te#mee tank that was near empty when drained.
Another factor complicating the ideal gas law methlogy is sludge and product residue
remaining in the tank when degassing commencedlitiddal hydrocarbon vapors are released
from the sludge and residue while the tank is degphs

In order to get a clearer picture of actual emissideing generated from tank degassing
operations, 56 degassing logs were reviewed. dd¢eihdicate that there are fewer emissions in
the storage tanks than the ideal gas law methodolmuld suggest. The actual emissions
coming from tank degassing are 69 percent of theeeed emissions using the ideal gas
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methodology. While most tanks have initial vapon@entrations greater than 100 percent LEL
(roughly 50,000 ppmv, measured as methane), thiglisbelow complete saturation. A possible
explanation is that the tanks are drained fasten time liquid can evaporate. Once drained,
degassing operations take place sooner than shutfjgoroduct residual can saturate the vapor
space. Thus where the ideal gas law methodologydrexpect complete saturation, only partial
saturation is seen. There may also be some unfjahlet loss when the contents of the tank are
being pumped out of the tank. Vapor may be inadwdlly removed if some part of the vacuum
hose is above the liquid level.

Additionally, the degassing logs show that sludge product residual significantly contribute to

the emissions emanating from the storage tanktank with partial saturation should be able to
degas in a shorter time period than a completalyrated tank. However, the logs indicate that
degassing actually takes a much longer time. Carage, it takes two to three times longer
because product residual and sludge continuegaselvapors into the tank being degassed.

In the example provided in Table 1-3, a sample si®igg log is examined. A floating roof

gasoline tank with a vapor space of 7,921 cubit (88,249 gallons) is to be degassed. To
comply with the current regulation, the company tmdsgas at least 18,218 cubic feet of
volume. The initial inlet concentration (150 perc&EL) is well below complete saturation

used for an ideal gas calculation (approximatel pércent LEL). After just over two hours,

2.3 air exchanges has been surpassed with an aesbtd9 pounds of VOC reduced. However,
at least that much more remains in the tank amsbiscontrolled until the inlet concentration is

reduced below ten percent LEL. In the example ,tahke emission reduction at 2.3 air

exchanges is approximately 40 percent and the laetussions are about 74 percent of the
expected emissions.

Closer examination of individual tank logs revealsvide variation in the actual emissions
degassed from the tank. Some tanks have emissiods lower than expected suggesting a tank
relatively free of sludge and product residual twas full to begin with and drained quickly.
Others have emissions greater than expected probalhuse there was a larger vapor space
that had time to reach equilibrium and/or signifiicamounts of sludge and product residual that
continued to evaporate while the tank was beingaslegd. Theoretically, 2.3 air exchanges
should reduce emission by 90 percent but the lodigate an actual reduction rate of only 37
percent.

Using the notification data information and compgrihe ratios of expected versus actual and
expected versus 2.3 air exchanges we can deternawemany pounds of emission can be
captured by adopting a vapor concentration standaddcomparing it to amount of emissions
captured by the current standard of 2.3 air exchsuigee Table 1-4).

Comparing the two methods to calculate emissioenimy shows that the there is a smaller
overall inventory using emissions from degassimggloHowever, more emissions reductions can
be realized by further restrictions in the rulestigalarly by the establishment of a vapor
concentration standard.

PAR 1149 1-11 April 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

In addition to the already regulated ASTs and U$He,proposed rule amendment would lower
the tank capacity and vapor pressures subjectdorggulation. ASTs of capacities of 500

gallons or greater containing gasoline would bgesilto the rule. The 100,000 liter (26,420

gallon) tanks or greater containing crude oil dreotproducts with Reid vapor pressure greater
than 134 mm Hg (2.6 psi) would now be subject ®rlle. And any tank larger than 378,500

liters (100,000 gallons) containing a product vétReid vapor pressure greater than five mm Hg
(0.1 psia) would be subject to Rule 1149.

Survey data and tank rosters provided by majoneedi indicate that approximately 470 new
tanks would be subject to the rule. The averagaaty of the newly applicable tanks reported
by the refiners is 2.5 million gallons. The averad the newly applicable tanks at terminals and
other locations is 2.2 million gallons. The ovemmlerage for newly applicable tanks is 2.3
million gallons. In comparison, the average sifealbeady applicable tanks is 5.5 million
gallons or nearly double the volume of the newlpleable tanks.

Table 1-3
Degassing Log Example

Gasoline Tank Example
Volume to be Degassed: 7921 cubic feet
Expected Emissions: 502 pounds of VOC

Flow from Cumulative Inlet Hourly Cumulative
Time tank Volume Concentration emissions Emissions

(cfm) (cubic feet) (% LEL) (pounds) (pounds)
1345 100 0 150 0.0 0.0
1400 200 1,500 125 5.7 5.7
1500 700 13,500 100 37.7 43.3
1600 800 55,500* 76 105.5 148.8
1700 1,000 103,500 48 91.6 240.5
1800 1,000 163,500 21 72.3 312.8
1900 2,100 223,500 9 31.6 344.5
2000 2,100 349,500 7 28.5 372.9
*2.3 Air Exchanges Surpassed
2.3 Air
Expected Exchanges Actual
502.0 148.8 372.9

PAR 1149

1-12

April 2008




Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 1

Table 1-4
Emission Inventory Comparison
Description Uncontrolled T 2] Remaining
urnovers
Total emissions using ideal gas law (tpd) 2.1 1.9 20
Total emissions from degassing logs (tpd) _1.42 0.5 0.92

Using the actual tank capacities and product cdstéom those refiners who provided the
survey data, the average uncontrolled degassingsemnifrom a newly applicable tank is 2,370
pounds of VOC. Applying the same correction faabbractual versus expected emissions
(0.685) seen from the degassing logs summarizéichiobe 3, there would be 1,620 pounds of
uncontrolled emission from degassing each newljiegige tank. Conservatively assuming that
the tanks are degassed once every ten years, thalanncontrolled emissions from newly
applicable tanks would be 76,140 pounds (0.1 tordpg).

Aside from storage tanks, pipelines containing nigéquid would also be subject to the rule.
According to the California Office of the State d-iMarshall, there are 7,500 miles
(approximately 4,000 miles in the South Coast AasiB) of hazardous liquid transportation
pipeline within the state. California laws mandttat each pipeline system be tested at least
every five years. Testing usually consists of byesting or use of internal inspection tools
sometimes known as “smart pigs”. Most pipelingpgwion and repair activities already vent
vapors to an uncontrolled vacuum truck. The rasult2 million cubic feet annually of gasoline
or crude oil vapor could be released to the atmargphThe proposed amended rule would apply
to pipelines outside of permitted facilities thagre six inches or greater in diameter. Pipelines
shorter than 100 feet in length are exempt as ipdipes shorter than 0.25 mile containing or
previously containing VOC liquids having a Reid gapressure less than 202 mm Hg. Staff
estimates the addition of pipelines to the propomeended rule adds 0.4 ton per day to the
emission inventory.

In the 1987 rule underground storage tanks (USiiginally contributed 0.63 tons per day to the
uncontrolled emission inventory and the rule wageeted to reduce 0.3 ton per day. In 1995,
the staff report indicated that the number of USiasl decreased by 70 percent. However,
emission calculations in the 1995 Final Staff Refmr Proposed Amended Rule 1149 — Storage
Tank Degassing show that the emission reductiomsireed the same because emissions from
USTs were higher than originally estimated and stidupractices now reduced emissions by 99
percent. Over the past three years, an averag®bfUSTs were degassed with an average
capacity of 11,346 gallons. The uncontrolled erarss from USTs were 0.07 ton per day
calculated by adjusting the number of tanks andames volume in comparison to estimates
made in previous staff reports. Using the 99 percentrol efficiency claimed by the 1995 rule
amendment, the emission reduction from USTs wese 8l07 tons per day. No emission
reductions from USTs are claimed in this proposeteradment. In summary, the total
uncontrolled emissions from all sources subjecth® proposed amendments to Rule 1149 is
1.997 tons per day with 0.57 ton per day controlled Bisteng regulations (see Table 1-5).
Therefore the remaining emission inventory to béhier regulated by the proposed amendments
to Rule 1149 is 1.48ns per day of VOC.
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Table 1-5
Emission Inventory from All Rule 1149 Sources

Sources (tpd)

Emissions| Emissions Remaining
Inventory | Controlled .
Source . Emissions
Before | by Existing Inventory
Control Rule 1149
ASTs currently subject to rule (tpd) 1.42 0.5 0.92
USTs (tpd) 0.07 0.07 0
Newly applicable ASTs (tpd) 0.1 0 0.1
Pipelines (tpd) 0.4 0 0.4
Total emissions from all Rule 1149 1.997 057 1.42
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standarduetian tool to identify a project's potential
adverse environmental impacts. This checklist tifles and evaluates potential adverse
environmental impacts that may be created by tbpgsed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:

Lead Agency Name:
Lead Agency Address:

CEQA Contact Person:
Rule Contact Person
Project Sponsor's Name:
Project Sponsor's Address:

General Plan Designation:
Zoning:
Description of Project:

Surrounding Land Uses and
Setting:

Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 1149teredge Tank and Pipeline
Cleaning and Degassing

South Coast Air Quality Managetriéstrict

21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Mr. James Koizumi (909) 32843
Mr. Michael Morris (909) 32823
South Coast Air Quality &dgment District

21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Not applicable
Not applicable

PAR 1149 would implemeng @007 AQMP control measure FUG-
04 — Further Emission Reductions from Pipeline &borage Tank
Degassing, to achieve additional VOC emission recins.

PAR 1149 would extend the applicability of the rtbesmall above

ground organic liquid storage tanks, pipelines, lange storage tanks
previously exempted because of lower vapor pregauw@ucts. The

current rule requires vapors contained in storagkst to be vented to
a control device for a pre-determined length oftion to be displaced
by a liquid into a control device. PAR 1149 woufdtead require a
vapor concentration of 5000 ppmv, measured as anethbefore

vapors are vented to atmosphere. PAR 1149 wouddrstine the

notification process and clarify requirements facwum trucks and
containers used for storing liquid and sludge resdoduring the

cleaning process.

PAR 1149 introduces a greenhouse gas (GHG) quzattdn
protocol, where GHG emissions may be voluntarilguaed by
controlling methane emissions from natural gaslivips.

Not applicable

Other Public Agencies Whose Not applicable

Approval is Required:

PAR 1149
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The following environmental impact areas have bessessed to determine their potential to be

affected by the proposed project.

As indicatedtlhy checklist on the following pages,

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

each area.
0 Aesthetics [0 Agriculture Resources M  Air Quality
[0 Biological Resources [ Cultural Resources M Energy
0 Geology/Soils M Hazards & Hazardous [0 Hydrology/
Materials Water Quality
0 Land Use/Planning [0 Mineral Resources M Noise
[0 Population/Housing [0 Public Services [0 Recreation
M Solid/Hazardous Waste [0  Transportation/ M Mandatory
Traffic Findings of
Significance
PAR 1149 2-2 April 2008
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

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

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

St Smith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor

Date._March 7, 2008 Signature:

PAR 1149 2-3 April 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

The proposed project would expand the applicabdityhe rule to small above-ground organic
liquid storage tanks, pipeline with capacities 00 %allons or more and all above ground storage
tanks with capacities of 100,000 gallons or morem@viously containing VOC product with
vapor pressures greater than five millimeters ofcony. PAR 1149 would replace the 90
percent control device efficiency with a limit dmetexhaust concentration of control devices to
500 parts per million (ppm) vapor, measured as amth PAR 1149 would replace time and
equipment requirements with a vapor concentratiandard of 5,000 ppm, measured as
methane; streamline notification procedures; regthie control of exhaust vapors from vacuum
trucks associate with product residual and sludgen fpipeline and storage tanks; lower the
VOC vapor concentration of a vapor leak from 10,@@dn to 5,000 ppm; and require that
floating roof tanks that are emptied for producamfes to degas or the VOC concentration is
reduced to less than 5,000 ppmv while the floatoaf rests on its support legs, unless it is a
drain-dry internal floating roof breakout tank nmained in a vapor tight condition outside the
tank shell and monitored monthly. PAR 1149 introelia greenhouse gas (GHG) quantification
protocol, where GHG emission may be reduced byrothimg methane emissions from natural
gas pipelines.

Degassing Storage Tanks

The degassing process consists of several procedusnded to leave the tank free of product,
sludge and vapors. The bulk of the product intém, if any, is pumped into another tank. A
vacuum truck then sucks out the residual prodiédtthis point the tank is largely free of liquid
but may contain a relatively small amount of liqusgbme sludge and is filled with vapors.
Depending on the amount of sludge, the tank maylbaned and rinsed before degassing
(purging the gas) begins. Purging the gas is gdlgetone by sucking the vapors out of the tank
or displaced with a lower vapor pressure produgecause of the provisions in Rule 1149, the
vapors purged are vented to a control device oowegrovery system. These controls devices
are typically portable engines or thermal oxidiziat combust the vapors as fuel. Because the
vapor concentration may fluctuate substantiallyirdurthe process, propane is used as an
auxiliary fuel to ensure that enough fuel is ava#ato maintain combustion at all times.

