SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Draft Staff Report
Proposed Rule 1118.1 — Control of Emissions from Non-Refinery Flares

December 2018

Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources
Philip M. Fine, Ph.D.

Assistant Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources

Susan Nakamura

Planning and Rules Manager
Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources

Michael Krause

Author:

Contributors:
John Anderson

Jason Aspell
Alfonzo Baez
Jack Cheng

Marian Coleman
Shah Dabirian
Amir Dejbakhsh

Luke Eisenhardt
Scott Epstein
Heather Farr
Michael Garibay
Garrett Kakishita

Eugene Kang
Andrew Lee

Tom Lee
Daniel Luong

Reviewed by:

Steve Tsumura — Air Quality Specialist

Air Quality Analysis &
Compliance Supervisor

Senior Enforcement Manager

Program Supervisor

Air Quality Analysis &
Compliance Supervisor
Deputy Executive Officer
Program Supervisor
Assistant Deputy Executive
Officer

Air Quality Specialist
Program Supervisor
Program Supervisor
Supervising Air Quality
Engineer

Supervising Air Quality
Inspector

Program Supervisor

Senior Air Quality Engineering

Manager
Senior Air Quality Engineer

Senior Air Quality Engineering

Manager

Terrence Mann
Ed Muehlbacher

Barbara Radlein
Rezvan Ramezani

Rafael Reynosa
Dipankar Sarkar
Angela Shibata
Nicole Silva
Areio Soltani

Paul Stroik
Diana Thai
Laki Tisopulos
Thomas Truppi
Charles Tupac

Maria Vibal
Michael Wickson
William Wong

Assistant Deputy Executive
Officer

Senior Air Quality Engineering

Manager

Program Supervisor
Systems Programming