Other techniques used to control vapors from sttagks include liquid balancing and water or
chemical washing or rinsing. Liquid balancing astssof draining the tank until just prior to the
floating roof resting on its support legs. Thektathen filled with a low vapor pressure liquid,
allowing the chemicals to mix, and repeating uthtéd desired vapor pressure of the liquid blend
is reached. Because there is no vapor space drdateng the mixing process, no vapors are
created. When the tank is finally completely deainonly vapors from the low vapor pressure
liquid are created.

Water or chemical washing or rinsing cleans thek tah product and residual sludge thus
diminishing the amount of VOC vapor concentrationthie tank. The storage tank remains
closed or air tight during the cleaning process.at&/ or a chemical is added to the tanks,
sometimes with a high pressure jet. The sludgatedeis pumped out and, at a minimum,
further emissions from sludge and product residvtklbe minimized. Once the tank has been
degassed, the tank will be opened to ventilategh®aining vapors. This ventilation can be done
by opening a vent and pulling fresh air into thektar using a blower to force the vapors out of
the tank. There may be a final cleaning and ropstep to remove any last remnants of sludge.
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Degassing Pipelines

Proposed Amended Rule 1149 will require that vafrore pipelines be controlled such that less
than 5,000 ppmv measured as methane be emittetiet@mtmosphere. In trying to limit
emissions, pipeline operators have several optwadable to them. Possible control measures
include blinding or blocking the opening of a pipel with a physical barrier such as a “pig”,
mud plug or valve, a chemical or gaseous barrieh s1s dry ice, nitrogen or diesel, or venting
vapors to a control device such as carbon adsorptiermal oxidizer or internal combustion
engine.

Physical barriers would be the least expensive modtly likely used option. Very little
equipment or supplies are involved and there isy anlsmall amount of labor involved.
Chemical and gaseous barriers are also relativelypensive. Chemical and gaseous barriers
require some amount of supplies. Filling a shdgergth of pipeline with nitrogen remains cost-
effective though filling a large length of pipelifgeveral miles) with nitrogen would be the most
expensive option overall. There is also some wistemust be disposed of as well. However,
in general, the most expensive option would beewot wapors to a control device. The labor
involved is usually the greatest and specializadpgent is needed.

To get a better understanding of current practiwg plans being made to meet the proposed
requirements, the two largest pipeline operatang, several refinery pipeline companies were
contacted. Altogether, they represent approxinia®@ percent of pipeline ownership in the
South Coast Air Basin. In all cases, the work avbare maintenance and repair activities took
place was maintained at a vapor concentration b&wercent of the LEL.

Under existing practices the companies have naalooit fugitive emissions beyond work areas,
purge pipelines with nitrogen, displace gasolinemde vapors with diesel fuel, or plug lines
with mud plugs or dry ice. One company always U€4S engines or thermal oxidizers except
when receptors are several miles away from the site

The largest two companies would use carbon adsorpivhen necessary. Neither would use
ICEs or thermal oxidizers. One company would itigese increased use of pigging or dry ice.
They may use carbon adsorption, but are not plgntonuse ICE or thermal oxidizers. The
company that does use ICE or thermal oxidizerafeas would continue the existing practice,
so there would be no change caused by PAR 1149.

The 10 percent of pipeline owners/operators thatwet contacted have comparatively shorter
pipelines. It is believed that these owners/opesatvould operate similar to the large pipeline
owners/operators. Since the ICE/thermal oxidizptiom is the most expensive and labor
intensive option, it is believed that the smallgretine owners/operators would not choose this
option.

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Quantification Program

There is an increasing need to provide a validiored credit mechanism for global warming
gases in the South Coast Air Basin. The SCAQMDédaung Board has proposed creation of a
voluntary carbon-reduction credit program, to bkkedathe SoCal Climate Solutions Exchange.
This program, to be developed in the near futureaiseparate rule making activity, will
incentivize cost-effective emission controls. HEpplicability, use, recordkeeping, issuance and
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all other aspects of the carbon-reduction credit e addressed when the SoCal Climate
Solutions Exchange program is developed.

The purpose of Rule 1149 is to reduce VOC emisdiams storage tank and pipeline degassing
operations. Methane, a VOC exempt compound, iseptein natural gas pipelines. The
proposed amended rule will include a quantificatmntocol for companies who voluntarily

control methane emissions from natural gas pipgling/hile methane is not a VOC, it is a
global warming gas with a global warming potentredre than 21 times that of CO2.

Methane losses from natural gas pipelines mainlguoaduring maintenance and repairs.
Because of the vital nature of this utility, mamaece and repairs must be accomplished as
rapidly as possible. When a situation arises reguthe pipelines to be opened to atmosphere,
the pipeline is closed at nearby locations on eiside of the opening. The gas in the pipelines
is allowed to blowdown or be purged from the pipeli The repair or maintenance work is
completed and the pipeline is reopened allowinghtteral gas to flow once again.

The most straightforward technique to minimize mathemissions is to minimize the length of
pipeline that will be opened to atmosphere. Autitiaalves located several miles apart would
be closed to isolate the area. Then manual vébwased closer to the source could be closed to
minimize the amount of blowdown gas that would othge be released. Other reductions
might be possible from bleeding off the gas to @agje container or control device. If a
combustion process is utilized, the carbon rednotould be reduced by four percent to reflect
the subsequent release of CO2 created from burhiegmethane. Any supplemental fuel
required for combustion is also subtracted frombearreductions as it too is combusted into
CO2. ltis intended that the non-proscriptive akidtion provided in PAR 1149 will provide an
incentive to develop innovative techniques to mimarmethane emissions. The global warming
potential (GWP) for methane is taken from the Imé#ional Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
Second Assessment Report. In the report, the [8G&blished a GWP (100 years) for methane
of 21 carbon dioxide equivalent units.

The quantification protocol calculation methodologiandardizes the quantification of the
reductions but is general enough to allow innowatigchniques as they are developed. The
review process gives the SCAQMD the opportunitadeess the activity to validate the process
and quantify excess reductions.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact

l. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic [ O %}
vista?

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

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

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare [ O %}

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

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

Discussion

l.a), b), ¢c) & d) The major requirements of PAR 1149 would be tkpaasion of the
applicability of the rule to above-ground orgariguld storage tanks, pipeline and large above
ground storage tanks previously exempted by vapesspre and more stringent control
requirements. The result of these new requiremantdd be pipelines and more tanks would
require degassing procedures that would requirervegcovery for vacuum trucks and venting
purged vapors from the tanks or pipelines to cémtevices or vapor recovery systems. Other
techniques such as liquid balancing and water emetal washing or rinsing may be employed.

PAR 1149 is not expected to require any new-coastior development._ PAR 1149 would
require minor construction to 14 drain dry breakiauks. All construction would occur within
the breakout tanks, so adverse construction impactesthetics are not expecte&acility
operators are likely to use portable control deviae new and existing sources. The portable
control devices are for newly captured tanks maijQtes or thermal oxidizers. Existing storage
tanks are typically controlled by ICEs or thermridizers. Degassing operators are expected to
be limited to two days on average. Affected féiedi are expected to be industrial facilities in
industrial areas. The addition of pump trucks,tgdade ICEs or thermal oxidizers or washing
equipment is not expected to appear substantidfreint than the delivery and transport trucks,
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and operation and maintenance activities. In amdistorage tanks are typically place in areas
that are protected by fences or walls to prevanptaing or vandalism.

Pipelines are expected to be controlled by carlsmorption. Pipelines may be in open areas,
but activities associated with PAR 1149 are notetgd to be substantially visibly different than
other operational and maintenance activities. d@foee, the proposed project is not expected to
block views from scenic highways or corridors deef the visual continuity of the surrounding
area.

Additional light or glare would not be created whiwould adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area. Portable ICEs and washing egeip is unlikely to generate light. A glow
may be generated by thermal oxidizing units, bubas expected to generate a glare or to be
extremely bright. Vapor degassing is expectedetodmpleted during daylight hours.

Based upon these considerations, significant advaesthetics impacts are not anticipated and
will not be further analyzed in thisrBft-Final EA. Since no significant aesthetics impacts were
identified, no mitigation measures are necessargauired.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact 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 agriculturaka, O O %}
or a Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environmen [ L %}
which, due to their location or nature, could résul
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural
use?
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Significance Criteria

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

following conditions are met:

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

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

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

Il. @), b), & ¢) PAR 1149 would reduce VOC emissions from storagé&d and pipelines during
cleamng and degassmg PAR 1149 would not req1n5enew development-erodificationsto

A [ePAR 1149
would require minor constructlon (shortenlnq of o legs) to 14 drain dry breakout tanks.
All construction would occur within the breakounks, so adverse construction impacts to
agricultural resources are not expectédl. PAR 1149 activities are expected to occur witthe
boundaries of existing facilities or along existipigeline right-of-ways. Therefore, PAR 1149
is not expected to convert any classification ofland to non-agricultural use or conflict with
zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act t@tt.

Based upon these considerations, significant agui@l resource impacts are not anticipated and
will not be further analyzed this+Bft-Final EA. Since no significant agriculture resources
impacts were identified, no mitigation measuresrea@essary or required.

Potentially ~ Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

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

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
guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial @oitut O %} O
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substanti [ %} L
number of people?
f)  Diminish an existing air quality rule or future O (] %}

compliance requirement resulting in a significant
increase in air pollutant(s)?

lll. @) and f) Attainment of the state and federal ambient aality standards protects sensitive
receptors and the public in general from the advef$ects of criteria pollutants which are

known to have adverse human health effects. PAR tbntributes directly to carrying out the

goals of the 2007 AQMP by implementing control measFUG-04. Consistent with control

measure FUG-04, PAR 1149 is expected to reduce ¥@Esions from all affected source

categories, which in turn, will contribute to atiaig the state and federal ambient air quality
standards. Thus, because PAR 1149 implementsotomiasure FUG-04 from the 2007

AQMP, it is not expected to conflict or obstructpl@mentation of the applicable AQMP.

Implementing PAR 1149 would not diminish an exigtiar quality rule or future compliance
requirement, nor conflict with or obstruct implentegion of the applicable air quality plan. It
would implement in part the 2007 AQMP control meastUG-04.

lll. b), c) & d) For a discussion of these items, refer to thewehg analysis.

Air Quality Significance Criteria

To determine whether or not air quality impactsrfradopting and implementing the proposed
amendments are significant, impacts will be evadand compared to the following criteria.
The project will be considered to have significadvzerse air quality impacts if any one of the
thresholds in Table 2-1 are equaled or exceeded.

Constructlon Air Quallty Impacts

mpaets Subsequent to the reIease of the Draft EA, oneaeotmperator stated that constructlon

would be required on drain dry tanks to comply WRAR 1149. In order to comply with PAR
1149, this owner operator would need to cut thé sapport legs to one-foot high on their drain

dry tanks.
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Table 2-1

Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOXx 100 lbs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

CcoO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds
TACs Maximum Incremental Cancer Rigk10 in 1 million

(including carcinogens
and non-carcinogens)

Hazard Index 1.0 (project increment)
Hazard Index 3.0 (facility-wide)

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuar€2®/D Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants a
NO2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or contribute$

1-hour average
annual average

to an exceedance of the following attainment stedgla
0.25 ppm (state)
0.053 ppm (federal)

PM10
24-hour average

10.4pg/m® (recommended for constructiolﬁ& 2.5ug/m?® (operation)

annual geometric average 1.0pug/m®
annual arithmetic mean 20 ug/m®
Sulfate
24-hour average 1 ug/n?
CcoO SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or contribute$

1-hour average
8-hour average

to an exceedance of the following attainment stedsla
20 ppm (state)
9.0 ppm (state/federal)

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

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

Construction would occur over six to ten weeks. e ©torage tanks would be drained and

degassed. While empty the storage tanks wouldrgonderoutine 10 year API inspection that is

already required by other requlatory agencies. ditaénage, degassing and inspection would

take approximately one week. The storage tank dvthdn be water blasted and coatings would

be removed where the legs would be cut. A bolwzaddr would be used to support the storage

tank roof, while cutting and welding operations wcc Cutting and welding are expected to last

three to four days. Only the removal of coatinomuad where the legs would be cut, and the

cutting and welding are attributed to PAR 1149.e Témaining operations are considered apart

of the 10 year API inspection of the storage tank.
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To reduce the economic impact and any bottlenathgaduction only one storage tank would
be modified at a time. There are 32 drain dry $ardut only 14 would need to be modified.
Construction criteria emissions are presented biel2-2. Detailed calculations can be found in

Appendix B.

Table 2-2
Peak Day Criteria Emissions from PAR 1149 - Constrction Only

Descriotion CO, NOX, VOC, SOx, PM10, | PM2.5,
=Eescription Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Construction 4.0 11 0.59 1.1 0.59 0.56

Operational Air Quality Impacts

PAR 1149 would generate emissions from the comtaustf VOCs in thermal oxidizers or
internal combustion engines during the degassinggss and diesel-fueled heavy duty trucks
used to deliver the thermal oxidizers or interrahbustion engines.

VOC Emission Reductions

The proposed rule amendment would set a vapor atracen limit of 5,000 ppmv on tanks and
pipelines subject to the rule. Connections, hosed,vacuum trucks would also be required to
keep emissions below 5,000 ppmv. Thermal oxidizerd internal combustion engines with
afterburners are considered control technologytdoks. Carbon adsorption is expected to be
used for pipelines. Alternative methods such agimg the exhaust to other tanks, applying
chemicals or water to reduce vapors or any otheansigo reduce the tank or pipeline
concentration would be allowed so long as hydraman@apors with a concentration greater than
5,000 ppmv were not allowed to be vented to atmesgph Control devices used to reduce the
vapors in tanks and pipelines would be limited iceahaust concentration of 500 ppmv, which
is consistent with other SCAQMD rules.

A limit of 5,000 ppmv captures an estimated 90 @etcor more of the remaining emissions.
Utilizing the degassing logs, a comparison can l@lenbetween the quantity of emission
captured when the 5,000 ppmv standard is reacheédhentotal quantity of emissions in the
storage tank. Reviewing the example in Table 4k®ost 97 percent of emissions are captured
when degassing to 5,000 ppmv (roughly ten percé&it)L Reviewing all of the storage tanks
that met or exceeded the standard, a limit of 5@)jfl@v captures between 86.3 percent and 99.7
percent of emissions from tanks. The average @nissduction is 95.8 percent.

Adoption of a vapor concentration standard of 5,ppthv will reduce emissions from existing
and newly applicable sources by at least 90 percehte total annual uncontrolled VOC
emissions from existing and newly applicable sosiraee 1.99 tons per day. The current
provisions in the rule already reduce 0.57 tonsdagrof the uncontrolled VOC emissions. The
proposed rule amendments will reduce VOC emisdignanother 1.25 tons per day calculated
based on the practice of degassing to 5,000 ppeesTable 2-3). Further controlling vacuum
trucks used to remove residual product and sludaggiiring residual product and sludge to held
in closed containers that are free of liquid anplordeaks and establishing a vapor concentration
requirement for control devices will limit fugitivemission losses.
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Table 2-2

Emission Reductions from All Rule 1149 Sources

Emissions
Emissions Remaining Controlled
Emission | Controlled . by
. Emissions
Source Inventory, | by Existing Inventory Proposed
(ton/day) | Rule 1149, (ton/ day), Amended
(ton/day) Rule,
(ton/day)
ASTs currently subject to rule 1.42 0.5 0.92 0.82
USTs 0.07 0.07 0 0
Newly applicable ASTs 0.1 0 0.1 0.09
Pipelines 0.4 0 0.4 0.36
Total emissions from all Rule 1149 1.997 0.57 1.42 1.0%
sources

Along with reductions in VOC emissions from the posed provisions of this rule, there would
also be some increases in criteria pollutants Is=cai increased use of control equipment.
Except in the limited circumstances where liquithbaing is used, the primary methods of VOC
control for storage tanks is oxidation using insgroombustion engines and thermal oxidizers.
Conservatively, it is assumed that all new stortagd sources would be controlled using either
an internal combustion engine or thermal oxidizBindoubtedly, some sources will use liquid
balancing and other technologies or degassing rdsth@y be developed which do not require
combustion.

Currently, VOCs from pipelines are typically nomtwlled. Almost all pipelines are expected
to control VOC emission using carbon adsorptiorcomply with PAR 1149. There is one
vendor that currently uses ICEs or thermal oxidizethen near receptors and vents to the
atmosphere when receptors are distant. This vemdold use ICEs or thermal oxidizers for all
pipeline segments whether near or far from receptor

Over the past three years, 47.9 million cubic fektank space was degassed on average
annually. Additionally, another 3.7 million culfieet of degassing would be necessary with the
proposed pipeline and smaller/low vapor pressutk taquirements. The total average amount
of degassing would increase to 51.6 million cuketfannually.

SCAQMD default emission factors were used for gateollutants emitted by thermal oxidizers
and internal combustion engines except for NOx, &@ VOC from internal combustion
engines. NOx, CO and VOC emission factors forrimkecombustion engines were taken from a
source test conducted on an internal combustiomerfged with propane controlling vapors
from a tank degassing operation. Like other irdecombustion engines used for this purpose, it
is equipped with a catalytic converter. The ratidhermal oxidizer use (69 percent) to internal
combustion engine use (31 percent) was determnoed fotification data.
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Peak Day Activities

Affected facility owners/operators contact SCAQMft before degassing under the current
rule. Based on the information collected from etiéel facility owners/operators, the highest
Rule 1149 activity in the last four years occuroed April 13, 2006. On that day, two large
gasoline tanks (4,380,000 and 3,360,000 gallonaigpatwo large crude tanks (19,446,000 and
18,900,000 gallon capacity, and one small crudk (4/596,000 gallon capacity) were degassed
on the same day. Degassing occurred for approglynast hours during that peak day (47 hours
total). SCAQMD estimates an additional 84 hoursiMde required to degas the same existing
storage tanks according to PAR 1149 requirementssaven hours would be required to degas
an additional storage tank. Therefore, PAR 114Qlevaequire an additional 91 hours for
storage tanks on a peak day. Storage tanks aeetexjto be either degassed by ICEs or thermal
oxidizers. Two new pipelines are expected to bgadeed. The pipelines are expected to be
degassed using carbon adsorption, so no indirectssems would occur from the pipeline
degassing process itself. The peak day projecdisammarized in Table 234

Table 2-43
Projected Peak Day Storage Tank Degassing Activity

Hours to
Hours to | Increased
Degas
_ under Degas Hours to
Source Capacity Content . under Degas
existing d
Rule PAR under
1149 1149 PAR 1149
Existing 4,380,000 Gasoline 6.7 18.8 12.1
Existing 3,360,000 Gasoline 5.2 14.6 9.4
Existing 19,446,000 Crude 16.9 47.3 30.4
Existing 1,596,000 Crude 1.4 3.9 2.5
Existing 18,900,000 Crude 16.4 45.9 29.5
New AST 3,206,000 Xylene N/A 7 7
New Pipeline 155,016 gasoling N/A 6.2 6.2
New Pipeline 155,016 crude N/A 3.4 3.4
Total hourly increase: 100.4

SCAQMD staff assumed that an extra heavy duty tttipkwould be needed to meet PAR 1149
requirements for existing tanks. The additionavyeduty truck trip would be used to deliver
carbon adsorption units for sludge removal fronksatihat hold heavy crude products. Storage
tanks that are now exempted from Rule 1149, butidvoeed to control VOCs during degassing
pursuant to operating under PAR 1149, would reqtwe heavy-duty truck trips to deliver
carbon and thermal oxidizers or ICEs. Pipelinesexpected to need one heavy-duty truck trips
to deliver carbon adsorption units or thermal ameds or ICEs. Based on these assumptions, an
additional seven heavy-duty truck trips would b@uneed to deqas storaqe tanks and plpellne on
a Worst -case dav under PAR 1149

PAR 1149 2-14 April 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

The emissions from control technology and diesediitrips are presented in Table £-5Total
criteria_emissions from construction and operatigiated to PAR 1149 are presented in Table
2-6. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix Bince construction and operational
emissions are expected to overlap, the criterissgions from both construction and operations
are compared to the operational significance thodsh The operational significant thresholds
are equivalent or lower than the construction thoéts. None of the criteria emissions from
PAR 1149 exceed the SCAQMD significance criteriaspnted in Table 2-1. Therefore, PAR
1149 is not expected to be significant for critenmaissions.

Table 2-5
Peak Day Criteria Emissions from PAR 1149 - Operatin Only
Descriotion CO, NOX, VOC, SOx, PM10, PM2.5,
=Eescription Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Control Technology 9 17 0.65 2.9 15 15
Mobile Source 2.6 17 0.59 0.022 0.31 0.28
Total 11 34 1.2 2.9 1.8 1.8
Table 2-64
Total Peak Day Criteria Emissions from PAR 1149
Descriotion CO, NOx, | VOC, SOx, | PM10, | PM2.5,
=Eescription Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | lb/day
Construction 4.0 11 0.59 1.1 0.59 0.56
Operational 12 37 1.3 2.9 1.9 1.9
Total 16 48 1.9 4.1 2.5 2.4
Operational Significance Thresholds 550 55 55 150 150 55
Significant? No No No No No No

Since construction and operational emissions opetlie combined peak day construction and pealogdayational
emissions were added together and compared to peeational significance thresholds. The operationa
significance thresholds are equivalent or lowentth® construction significant thresholds.

R lolday | Ibiday | Ibiday | ibiday | lbiday | Iblday
Control Fechnology 9 17 065 | 29 15 15
Mobile Source 26 17 059 | 0022 | 031 | o028
Total 1 34 12 29 18 18
Significance-Threshold 550 55 55 150 150 55
Significant? No No No No No No

Air Toxics
Air toxic emissions from combustion of propane waralyzed. Only combustion of propane
was examined because based on discussions witlongeitds the fuel burned in the ICEs or
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thermal oxidizers used for degassing. There wbeldn increase of toxic emissions from the
vapors in the newly captured storage tanks, butesihe constituents and concentration of the
vapors in the tanks is unknown, these emissions wensidered speculative and not included in
the analysis.

One pipeline operator uses combustion to controC\&issions near receptors. For pipeline
segments that are several miles away from receph@soperator vents the vapors to the
atmosphere. The pipeline operator stated that theyld use combustion to control VOC
emissions for all pipeline segments to comply VAthR 1149 (i.e., even the segments that are
several miles away from receptors). There woulchdéncrease in adverse air toxic impacts to
receptors that are near pipeline segments singeatteealready controlled by combustion (i.e.,
no change in operation yields no change in emisgioifhere would be no increase in air toxic
impacts to receptors that are several miles awasn fpipelines since the adverse air toxic
impacts would be small for receptors that aker a mile away from the ICEs or thermal
oxidizers.

The remaining pipeline operators contacted would garbon adsorption to reduce VOC
emissions under PAR 1149. Carbon adsorption redi€@C emissions from pipelines, and
therefore air toxic emissions during degassing.eré&fore, there would be a reduction in toxic
emissions from pipeline operators that use carlisorgtion.

Carcinogenic and chronic health risks are estimietbng term processes, so these health risks
were not estimated. Since degassing is an infreggieent lasting at the most approximately 48
hours only acute health risks were estimated. @betlth risks were estimated from both ICEs
and thermal oxidizers from newly captured storagik$ under PAR 1149. It was assumed that
either two additional ICEs or two additional aftembers would be used at a single facility.
Using the most conservative assumptions in a Tiacute health risk assessment (i.e., 25 meter
receptor distance, shortest stack height), therlamdex for both ICEs (0.7) and afterburners
(0.001) were less than the significant threshold.6f Therefore, PAR 1149 is not expected to
be significant for health risk.

Greenhouse Gases

In addition to criteria pollutant emissions, comibus processes generate greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions that have the potential to affect glatiahate. The following GHG analysis focuses
on CO2 emissions because this is the primary GHItpat emitted during the combustion
process and is the GHG pollutant for which emisdemtors are most readily available. U.S.
Department of Energy, Energy Information Adminisba factors were used to determine
carbon dioxide (CO2) emission factors.

The analysis of GHGs is a much different analyisatthe analysis of criteria pollutants for the
following reasons. For criteria pollutants, sigrahce thresholds are based on daily emissions
because attainment or non-attainment is based i edleceedances of applicable ambient air
quality standards. Further, several ambient aalityustandards are based on relatively short-
term exposure effects on human health, e.qg., onednwd eight-hour. Since the half-life of CO2
is approximately 100 years, the effects of GHGslanger-term, affecting global climate over a
relatively long time frame. Further, the action@fGs is global in nature, rather than local or
even regional. As a result, GHG emission impacts amnsidered to be cumulative impacts
rather than project-specific impacts.
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Typical GHG emission inventories (ERAARB®, etc.) present directly emitted GHGs during a
given year. Table 25/presents CO2 emissions from PAR 1149.

Table 2-5B
CO2 Emissions from PAR 1149

Description o2 %
ton/yr metric ton/yr
Construction 7.0 6.4
Operation 1,425 1,293
Total 1,432 1,299

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

In its CEQA & Climate Change document (January, 2008), CAPCOA identifies maotemptial
GHG significance threshold options. The CAPCOA whupent indicates that establishing
guantitative thresholds is a balance between getti@ level low enough to capture a substantial
portion of future residential and non-residentiavelopment, while also setting a threshold high
enough to exclude small development projects thihtcantribute a relatively small fraction of
the cumulative statewide GHG emissions. For exam@IAPCOA identifies one potential
significance threshold as 10,000 metric tons pear,yahich was considered by the Market
Advisory Committee for inclusion in a Greenhouses @ap and Trade System in California.
Another potential threshold identified by CAPCOA 25,000 metric tons per year, which is
CARB'’s proposed mandatory reporting threshold undBr32. GHG emissions in the year
2014 from PAR 1149 would be lower than both of éheporting thresholds.

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

® ARB, Statewide Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissionsniovg 1990 to 2004, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cceil
emsinv/emsinv.htm.
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Finally, another approach to determining signifmaims to estimate what percentage of the total
inventory of GHG emissions are represented by eomsgrom a single project. If emissions are
a relatively small percentage of the total inventdris possible that the project will have litthe

no effect on global climate change. According\aikable information, the statewide inventory
of CO2eq. emission is as follows: 1990 GHG emissiequal 427 million metric tons of CO2eq.
and 2020 GHG emissions equal 600 million metricstah CO2eq. with business as usual.
Interpolating an inventory for the year 2008 resutt 531 million metric tons of CO2eq. CO2
emissions in 2008 6f1;26[7299metric tons from PAR 1149 represent-0-0002803@ercent

of the statewide GHG inventory in 2008 (Table&)-8This small percentage of GHG emissions
compared to the total projected statewide GHG earissinventory is another basis for the
SCAQMD’s conclusion that GHG emissions from impletmeg PAR 1149 are less than
significant.

Table 2-8&
Comparison of Proposed Amended Rule 1149 CO2 Emissis to the 2008 Statewide CO2
Emissions

2014 Statewide CO2
Emissions (million metric
ton/yr)

2008 PAR 1149 Direct CO2
Emissions (metric ton/yr)

Percentage of PAR 1149 tg
Statewide CO2 emissions

1:2671,299 427 6-00a29-0.00030

PAR 1149 is part of a comprehensive ongoing regofgprogram that includes implementing
related SCAQMD 2007 AQMP control measures as anmend@ew rules to attain and maintain
with a margin of safety all state and national anbair quality standards for all areas within its
jurisdiction. The 2007 AQMP estimates a CO2 reucbf 427,849 metric tons per year by
2014, and a CO2 reduction of 1,523,445 metric tonyear by 2020. Therefore, PAR 1149 in
connection with other 2007 AQMP control measuresas considered to be cumulatively
significant.

Since GHG emissions are considered cumulative itspand PAR 1149 GHG emissions are
below the 10,000 metric ton per year Market AdwsGommittee threshold, 25,000 metric ton
per year CARB proposed mandatory reporting thresbader AB 32, a small percentage of the
total statewide GHG inventory in 2014, and, withestcontrol measures in the 2007 AQMP,
which is a comprehensive ongoing regulatory progitaah would reduce overall CO2 emissions;
cumulative GHG adverse impacts from PAR 1149 ateaosidered significant.

In addition, PAR 1149 establishes—a—greenhouse(@B€5) emission reduction quantification

protocol, where GHG emissions may be voluntarilgueed by controlling methane emissions
from natural gas pipelines through the GHG quasdtfon protocol calculation methodology.

However, since the GHG quantification program idumtary, no emission reductions were
estimated from the GHG quantification protocol peog for CEQA purposes.

lll. e) Historically, the SCAQMD has enforced odor nuisamomplaints through SCAQMD
Rule 402 - Nuisance. Affected facilities are ngpected to create objectionable odors affecting
a substantial number of people for the followings@ns: 1) PAR 1149 would occur at existing
commercial and industrial facilities that storetnsport organic liquids, which are likely to
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generate odors; 2) PAR 1149 would reduce the amofinOCs during off-gassing; 3)
Degassing operations would occur over short timrensgrom hours to two days. Therefore,
PAR 1149 is not expected to generate odor nuisance.

Conclusion

The proposed project is expected to reduce VOCs andoxics. Based on the preceding
discussion, significant adverse air quality impaots not expected from PAR 1149, and will not
be further analyzed in this-Brafftinal EA.  Since no significant adverse air qualitypants
were identified, no mitigation measures are necgssaequired.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

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

or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, poljcies
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally [ L %}
protected wetlands as defined by 8404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any [ O %}
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?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

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

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

Significance Criteria

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

apply:

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

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

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

Discussion

IV. a), b), ¢), & d) PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions Btcaéd facilities during
the cleaning and degassing of storage tanks arglipeg. PAR 1149 would not require or
induce new residential or commercial developmegt$ construction operations are expected to
occur within 14 existing dry breakout tanks loca#existing industrial facilities. Construction
would be limited to reducing the height of the raoifport legs to one foot, which would not
affect biological resources. Operations would ginsf controlling VOC emissions from
degassing and cleaning operations using carbonr@aso and/or thermal oxidizers or ICEs
applied to existing affected tanks located at eagsindustrial facilities, which would not affect
biological resources.All activities associated with PAR 1149 are expdcto occur within the
boundaries of existing industrial facilities or adp existing pipeline right-of-ways. These
properties have already been disturbed and are oéared of vegetation for fire safety reasons
but not as a result of PAR 1149. Therefore, PAR91Would not directly or indirectly affect
riparian habitat, federally protected wetlandsmagratory corridors. For the same reasons PAR
1149 is not expected to adversely affect speaalistplants, animals, or natural communities.

IV. e) & f) PAR 1149 would not conflict with local policies ordinances protecting biological
resources nor local, regional, or state consematlans because it will only affect cleaning and
degassing operations at existing industrial faegit Additionally, PAR 1149 would not conflict
with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Nat@ammunity Conservation Plan, or any
other relevant habitat conservation plan for thmesaeason.
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The SCAQMD, as the Lead Agency for the proposegeptphas found that, when considering
the record as a whole, there is no evidence tleaptbposed project will have potential for any
new adverse effects on wildlife resources or thditaa upon which wildlife depends.
Accordingly, based upon the preceding informatitim SCAQMD has, on the basis of
substantial evidence, rebutted the presumptiordeése effect contained in 8753.5 (d), Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations.

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

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ L %}
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [l L %}

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?

Significance Criteria

Impacts to cultural resources will be considergghisicant if:

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

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

- The project would disturb human remains.

V. a) PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions atciffe facilities during the cleaning
and degassing of storage tanks and pipelines. PR® would not require or induce new

PAR 1149 2-21 April 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

residential or commercial developments. All atiédg associated with PAR 1149 are expected
to occur within the boundaries of existing indwatfacilities or along existing pipeline right-of-
ways. _All construction operations are expecteddour within 14 existing dry breakout tanks.
Construction would be limited to reducing the heighthe roof support legs to one foot, which
would not affect cultural resources. Operationsiaconsist of controlling VOC emissions
from degassing and cleaning operations using cadusorption and/or thermal oxidizers or
ICEs, which would not affect cultural resourceBhese properties have already been disturbed,
but not as a result of PAR 1149. Therefd?&R 1149 is not expected to affect property that
could be considered historically significant asimed in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. By
reducing VOC and therefore ozone, PAR 1149 woutllice the amount of damage caused by
ground level ozone.

V, b), ¢), & d) PAR 1149 would not cause any new developmentR BA49 activities are not
expected to disturb existing structures or reqaing earth work. Therefore, no impacts to
historical resources are anticipated to occur assalt of implementing the proposed project.
PAR 1149 is not expected to require physical charigehe environment, which may disturb
paleontological or archaeological resources.

Based upon these considerations, significant advarkural resources impacts are not expected
from the implementing PAR 1149 and will not be et assessed in thisdt-Final EA. Since

no significant cultural resources impacts were iified, no mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pPans [ [
b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgrak O O
power or natural gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on local or oegi O %} O
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
energy?
d) Create any significant effects on peak and base [ %} O
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy?
e) Comply with existing energy standards? O O %}
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Significance Criteria

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

criteria are met:

- The project conflicts with adopted energy conseovgplans or standards.

- The project results in substantial depletion osgmrg energy resource supplies.

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

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

Discussion
PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions atcadfé facilities during the cleaning and
degassing of storage tanks and pipelines.

VI. a) & e) PAR 1149 does not require any action which waekllt in any conflict with an
adopted energy conservation plan or violation gf @mergy conservation standard. PAR 1149 is
not expected to conflict with adopted energy covesgwn plans because existing facilities would
be expected to continue implementing any existimgr@y conservation plans.

PAR 1149 is not expected to cause new developntewen withstanding this, the siting of new
facilities and residences is predominantly goverbgdhe local jurisdiction and not within the

purview of the SCAQMD. The local jurisdiction onergy utility sets standards (including

energy conservation) and zoning guidelines reggrdiew development and will approve or
deny applications for building new facilities. [ng the local land use permit process, the
project proponent may be required by the localsgliation or energy utility to undertake a

site-specific CEQA analysis to determine the impadt any, associated with the siting and
construction of new development.

As a result, PAR 1149 would not conflict with engrgpnservation plans, use non-renewable
resources in a wasteful manner, or result in tredrfer new or substantially altered power or
natural gas systems. Accordingly these impactessull not be further analyzed in-tiraft
this FinalEA.

VI. b), ¢) & d) The primary effects of implementing PAR 1149 diesiel would be used to
transport afterburners, internal combustion engmresarbon to facilities. Staff estimates that
one additional tank (3,206,000 gallon capacity) amal pipelines (155,016 gallon capacity) may
be degassed in a given day because of PAR 114%ddition, staff estimates that existing
storage tanks would require additional destructainVOCs to comply with PAR 1149
requirements.

Propane Impacts

The highest Rule 1149 activity in the last four ngeaccurred on April 13, 2006. On that day,

two large gasoline tanks (4,380,000 and 3,360,08ibry capacity), two large crude tanks

(19,446,000 and 18,900,000 gallon capacity, and smell crude tank (1,596,000 gallon

capacity) were degassed on the same day. Degassowred for approximately 47 hours

during that peak day. SCAQMD estimates an additi84 hours would be required to degas the
same existing storage tanks according to PAR 1&48irements, and seven hours would be
required to degas additional tank. Therefore, FAR9 would require an additional 91 hours on
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a peak day. Assuming 8.8 gallons of propane par hould be required, then 800 gallons of
propane would be required on a peak day. Accortbritpe California Energy Commission 26
million gallons of propane are used in Californir year for motor vehicl8swhich is 71,233
gallons per day. Based on the only the propaniséa for motor vehicles, 880 gallons per day
would be less than 10 percent (1.1 percent) of/th233 gallons per day of propane available.
Therefore, the additional propane use would ndigeificant.

Based on a survey of pipeline owners/operatory, wild not use ICEs or thermal oxidizers.
Therefore, there would be no propane used for dgasking of pipelines.

Diesel Impacts

Based on the peak day assumptions above, an addigex seventrucks would be required to
assist in degassing currently affected tanks amtet@as the additional tank and two pipelines.
Assuming a 40-mile, one-way trip and a five miler ggallon of diesel fuel efficiency
approximately 1136 gallons of diesel would be consumed on a peak day.

Using fuel economy values from the ARB’s Offroadtélmse approximately 15 gallons of
diesel fuel would be used by construction equipnmnta peak day. Assuming one 40-mile
round trip by a heavy-duty truck, approximately ddllons of diesel fuel would also be used.
Therefore, 31 gallons of diesel fuel would be ukgdonstruction equipment/heavy-duty trucks
during a peak construction day.

Based on the preceding estimates, PAR 1149 is s&egéc generate a peak daily demand for
diesel fuel of 143 gallons.According to the 2007 AQMP, 10 million gallons of diesel is
consumed every day. Since a total of 883 gallons of diesel per day is less than one pércen
(0.0014 percent) of the diesel available, the psepgoproject is not considered to have a
significant adverse impact on diesel fuel use.

Electricity Impacts
PAR 1149 is not expected to require any additiehedtricity usage.

Based upon the above considerations, the propasgelcpis not expected to use energy in a
wasteful manner, and would not substantially depdetergy resources.

Based upon the preceding analysis, it is not eggettat PAR 1149 would create any significant
effects on peak and base period demands for eligtand other forms of energy since only
insignificant use of propane and diesel fuel angeeted.

Therefore, PAR 1149 is not expected to generata@fgignt adverse energy resources impacts
and will not be discussed further in thisat-Final EA. Since no significant energy impacts
were identified, no mitigation measures are necgssaequired.

® CEC, Making The Case For Propane Motor Fuigp://www.energy.ca.gov/2005_energypolicy/docuraf04-
12-20_workshop/2004-12-20 PROPANE_FUEL.PDF.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential subatan O O %}
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:
e Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as [0 O M

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

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

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

Significance Criteria

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

criteria apply:

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

PAR 1149 2-25 April 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

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

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

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

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

Discussion

VIl. a, b, ¢, d & ) PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions tacaéd facilities during
the cleaning and degassing of storage tanks aralinegs. PAR 1149 would not require or
induce development. All activities associated VAR 1149 are expected to occur within the
boundaries of existing industrial facilities or adp existing pipeline right-of-ways. _ All
construction operations are expected to occur withd existing dry breakout tanks.
Construction would be limited to reducing the heighthe roof support legs to one foot, which
would not affect geological resources. Operatwosild consist of controlling VOC emissions
from degassing and cleaning operations using cadmsorption and/or thermal oxidizers or
ICEs, which would not affect geological resourcebBrese—propertiedffected facilitieshave
already been disturbed, but not as a result of BAR. Since ne-censtruction-earth work is
expected, PAR 1149 is not expected to expose peoeuctures to potential substantial effects
from seismic related activity, landslides, soilsom or the loss of top soil. The proposed project
would not be located on a geologic unit or soilt tisaunstable or would become unstable as a
result of the proposed project, be located on esipansoil. The proposed project would not
require or modify septic tanks or alternative wastger disposal systems where sewers are not
available for disposing of wastewater.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed piligjecit expected to have an adverse impact
on geology or soils. Since no significant advampacts are anticipated, this environmental
topic will not be further analyzed in thisadt-Final EA. No mitigation measures are necessary
or required.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ %} O

environment through the routine transport, use,
disposal of hazardous materials?
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b)

d)

9)

h)

Potentially  Less Than
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

Create a significant hazard to the public or the O M
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset

and accident conditions involving the release of

hazardous materials into the environment?

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

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed

school?

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

Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result,

would create a significant hazard to the public or

the environment?

For a project located within an airport land use [ O
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,

within two miles of a public airport or public use

airport, would the project result in a safety hdzar

for people residing or working in the project area?

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

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

Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ %}
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,

including where wildlands are adjacent to

urbanized areas or where residences are

intermixed with wildlands?

Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with [ %}
flammable materials?

No Impact
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Significance Criteria

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

- Non-compliance with any applicable design codesgulation.

- Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Assarastandards.

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

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

PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions atcadfé facilities during the cleaning and
degassing of storage tanks and pipelines.

VIll. a & b) PAR 1149 would include adverse hazards from theeg and/or vapors in the
storage tanks and pipelines and auxiliary fuektfortrol equipment.

Gases and/or Vapors in Storage Tanks

PAR 1149 may require lengthening the time of daggseperations for larger tanks that
currently degassed. The increase degassing timédweduce the amount of vapors/VOCs
release from the larger tanks. Reducing the amobfintapors/VOCs is expected to reduce
possible explosive or flammability hazards from taeger tanks. Therefore, PAR 1149 is
expected to reduce hazards from larger tanks.

PAR 1149 would require the degassing of small g®réanks and extending degassing
operations for larger storage tanks.

Based on conversations with degassing vendors, PR is expected to expand the number of
tanks degassed, but is not expected to add neiitiésci Since PAR 1149 would include small
tanks and extend degassing of existing tanks, dkierae impact of a fire or explosion would be
equal or less than the existing risk. When conmgaworst-case adverse impacts smaller tanks
would generate smaller fires and explosions thagelatanks. Extending the degassing of
existing larger tanks would not change adverse atgplaom a fire or explosion, since the worst-
case would be the same or less.

In addition, the ignitability or explosivity of aag or vapor is limited by its concentration in air.
The concentration at which a gas or vapor may egaitexplode is bounded by two explosive
limits: the upper and lower explosive limits. Alsothe upper explosive limit, there is not
enough oxygen to ignite the gas or vapor. Belog ldwer explosive limit, the gas or vapor
concentration is too low to burn or explode.

Currently, the vapors/gases from smaller tanks \aeted to the atmosphere, and higher
vapor/gas concentrations are allowed to escape lagger tanks than would be allowed by PAR
1149. The amount of time vapors/gasses are witl@nexplosive limit concentrations may be
shorter, since it is expected that the vapors/gasgeuld dissipate quicker in the open
atmosphere than during the degassing process, wbidd occur over two days. However, once
the vapors/gasses are exposed to the open atmespiey are uncontrolled. So the vapor/gas
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released from the tanks can travel freely. Theegfd is possible for a vapor/gas cloud with
concentrations within the explosive range to mdesar to the fenceline or off-site.

Even though degassing smaller tanks, and extemdiggssing for larger tanks, may lengthen the
time concentrations are within the explosive rartge, gases/vapors would be kept localized
within the storage tank allowing better controltioé explosive or fire hazard. Therefore, PAR
1149 is expected to reduce hazards from small&stan

Auxiliary Fuel for Control Devices Degassing Storag Tanks

PAR 1149 would for storage tanks would typicallyatve the combustion of VOCs and air
toxics using propane-fired thermal oxidizers or $CEThe accidental release of propane could
result in adverse hazard impacts.

Since the probability of accidents is related t thiles traveled the increase number of storage
tanks and the addition of pipelines would increthgeprobability of hazards from an accidental
release of propane. However, the national truakdeat rate is small (on the order of one
accident per ten million miles traveled) and theident rate with chemical releases is even less,
so this would not be a significant risk factor.

In case of a rupture, there is the potential f& ¢fas to pool and boil off. This presents the
possibility of a boiling liquid, vapor cloud expios and fire with potential consequences to
nearby structures, storage tanks and off-site tecep

Propane vapors are heavier than air, so that lizaks the fuel system tend to pool at ground
level rather than disperse. The flammability Isndf LPG vapor in air are also broader than
those for natural gas.

Propane is a non-toxic gas. High propane cond@misareduce oxygen levels that may cause
asphyxiation, with early symptoms of dizziness. Narmful long-term effects have been
reported from exposure to propane vapors. An odadded to propane generally enables its
detection at concentrations that are below the idl@enmability limit and substantially below
the concentrations needed for asphyxiation.

Propane is not a cryogen and liquid temperaturgbeofuel at tank pressure remain at ambient
levels. However, the rapid evaporation of the fatehtmospheric pressures can, if spilled, cause
damage to skin. To avoid direct propane contathéoskin, it is recommended that gloves be

used during the refueling process.

Propane has a narrow range of flammability comptodtle other transportation fuels. The fuel
will only burn within a fuel-to-air ratio between22 percent and 9.6 percent. Propane will
rapidly dissipate beyond its flammability rangethie open atmosphere. Propane fuel leaks can
pose a significant explosion hazard relative toofias in enclosed areas. Since propane would
be used for combusting VOCs and air toxics fronecfd storage tanks and pipelines, it is
expected that this operation would occur in an cgrea.

Since the accident release risk of propane is lad propane is likely to dissipate into the
atmosphere the adverse hazard risk from PAR 11dgpscted to be less than significant.
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In addition, based on conversations with propamelees, PAR 1149 may increase the number
of tanks that would require degassing by addingllsiawaks; however, these additional tanks are
expected to be located at facilities that alreadgad storage tanks. Since degassing already
occurs at these facilities that off-site conseqeefnom these operations is expected to be the
same, since these facilities would already haveame use for degassing existing tanks under
PAR 1149.

Gases and/or Vapors in Pipelines

From the current and planned activities, it doesappear that the use of internal combustion

engines or thermal oxidizers would increase fropejime repair and maintenance operations.

Instead, owner/operators would generally use nanbkestion control technology such as carbon

adsorption. There was only one company contabigdcurrently uses ICEs or thermal oxidizers

to control VOCs/toxics in areas around receptdrs.areas, where there are no receptors, the
company vents the vapors from the pipeline intoatimeosphere uncontrolled.

The company would use ICEs or thermal oxidizersdotrol VOCs/toxics in all situations to
comply with PAR 1149 (i.e., including areas whdreré are no receptors). However, since the
company already uses ICEs or thermal oxidizersotdrol VOCs/toxics near receptors, there
would be no increased hazards risk under PAR 114%reas where receptors are several miles
away, the new use of ICEs or thermal oxidizers Wwaubt add any new significant adverse
hazards impacts because there are no receptoesamMersely impacted.

Since pipeline owners/operators currently vent vapimom pipelines into the atmosphere

without control, there is a possibility that thencentrations from the pipelines could dissipate
downwind to concentrations within the LEL and UEMapors within concentrations between

the LEL and UEL are flammable or explosive. Bytbetontrol of VOCs under PAR 1149, the

possibility of an explosion or fire caused by unicolted release of vapors from pipelines would
be reduced. Therefore, no new hazard impactsxpected.

Static Charge in Hoses

During the public workshop for PAR 1149, a commesais made on static charges in hoses.
Flammable liquid in hoses may create vapors. Thapers will be near saturation which is well
over the upper explosive limit and so won't be flaable within the hose. However, as the
vapors exit the hose fresh air will mix and mayegoially create a very small zone where there
is an explosive atmosphere. However, as stateliereany new or extended degassing
operations are expected to occur at refineriesnitals and hazardous pipeline where these
fluids area already passing through hoses. Thexefehile PAR 1149 may increase the
frequency of these liquids passing through hodespuld not increase the severity of adverse
impacts (e.g., the adverse impacts are expectbd the same). Since degassing is not expected
to occur frequently, the overall explosive and &dverse impact is not expected to increase.

Based on the above analysis, PAR 1149 is not exgdotcreate any new significant hazard to
the public through the routine transport, use @pdsal of hazardous material, or through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident corslitimolving the release of hazardous material
in to the environment.

VIIl. ¢) PAR 1149 would not alter the handling of hazardouscutely hazardous materials,
substances or waste within one-quarter mile ofxastieg or proposed school. The combustion
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of VOCs and toxic air contaminates would reduce #mount of hazardous emissions.
Therefore, PAR 1149 is not expected to signifigamtipact schools.

VIIl. d) Government Code 865962.5 is related to hazardwisrial sites at industrial facilities.
PAR 1149 would affect commercial and industrialilfaes with organic liquid storage tanks or
pipelines. Some of these facilities may be on libieof hazardous material sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code 865962.5. However, BAMO is expected to reduce VOC and
toxic air emission from degassing operations fbratkcted storage tanks and pipelines. As a
result, PAR 1149 is not expected to adversely atiay facilities included on a list of hazardous
material sites and, therefore, would not creatgrifgcant hazard to the public or environment

VIIl. c) e) & f) PAR 1149 is not expected to result in a safety tthkar people residing or
working within two miles of an public airport or plic use airport, or air strip. PAR 1149 is
expected to reduce the amount of VOCs and air texissions from affected storage tanks and
pipelines. The reduction of VOC emissions is expedo reduce explosive risk. Therefore,
PAR 1149 is not expected to significantly adverselgact public airports or private air strips.

VIIl. g) PAR 1149 is not expected to adversely impact gerey response or evacuation plans.
However, if complying with PAR 1149 requires chamg® the emergency response or
evacuation plan, changes would be minor, so emeygeasponse plans could be easily updated.
Therefore, PAR 1149 is not expected to significamtipact emergency response or evacuation
plans.

VIIl. h) and i) PAR 1149 would lower the probability of an exptwssince VOCs from storage
tanks would be captured and destroyed. HoweveR P49 may increase the fire hazard, since
it would include combustion to destroy the VOCsnc8 the contents of storage tanks that have
VOCs are assumed to be flammable, combustible plosive, the areas around such tanks are
expected to be devoid of vegetation or flammableenss. Therefore, no significant increase in
wildfires or fire hazard is expected from PAR 114PAR 1149 is not expected to increase the
risk of fire hazard in general and specificallyareas with flammable materials. PAR 1149
would not expose people or structures to signitiaésk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires.

In conclusion, potentially significant adverse hazampacts resulting from adopting and
implementing PAR 1149 are not expected and willmiconsidered further in thisr&#t-Final
EA.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.

a)

b)

d)

f)

9)

h)

Would the project:

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

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-ergti
nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattdrn o
the site or area, including through alterationhef t
course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or
offsite?

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?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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?

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

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

O

O

O

O

O

O

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
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Potentially  Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O O
]) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [ O
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
k)  Require or result in the construction of new water [ O %}

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

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

m) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve [ O %}
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

n) Require in a determination by the wastewater [l IZI %}
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

Significance Criteria

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

Water Quality:

- The proposed project does not increase demanddtarwy more than 5,000,000 gallons per
day.

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

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

- The project will result in a violation of Nation&lollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.
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- The capacities of existing or proposed wastewagatnent facilities and the sanitary sewer
system are not sufficient to meet the needs optbgect.

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

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

Water Demand:

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

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

Discussion

IX. a), j), k) & m) PAR 1149 would only affect degassing operatioRAAR 1149 would not
require any new development or require modificatitmbuildings or other structures to comply
with the proposed amended rule. All of the affddetivities occur within facility boundaries or
along existing pipeline right-of-ways. Cleaningeogtions itself are not regulated by PAR
11149, only the degassing operations. PAR 1148 doerequire the use of water directly, and
therefore, wastewater discharge is not expected ffegassing operations.

However, water is used for cleaning. Based on emations with major degassing companies,
large gasoline above ground storage tanks usdvedlaismall amounts of water for rinsing,
around (1,000 to 4,200) gallons. Crude and heaoglyct tanks use more water, on the order of
100,000 gallons per tank. Pipelines use nitrogstead of water and small underground storage
tanks use relatively small amounts of water. Sitnig water is used currently, and PAR 1149
would only require degassing of these new tanksiavo water is required.

Since the water use is part of the existing clegroperations, PAR 1149 would not cause
increased water usage or the construction of axiditivater resource facilities, the need for new
or expanded water entitlements, an alteration @findge patterns, or substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantiallyhvgtoundwater recharge.

These facilities currently treat wastewater frons fhrocess either on-site or off-site with water
treatment facilities that currently treat wastewafieom these facilities.  All facility
owners/operators are expected to be complying walitiederal, state and local water quality
standers and wastewater discharge requirementR 1RA9 is not expected to affect compliance
with federal, state and local water quality stasderd wastewater discharge requirements.

c), d), e)& ) PAR 1149 would not require any development or trasson, therefore, would not
create or contribute to runoff water. Storage tané pipeline operators are typically required to
have secondary containment or housekeeping proegdarprevent contaminating stormwater.
While PAR 1149 related operations are not expetieadversely impact stormwater, existing
secondary containment and housekeeping practicaklvatso reduce the possibility of creating
or contributing runoff water that would exceed ttapacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additisoaices of polluted runoff.

As detailed above, the proposed amended rule i€xpcted to require additional wastewater
disposal capacity, violate any water quality staddar wastewater discharge requirements, or
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. résult, no changes to storm water runoff,
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drainage patterns, groundwater characteristicsflaww are expected. Therefore, potential
adverse impacts to drainage patterns, etc., arexycted as a result of implementing PAR
1149.

IX. b), & n) PAR 1149 is not expected to substantially depleveirgdwater supplies or interfere
with groundwater recharge such that there would het deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level. PAR 1149 ldonot increase demand for water from
existing entitlements and resources, and will eguire new or expanded entitlements because
compliant devices do not use water for any reasdherefore, no water demand impacts are
expected as the result of implementing the propaseeshdments.

IX. ), g), h) &i) PAR 1149 would not require any development orstmction; therefore, PAR
1149 is not expected to generate construction gfraw structures in 100-year flood areas as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flosdrance Rate Map or other flood delineation
map. As a result, PAR 1149 is not expected to sxpgoeople or structures to new significant
flooding risks. Degassing requirements at existifigcted facilities are not expected not affegt an
existing risks from flood, inundation, etc. Consently, PAR 1149 would not affect in any way any
potential flood hazards, inundation by seiche, @&swin or mud flow that may already exist relative to
existing facilities.

Based upon the above considerations, significamlrddggy and water quality impacts are not
expected from the implementation of PAR 1149 anltivat be further analyzed in thisrBft-Final
EA. Since no significant hydrology and water qualimpacts were identified, no mitigation
measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

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

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

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservatio IZI l %}
or natural community conservation plan?
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Significance Criteria

Land use and planning impacts will be considerggicant if the project conflicts with the
land use and zoning designations established lay jogsdictions.

Discussion

X. a) PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions a¢céd facilities during the cleaning
and degassing of storage tanks and pipelines. PIXR does not require any new development.
Therefore, PAR 1149 does not include any comportaatsvould require physically dividing an
established community.

X. b) & ¢) There are no provisions in PAR 1149 that woulddafland use plans, policies, or

regulations. Land use and other planning consides are determined by local governments
and no land use or planning requirements will deredl by regulating VOC emissions from

cleaning and degassing storage tanks and pipelimbsrefore, PAR 1149 would not affect in

any way habitat conservation or natural communaiyservation plans, agricultural resources or
operations, and would not create divisions in axigteng communities. Therefore, present or
planned land uses in the region will not be sigaifitly adversely affected as a result of the
proposed amended rule.

Based upon these considerations, significant lssel and planning impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PAR 1149 and will not foether analyzed in this+#aft-Final EA.
Since no significant land use and planning impactge identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

Significance Criteria
Project-related impacts on mineral resources wiltbnsidered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:
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- The project would result in the loss of availalilif a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of theesta

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

Discussion

Xl.a) & b) PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions &chéd facilities during the
cleaning and degassing of storage tanks and pgseliihere are no provisions in PAR 1149 that
would result in the loss of availability of a knowmneral resource of value to the region and the
residents of the state, or of a locally-importanheral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan or other land plsa because compliances is not expected to
require mineral resources such as sand, gravel, etc

Based upon the above considerations, significameral resources impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PAR 1149 and will not foether analyzed in this+#aft-Final EA.
Since no significant mineral resources impacts wdssntified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

Xll. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise [J O %}
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 [ L %}
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?
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

e) For a project located within an airport land use [ O %}
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 L L %}
airship, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Significance Criteria

Impacts on noise will be considered significant if:

- Construction noise levels exceed the local noideances or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources incraad®ent noise levels by more than three
decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Constructiorse levels will be considered significant
if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and tHeaiministration (OSHA) noise
standards for workers.

- The proposed project operational noise levels ekeag of the local noise ordinances at the
site boundary or, if the noise threshold is cutye@xceeded, project noise sources increase
ambient noise levels by more than three dBA astteeboundary.

Discussion

Xll. a) Drain dry breakout tanks would require constiuttio cut roof support legs on 14 tanks

to one foot height. Cutting would be done with asgtylene torches and the roof is expected to
be supported by a bobcat loader; therefore, cartgiruis not expected to generate a significant
amount of noise over the background noise genetatedher equipment in and around affected

storage tank farms. Tank farms are industriallifaas that generate noise from heavy-duty

trucks, rail lines, maintenance and other operation

Degassing operations occur for existing tanks cegtlby the existing Rule 1149. Existing
degassing operations have not been known for exeassise. Tank degassing operations would
include heavy-duty, diesel truck trips, blowers aittier a tank to capture gases or a combustion
unit to destroy fugitive VOCs. Pipelines would lute heavy-duty, diesel truck trips, blowers
and either a tank to capture gases or a carbomgasounit.

Existing facilities with storage tanks are expectedbe in commercial or industrial zones.
Affected facilities are expected to have an exgtamount of noise associated with filling,
loading, and maintenance operations. Degassingatqes are not expected to be substantially
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noisier than existing operations. Thus, the predg®oject is not expected to expose persons to
the generation of excessive noise levels aboveegufacility/residential levels. It is expected
that any facility/residence affected by PAR 1149uldocomply with all existing local noise
control laws or ordinances.

In commercial environments Occupational Safety &tehlth Administration (OSHA) and

California-OSHA have established noise standardzrdtect worker health. It is expected that
operators at affected facilities/residences willntomue complying with applicable noise
standards, which would limit noise impacts to wosk@atrons and neighbors.

XIl. b) Drain dry breakout tanks would require constructio cut roof support legs on 14 tanks
to a one-foot height. Cutting would be done wilyacetylene torches and the roof is expected
to be supported by a bobcat loader. Since thgmstgf equipment do not generate substantial
vibrations, construction is not expected to gemerat significant amount of groundborne
vibration.

Degassing operations occur for tanks that are dyremptured by the existing Rule 1149.

SCAQMD staff is not aware of groundborne vibratidresn existing operations. PAR 1149 is

not anticipated to expose people to or generatesewe groundborne V|brat|on or groundborne
noise levels sincene <
comphaneechanges to operatlonrs not expected to |nvoIve equment that generﬂnbstannal
groundborne vibrations.

Xll. ¢) Construction operations would be temporary anty @ifect 14 breakout tanks;
therefore, construction would not contribute to @npanent increase in noise levelsA
permanent increase in ambient noise levels at ffieetad facilities above existing levels as a
result of implementing the proposed project iskelli to occur because degassing operations are
infrequent, occurring approximately once a day ywé#iree years. PAR 1149 related noise
would only occur during degassing operations. &idegassing operations are not expected to
increase noise above regulatory noise levels amhlis expected to last two days every three
years, no permanent increase in ambient noise ieesipected.

XIl. d) Drain dry breakout tanks would require constructio cut roof support legs on 14 tanks
to a one-foot height. Cutting would be done wilyacetylene torches and the roof is expected
to be supported by a bobcat loader. Since thgmstgf equipment do not generate substantial
volumes of noise, construction is not expecteddaimegate a substantial amount of ambient noise
in the project vicinity above levels existing witlidhe proposed project.

PAR 1149 may cause an increase in periodic or teanpambient noise levels in the vicinity of
affected facilities above levels existing priont®adoption. However, since the noise levels are
expected to be consistent with other operatiordfatted facilities, PAR 1149 is not expected to
cause a substantial increase in periodic or tennp@rabient noise levels.

Xll. e) & f) PAR 1149 may affect storage tanks near or aodspor airfields. _Drain dry
breakout tanks would require construction to culf reupport legs on 14 tanks to a one-foot
height. Cutting would be done completely onsitehwoxyacetylene torches and the roof is
expected to be supported by a bobcat loader; threxe€onstruction is not expected to impact
people residing or working in the project area ragoorts or airfields.
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HeowevertThe noise generated by degassing operations is naceeg to be greater than the
noise generated for other storage tank operatgutd as filling, loading or maintenance. Thus,
PAR 1149 is not expected to expose people residmgorking in the vicinities of public
airports to excessive noise levels.

Based upon these considerations, significant namspacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1149 and are not further eatdd in thisBaft-Final EA. Since no
significant noise impacts were identified, no natign measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
project:

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

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

Significance Criteria

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

following criteria are exceeded:

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

- The proposed project produces additional populationsing or employment inconsistent
with adopted plans either in terms of overall antarriocation.

Discussion

Xlll. a) PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions d&ciéd facilities during the
cleaning and degassing of storage tanks and pgelifhe proposed project is not anticipated to
generate any significant effects, either diredndirect, on the district's population or populatio
distribution as no additional workers are anticgalato be required to comply with the proposed
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amendments. Human population within the jurisdictof the SCAQMD is anticipated to grow
regardless of implementing PAR 1149. It is expé¢hat any construction activities at affected
facilities would use construction workers from tbeal labor pool in southern California. As
such, PAR 1149 will not result in changes in popafadensities or induce significant growth in
population.

XIll. b) & ¢) Because the proposed project affects storage dadkpipeline cleaning and
degassing at existing industrial facilities, PARAQ21is not expected to result in the creation of
any industry that would affect population growtiredtly or indirectly, induce the construction
of single- or multiple-family units, or require thiesplacement of people elsewhere.

Based upon these considerations, significant ptipaland housing impacts are not expected
from the implementation of PAR 1149 and are nothierr evaluated in this42ft-Final EA.
Since no significant population and housing impaatse identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

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

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

OooooOonO
OooooOonO
NNRNNFN

Significance Criteria

Impacts on public services will be considered digant if the project results in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the poovisof new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the need for new or pbglly altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant eommental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response time or o#rfonpnance objectives.
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Discussion

XIV. a) & b) The control of VOCs from the cleaning and degassf storage tanks and
pipelines is not expected to change or increasectila@ces for fires or explosions requiring a
response from local fire departments. As showthéSection VIl - Hazards and Hazardous
Material section of this-&#t-Final EA, the use of portable ICEs and thermal oxidizeraot
expected to generate significant explosion or liimgard impacts. PAR 1149 is not expected to
have any adverse effects on local police deparsentthe following reasons. Police would be
required to respond to accidental releases of Hamarmaterials during transport. Since hazards
impacts from implementing PAR 1149 were concludedo¢ less than significant, potential
impacts to local police departments are also expeict be less than significant.

XIV.c) & d) As indicated in discussion under item Xlll. Pagidn and Housing, implementing
PAR 1149 would not induce population growth or digpon during either construction or
operation. Therefore, with no increase in locabylation anticipated, additional demand for
new or expanded schools or parks is not anticipafexsia result, no significant adverse impacts
are expected to local schools or parks.

XIV. e) PAR 1149 is not expected to require the incrdasegovernment services. The

proposal would not result in the need for new oysitally altered government facilities in order

to maintain acceptable service ratios, responsestirar other performance objectives. There
will be no increase in population and, as a resf@limplementing; therefore, no need for

physically altered government facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant pudgigices impacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1149 and are not further eatdd in thisBaft-Final EA. Since no
significant public services impacts were identifiegb mitigation measures are necessary or
required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
XV. RECREATION.
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [ O %}
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational faciliteas O O %}

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

Impacts to recreation will be considered significé&n

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

- The project adversely affects existing recreatiapglortunities.

Discussion

XV.a) & b) As discussed under “Land Use and Planning” abthwese are no provisions in the
PAR 1149 that would affect land use plans, policxesegulations. Land use and other planning
considerations are determined by local governmantsno land use or planning requirements
will be altered by the changes proposed in PAR 11 proposed project would not increase
the demand for or use of existing neighborhoodragdnal parks or other recreational facilities
or require the construction of new or expansioma$ting recreational facilities that might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment [sscauwill not directly or indirectly increase
or redistribute population.

Based upon these considerations, significant r&oreampacts are not expected from the
implementation of PAR 1149 and are not further eatdd in this—IBaft-Final EA. Since no
significant recreation impacts were identified, mitigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

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

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

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

Significance Criteria

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

following occurs:

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

XVI. aand b) PAR 1149 would require one owner/operator to siotte support legs for 14

drain dry breakout tanks. Paint removed from tingpsrt legs that are cut would need disposal.
However, the amount of paint removed from wheresiingport legs would be cut is expected to
be minor. Since the support legs are metal, éx@ected that the cut portions of the legs would
be recycled. Therefore, construction is expectedygnerate only minor waste from paint
removed from where the support legs are cut, amsl waste is expected to be less than

significant.

PAR 1149 would only affect VOCs frotrquids stored in pipelines or storage tanks. d¢bd
wastes are expected directly from PAR 1149 operaliactivities. The remaining liquids and
sludge in a tank that is removed during cleaningdj d@egassing is not collected and disposed of
as a result of PAR 1149, but is a part of the ctepprocess. The liquid and sludge would be
collected as part of the cleaning and degassingegso associated with operations and
maintenance of storage tanks and pipelines. Towereho hazardous wastes are expected to be
generated by PAR 1149 itself.

Based on discussions with owners/operators, PARO Mduld increase the use of carbon
adsorption. Owners/operators of tank farms or genthat represent them may need to replace
carbon more often in existing systems used to dsigaage tanks and would be used for smaller
storage tanks that would be captured by PAR 11A8is may require either additional carbon
beds or new carbon beds for adsorption. Degadsimg would increase for some existing
storage tanks and new storage tanks would need te@assed. Pipeline owners/operators have
stated that carbon adsorption is likely to be usedontrol VOCs during degassing operations.
This would add new carbon beds for adsorption.

Carbon from adsorption units is recharged by ves\dout after a period of time the carbon can
no Ionger be reactlvated and is disposed of |nflbmd8ased—en—d|seu55|ens—wth—vendeps—PAR
g 3 arben.In the Draft EA, it was
assumed that 15 2 tons of additional actlvatedaraniner year would be needed. However,
owner/operators have stated that additional camdmsorption would be required during the
removal of the sludge from crude storage tanks dmply with PAR 1149. Based on
conversations with vendors an additional 36,300hdsy18.2 tons) of activated carbon would be
required. Therefore, the total carbon requiredyear would be approximately 33.4 tons (15.2 +

18.2).

There are 48 Class Il/Class Il landfills withinett SCAQMD'’s jurisdiction. The total daily
permitted disposal capacity of district landfilissapproximately 93,979 tons per dajf all 15-2
33.4tons of carbon waste generated each year weresgidpaf on the same day, the carbon
waste would represent-0-00016:036 percent of the total district permitted disposapacity.
Solid waste that is-0-86001@7036 percent of the total daily permitted landfill disal capacity
for landfills in the district is well within the gposal capacity of district landfills. Therefotiee
proposed project is less than significant for hdaas waste and accidental release.

" SCAQMD. 2007. Final Program Environmental Imp@eport for the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan.
(SCH. N0.2006111064).
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Existing carbon vendors are expected to currerdipmy with federal, state and local statues

and regulations related to solid and hazardousewvaBtAR 1149 is not expected to alter the

disposal of activated carbon or any other solithazardous waste. Therefore, carbon vendors
are expected to comply with federal, state andlIstzues and regulations related to solid and
hazardous waste under PAR 1149.

Based on these considerations, PAR 1149 is notceegh¢o significantly increase the volume of
solid or hazardous wastes disposed at existingeipatior hazardous waste disposal facilities or
require additional waste disposal capacity. Furtimplementing PAR 1149 is not expected to
interfere with any affected facility’s ability toomply with applicable local, state, or federal
waste disposal regulations. Since no solid/hazerdeaste impacts were identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary or required.

Potentially Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant

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

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

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

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchgdi L L %}
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 [ [ M
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access or? O O

f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? O O
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

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

Significance Criteria

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

apply:

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

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

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

- There is an increase in traffic that is substamtiaélation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system.

- The demand for parking facilities is substantialigreased.

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

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

- The need for more than 350 employees

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

- Increase customer traffic by more than 700 visttsday.

Discussion

XVIl. a) & b) PAR 1149 would further reduce VOC emissions a¢céd facilities during the
cleaning and degassing of storage tanks and pgselin

SCAQMD estimates that two diesel-fueled truck rotmws per day would be required for
construction operations. One owner/operator waiddd to cut support legs for 14 drain dry
breakout tanks; however, construction would bericetl to one drain dry breakout tank at a
time to prevent disruption of operations.

SCAQMD estimates that during operatiagix sevendiesel-fueled vehicle round trips (for
existing storage tanks — an additional truck tdpdarbon adsorptiorior existing crudestorage
tanks_that would be captured by PAR 1148vacuum-truek a truck for the portable ICE or
thermal oxidizer, and a truck for propane; for fifpes — a-vaeuum-trucla truck for the carbon
adsorption unit-truck-for-the-carboper affected facility. Only the trucks carryitige portable
ICE or thermal oxidizer, carbon adsorption unitboen and propane would be considered part of
the project. Vacuum trucks would be required wieetbr not PAR 1149 is approved. The
maximum daily number of tanks that have been deghass the past is ten. SCAQMD staff
expects that as a worst-case one new abovegrooragsttank and two 10-mile sections of
pipeline might be degassed or cleaned per peak day.
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Therefore,—sixnine additional trucks trips (two from construction aseven from operation)
might be added by PAR 1149 on a worst-case daywener, it is not expected that the affected
facilities would be adjacent so in any given araly awo additional truck trips are expected to
be added to any area by PAR 1149. The additiotwofdiesel truck trips at three additional
non-adjacent facilities is not expect to signifitaradversely affect circulation patterns on local
roadways or the level of service at intersectiosar raffected facilities.

XVII. ¢) The activities associated with PAR 1149 are npeeted to involve equipment (diesel
trucks, ICEs and thermal oxidizers) that extendsstantially above the height of storage tanks
or nearby structures. Therefore, PAR 1149 will aid¢ct in any way air traffic in the region to
any appreciable extent.

XVIIl. d) Since PAR 1149 affects the degassing and clearfitgnks or pipelines, no offsite
modifications to roadways are anticipated for thheppsed project that would result in an
additional design hazard or incompatible uses.

XVIl. e) Since PAR 1149 affects the degassing and cleasfitgnks or pipelines, no changes
are expected to emergency access at or in theityiahthe affected facilities. The proposed
project is not expected to adversely impact emergeccess because does not add a substantial
amount of equipment and emergency access to sttaage and pipelines are required by other
federal, state and local regulations.

XVII. f) Since PAR 1149 affects the degassing and cleasfingnks or pipelines, no changes
are expected to the parking capacity at or in ibmity of the affected facilities. PAR 1149 is
not expected to require additional workers, so tamlthl parking capacity will not be required.
Therefore, the project is not expected to advensapact on- or off-site parking capacity.

XVII. g) Since PAR 1149 affects the degassing and cleanoinganks or pipelines, the
implementation of PAR 1149 would not result in dmt$ with alternative transportation, such as
bus turnouts, bicycle racks, et cetera.

Based upon these considerations, PAR 1149 is no¢ctad to generate significant adverse
transportation/traffic impacts and, therefore, tbisic will not be considered further in thisd
Einal EA. Since no significant transportation/traffimpacts were identified, no mitigation
measures are necessary or required.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

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

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

or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

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

c) Does the project have environmental effects that ™4 %} [
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Discussion

XVIIl. a) As discussed in the “Biological Resources” settiBAR 1149 is not expected to
significantly adversely affect plant or animal spscor the habitat on which they rely because
PAR 1149 is expected to affect equipment or prasedscated at existing residential or
commercial facilities, which are typically areasttihave already been greatly disturbed and that
currently do not support such habitats. PAR 1148ld/require construction to cut roof support
legs from 14 drain dry breakout tanks to one faamght. The construction would occur within
the drain dry breakout tanks at existing industiaailities so no biological adverse impacts are

expected.

Additionally, PAR 1149 does not require or indu@nstruction of any new land use projects
that could affect biological resources. Constarciof new land use projects would be done for
reasons unrelated to PAR 1149.

XVIII. b) Because PAR 1149 does not generate project-8peciferse impacts from—ether
any environmental topicsbesides—air—gualty cumulative impacts are not consider to be
"cumulatively considerable” as defined by CEQA @lildes §15065(a)(3)foany—air—apality
topic—besides—air—qguality For example, the environmental topics checked Ihpact’ (e.g.,
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aesthetics, agriculture resources, biological rnes®y cultural resources, geology and soils,
hydrology and water quality, land use and plannmaperal resources, population and housing,
public services, recreation, and transportation taaffic) would not be expected to make any
contribution to potential cumulative impacts whatger. For the environmental topic checked
‘Less than Significant Impact’ (e.g., air qualignergy, hazards and hazardous material, noise
and solid/hazardous waste), the analysis indicttatl project impacts would not exceed any
project-specific significance thresholds. Thisdasion is based on the fact that the analyses for
each of these environmental areas concluded thahtnemental effects of the proposed project
would be minor and, therefore, not considered tolbwulatively considerable. Also, in the case
of air quality impacts, the net effect of implemagtthe proposed project with other proposed
rules and regulations, and AQMP control measureanisoverall reduction in district-wide
emissions contributing to the attainment of statd aational ambient air quality standards.
Therefore, it is concluded that PAR 1149 has noemttdl for significant cumulative or
cumulatively considerable impacts in any environtakareas.

XVIII. ¢c) Based on the foregoing analyses, PAR 1§ is not expected toause significant

adverse effects on human beings—Sighificadverse—ar—gquality—mpacts—from—the
implementation—ofPAR- 1149 will be—evaluated—in—theraft EA- Based on the preceding

analyses, no significant adverse impacts to aestheagriculture resources, air quality,

biological resources, cultural resources, ener@glagy and soils, hazards and hazardous
materials, hydrology and water quality, land use afanning, mineral resources, noise,

population and housing, public services, recreasoiid/hazardous waste and transportation and
traffic are expected as a result of the implemertaif PAR 1149.

As discussed in items | through XVIII above, themrsed project is not expected to cause
significant adverse environmental effects.
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In order to save space and avoid repetition, pleafsz to the latest version of the PAR 1149
located elsewhere in the final rule package. Th& BA49 (PAR April 4, 2008) version of the
proposed amended rule circulated with the DraftrEleased on March 11, 2008 for a 30-day
public review and comment period ending April 908Chas been updated but, as noted in the
preface, the changes do not require the EA to diectdated.

Original hard copies of the Draft EA, which incluB&R 1149 (PAR April 4, 2008) version of
the proposed amended rule circulated with the EAftcan be obtained through the SCAQMD
Public Information Center at the Diamond Bar heaultars or by calling (909) 396-2039.
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Table C-1
PAR 1149 Increase in Degassing Hours
Hours to Degas| Hours to Degas Holl?rcsri??)ef as

Source Capacity Content Under Rule under PAR 9

1149 1149 under PAR

1149
Existing 4,380,000 Gasoline 6.7 18.8 12.1
Existing 3,360,000 Gasoline 5.2 14.6 9.4
Existing 19,446,000 Crude 16.9 47.3 30.4
Existing 1,596,000 Crude 1.4 3.9 2.5
Existing 18,900,000 Crude 16.4 45.9 29.5
New AST 3,206,000 Xylene N/A 7 7
New Pipeline 155,016 gasoline N/A 6.2 6.2
New Pipeline 155,016 crude N/A 3.4 3.4
Total hourly increase: 100.5
Worst Day Increased Propane Usage (@8.8 gal/hour)884 gal/hour
Table C-2
PAR 1149 Emission Factors

Description VOC Methane NOXx SOx CO PM PM2.5
LPG for ICE 1.8 0 35 0.35 25 5.0 5.0
LPG for TO 0.26 0.28 13 4.6 3.2 0.28 0.28

PM2.5 is 99.8 percent of PM10 for internal combarstof gaseous fuels in the CEIDARS Database
PM2.5 is 100 percent of PM10 for external combustibgaseous fuels in the CEIDARS Database
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Table C-3
PAR 1149 Emissions from Degassing Operations
Emission Increase (Ib/day) VOC Methane NOXx SOx CcoO \7] PM2.5
at 100% ICE use 1.6 0 31 0.31 22 4.4 4.4
at 100% TO use 0.23 0.25 11 4.1 2.8 0.25 0.2
at 69.2/30.8 T.O./ICE use 0.65 0.17 17 2.9 8.8 1.5 51
Emissions, Ib/day = (Use, gal/day)/(1,000 gal) x BBFL,000 gal
Table C-4
PAR 1149 Emissions from Diesel Truck Emissions

Addition Tank Trips

Description No of Annual

P Tanks Trips

New Tanks 470 94
Annual trips, trip/year = No of Tanks/10 years
Daily trips, trip/day = 2 trucks x (annual tripspfyear)/(365 day/year)
Pipeline Trips

Description Miles Annual

Trips

Pipeline 800 320
Annual trips, trip/year = Miles/5 mile/segment
Daily trips, trip/day =2 trucks x (annual tripsipiiyear)/(365 day/year)
EMFAC2007 Emission Factors

. CO NOx VOC SOx CO2 PM10
Description ; : ' : ’ '

P Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Heavy-Duty Truck 0.0055 0.0356 0.0012 4.57E-0% 4.22 0.0006
EMFAC2007, SCAQMD district
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Mobile Emissions

Deseription Frips: | Fips; WaYs | day | tblday | tbiday | tbiday | tonshy | Ibiday | Mblday

Heawy-Duty Fruek 414 6 40

Annual Daily One-
Description Trips, Trips, Way, CO, NOx, | VOC, | SOx, CO2, | PM10,| PM2.5,
trip/year | trip/day | mile/trip | |b/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | Ib/day | tonslyr | Ib/day | Ib/day
7 40 3.09 20.0 | 0.69 | 0.0256 70 0.361 | 0.332

Heavy-Duty Truck 414 ! 40
Emissions, Ib/day = daily trips, trips/day x oneywaile/trip x EF, Ib/mile x 2 one-way trips
Emissions, ton/year = annual trips, trips/year &-aray, mile/trip x EF, Ib/mile x 2 one-way trips
PM2.5 is 92 percent of PM10 for on-road diesel costion in the CEIDARS Database

Table C-5
Summary of PAR 1149 Operational Emissions

- Cco NOXx VOC SOx PM10 PM2.5
Description == — AASASH 2VX,
LESClpion lb/da lb/da Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Control Technology 8.8 17 0.65 2.9 15 15
Mobile Source 3.1 20 0.69 0.026 0.36 0.33
Total 12 37 13 2.9 19 19

B-3 April 2008
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Table C-6

PAR 1149 Daily Construction Emissions

Construction Activity

Construction Schedule

Equipment Type® No. of Equipment hr/day Crew Size
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 1 3
Generator Sets 1 4
Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors

CO NOXx PM10 VOC SOx CO2
Equipment Type° Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.406 0.775 0.120 0.060 .0010 66.806
Generator Sets 0.346 0.698 0.107 0.043 0.001 60.993
Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Emission Facts

CO NOXx PM10 VOC SOx COo2

Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Heavy-Duty Truck 0.01361368 0.04458017 0.00215635 0.00351579 0.00004136 4.210671446
On-Site Number of Trips and Trip Length
Vehicle No. of One-Way One-Way Trip Length
Trips/Day (miles)

Haul Trucks 2 40
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Table C-6 (Continued)

PAR 1149 Daily Construction Emissions

Incremental Increase in Onsite Idling Emissions fron Onroad Mobile Vehicles

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

CcoO NOx PM10 VOC SOx CO2
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.41 0.77 0.12 0.06 0.001 67
Generator Sets 1.38 2.79 0.43 0.17 0.003 244
Total 1.79 3.57 0.55 0.23 0.004 311
Incremental Increase in Onsite Combustion Emissionfom Onroad Mobile Vehicles
Equation: Emission Factor (Ib/mile) x No. of One-Way Tripaly x 2 x Trip length (mile) = Mobile Emissioib/day)

CcoO NOx PM10 VOC SOx CO2
Vehicle Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
Flatbed Trucks 2.178 7.133 0.3450 0.563 0.007 674
Total 2.18 7.13 0.345 0.563 0.007 674
Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Constriction Activities

CcoO NOx PM10 VOC SOx CO2
Sources Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day Ib/day
On-Site Emissions 4.0 10.7 0.9 0.8 0.01 984
Regional Significance Threshold 550 55 150 75 150
Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO N/A
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Table C-6 (Concluded)
PAR 1149 Daily Construction Emissions

Combustion and Fugitive Summary

Combustion (Offroad)
Combustion (Onroad)

Fugitive

Total

Regional Significance Threshold
Exceed Significance?

PM2.5 Fractiofi

0.92
0.96
0.21

PM2.5
Ib/day
0.5
0.333

0.84
55
NO

Notes:
a) SCAQMD, estimated

Cc)CARB, Offroad http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbadibdad/offroadEF07_25.xls
d) CARB, EMFAC2007 http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handboaroad/onroadEFHHDTO7_26.xls
e) ARB's CEIDARS database PM2.5 fractions - corsimn dust category for fugitive and diesel vehieldnaust category for combustion.

Table C-5
Summary of PAR 1149 Criteria Emissions
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Table 8

GHG Emissions from Oxyacetylene

CoH, Usage, Density, Conversion, C,H, Mol Weight, CoH, Usage,
cft/day Ib/ft3 a/lb g/mol mol/day
70 0.0686 453.59 26.04 84
Usage, mol/day = (usage, cft/day x density, I¥ft®nversion, g/lb)/(molecular weight, g/mol)
CoH, Usage, CO2, CO2 Mol Weight, Conversion, COo2,
mol/day mol/da a/mol a/lb Ib/day
84 167 44 453.59 16

2C,H, + 50, — 4CO, + 2H,0, therefore two moles of G@re generated from everyglC mole.
CO,, Ib/day = CQ, mole/day x MW, g/mol x conversion, g/lb

LOZ, Cutting/ Welding Days Number of Tanks Construction Period L0z,

Ib/day Ib/year

16 4 14 4 227
CO2, Ib/project = CO2, Ib/day x cutting/welding daynumber of tanks
Table C-%5
Summary of PAR 1149 GHG Emissions

Deserption ton/yr metric ton/yr
Control Technology 1,217 1,198
Mebile-Seurce 0 69
Total 1,287 1267
PAR 1149 B-7
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Table C-9%5-(Continued)
Summary of PAR 1149 GHG Emissions
Description O, o, . o,
Ib/year ton/year metric ton/year

Construction - Mobile and Constructfon 13,783 6.9 6.3
Construction Oxyacetylefie 227 0.11 0.10
Operational — Degassihg 2,710,521 1,355 1,229
Operational - Mobile 139,833 70 63
Total CO2 emissions 2,864,364 1,432 1,299

a) Based on four days of cutting and welding asmstruction over four years.

b) Control Technology Annual CO2 from Table 7 H4a®ed Increase in Criteria Pollutants and Greenbi@es Emissions in the Draft Staff Report for PeggbAmended Rule
1149 - Storage Tank and Pipeline Cleaning and Baggd-ebruary 2008.

Table C-%
Acute Health Risk from ICE
4 Stroke- 4 Stroke-Rich .
Code | Pollutant CAS NO. Usage, | RichBurn Burn Acute REL, ([ﬁé?rﬂéy e
1,000 gal/hr EF, Qhr, (ng/m3) fib/hr]) HI
Ib/1,000 gal Ib/hr
2 Benzene 71432 0.0176 0.143 0.0025168 2800( 2000 .0000798
4 1,3-Butadiene 106990 0.0176 0.06 0.001056 0 2000
6 Carbon Tetrachloride 56235 0.0176 0.0016 2.816E-0 1900 2000 2.964E-05
9 Ethylene Dibromide 106934 0.0176 0.00193 3.398E-0 0 2000
10 1,2-Dichloroethane 107062 0.0176 0.00107 1. 795E- 0 2000
12 Formaldehyde 50000 0.0176 1.86 0.032736 94 2000 0.6965106
16 Methylene Chloride 75092 0.0176 0.00373 6.565E-0 68000 2000 1.931E-06
19 2-Methylnaphthalene 91576 0.0176 0 0 0 2000
19 Acenaphthene 83329 0.0176 0 0 0 2000
19 Acenaphthylene 208968 0.0176 0 0 22000 2000 0
19 Anthracene 120127 0.0176 0 0 22000 2000 0
19 Benz(a)anthracene 56553 0.0176 0 0 0 2000
19 Benzo(a)pyrene 50328 0.0176 0 0 0 2000
19 Benzo(b)fluoranthene 205992 0.0176 0 0 22000 0200 0
19 Benzo(e)pyrene 192972 0.0176 0 0 22000 2000 0
PAR 1149 B-8
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Table C-9%-(Continued)

Acute Health Risk from ICE

4 Stroke- 4 Stroke-Rich .

Code | Pollutant CAS NO Usage, | Rich Burn Burn Acute REL, ([ﬁé?rﬂéy ’ Stg)llfr; Rien

' 1,000 gal/hr EF, Qhr, (ng/m3) fib/hr]) HI

Ib/1,000 gal Ib/hr

19 Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 191242 0.0176 0 0 22000 0200 0
19 Benzo(k)fluoranthene 207089 0.0176 0 0 22000 0200 0
19 Chrysene 218019 0.0176 0 0 22000 2000 0
19 Fluoranthene 206440 0.0176 0 0 22000 2000 0
19 Fluorene 86737 0.0176 0 0 0 2000
19 Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 193395 0.0176 0 0 2200( 2000 0
19 Naphthalene 91203 0.0176 0.00879 0.000154 0 0 200
19 Perylene 198550 0.0176 0 0 22000 2000 0
19 Phenanthrene 85018 0.0176 0 0 0 2000
19 Pyrene 129000 0.0176 0 0 22000 2000 0
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Table C-9% (Concluded)
Acute Health Risk from ICE

u R Shtrgke_ h Acute REL X/Qhr

sage, ich Burn r, cute ,

Code | Pollutant CASNO. |, goo 3a| e R 21 aom3) ([[ﬁ)%r:];,]/ HI

Ib/1,000 gal

21 Vinyl Chloride 75014 0.0176 0.00065 1.144E-05 (0](; ¢ 2000 3.365E-07

24 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 79345 0.017¢ 0.00229 .03H05 0 2000

25 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 79005 0.0176 0.0013¢ E429 0 2000

26 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 95636 0.0176 0 0 0 2000

27 1,2-Dichloropropane 78875 0.0176 0.00118 2.00%E- 68000 2000 6.108E-07

28 1,3-Dichloropropene 542756 0.0176 0.00115 2.08E 22000 2000 1.84E-06

29 Acetaldehyde 75070 0.0176 0.252 0.0044352 68000 2000 0.0001304

30 Acrolein 107028 0.0176 0.238 0.0041888 0 2000

32 Ammonia 7664417 0.0176 0.3 0.00528 22000 2000 00028

35 Chloroform 67663 0.0176 0.00124 2.182E-05 28000 2000 1.559E-06

40 Ethylbenzene 100414 0.0176 0.00224 3.942E-05% 0 0002

44 n-Hexane 110543 0.0176 0 0 22000 2000 0

51 Methanol 67561 0.0176 0.277 0.0048752 28000 2000 0.0003482

66 Styrene 100425 0.0176 0.00108 1.901E-05 0 2000

68 Toluene 108883 0.0176 0.0505 0.0008888 2200( 0 200 0.0000808

70 Xylene 1330207 0.0176 0.0176 0.0003098 22000 0200 2.816E-05
0.697794

Assumes two engines are used

Usage, 1,000 gal/hr = (8.8 gal/hr * 2 engines)/@,00

4 Stroke-Rich Burn EF, 1b/1,000 gal from Annual Bsidons Reporting Program

Qhr, Ib/hr = usage, 1,000 gal/hr x 4 Stroke-RichmrBHF, 1b/1,000 gal
X/Qhr, ([ug/m3]/ [Ib/hr]) from Table 6 of the Risk Assessmémnbcedures for Rules 1401 and 212, statk to 24 foot and receptors within 25 meters ofseu

4 Stroke-Rich Burn HI = (Qhr, Ib/hr)/X/Qhr,,§/m3]/ [Ib/hr])
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Table C-107 {
Acute Health Risk from Afterburners
EF <10 10-100 Usage, Acute X/Qhr
Code POLLUTANT CAS | MMBTU/HR | MMBTU/HR 1,030 Qhr, REL, ([ug(/?m3]/ HI
NO. EF, EF, Ib/hr
Ib/1,000 gal | 1b/1,000 gal | 920" (ng/m3) | - [lo/hr])
2 Benzene 71432 0.00071 0.00051 0.0176  0.000012428000 2000 8.92571E-07
12 Formaldehyde 50000 0.00151 0.00109 0.0176  OZBEXB 94 2000 0.000565447
19 PAHSs (excluding Naphthalene) 1151 0.00001 0.0000, 0.0176 | 0.00000017p 0 2000
19 Naphthalene 91203 0.00003 0.00003 0.0176  0.QEEH) 0 2000
29 Acetaldehyde 75070 0.00038 0.00028 0.0176 OMEEEB| 68000 2000 1.96706E-07
30 Acrolein 107028 0.00024 0.00024 0.0176  0.00020842 0 2000
32 Ammonia 7664417 0.3 0.3 0.0176 0.00528 22000 0200 0.00048
40 Ethyl benzene 100414 0.00084 0.00061 0.0176 00DV84 0 2000
44 Hexane 110543 0.00056 0.00041 0.0176  0.000009838000 2000 0.000000896
68 Toluene 108883 0.00325 0.00235 0.0176 0.0000%722000 2000 0.0000052
70 Xylene 1330207 0.00241 0.00175 0.0176  0.000082422000 2000 0.000003856

0.001056488
Assumes two afterburners are used

Usage, 1,000 gal/hr = (8.8 gal/hr * 2 engines)/@,00
EF <10 MMBTU/HR EF, Ib/1,000 gal from Annual Emisss Reporting Program
Qhr,Ib/hr = Usage, 1,000 gal/hr x EF <10 MMBTU/HR,Hb/1,000 gal

X/Qhr, ([ug/m3]/ [Ib/hr]) from Table 6 of the Risk Assessmémnbcedures for Rules 1401 and 212, statk to 24 foot and receptors within 25 meters ofseu
HI = (Qhr, Ib/hr)/X/Qhr, (Lg/m3]/ [Ib/hr])
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Fosulde 2ans Fazaz Tla-poi-g3us UL & aTL PLEG. Fed Az/EZ

Bﬁ“‘;m s Threcter

omes Sreet

COUNTY OF ORANGE e A 5
PG T, 4148

RESOURCES & DEVILOPMENT MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT P 4 21034043

Telephones (717} B34 2300
Far (714} 8H-51E8

NCL 08-024

Aoril §, 2008

Mr. James Koizumi

South Coast Air Qualily Managasment District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 817654182

BUBJECT: Braft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1148 —
Storage Tank ard Pipeline Claaning and Degassing

Dear Mr. Koizumi:

[ The above mentioned item is a Notice of Completion of a Draft Environmental
Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1149 — Storage Tank and Pipeline Cleaning
and Degassing located in the four-county South Coast Air Basin {Orange County and
tha non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bemardino counties) and
gTe Riverside County portions of the Salton S2a Air Basin and the Mojave Desert Air
1_1 S50,

The County of :;Jra?ﬁge hae reviowad the Draft Environmerital Assessment and has o
comments at this lime. Howsaver, we would |ike to be advised of any further
developments.

L—  If you have any guestions, please cortact Mary Ann Jones at (714) 8345387

/s -
onald L. Tippmﬂe{?

Current and Erwvironmental Planning

PAR 1149 C-1 April 2008



Final Environmental Assessment: Appendix C

Responses to Comment Letter #1
County of Orange
April 9, 2008

Response 1-1
SCAQMD staff understands that the County of Orahge no comments on the Draft EA.

SCAQMD staff thanks the County of Orange for theterest in PAR 1149. The proposal will
be presented to the SCAQMD Governing Board at thg B] 2008 meeting.
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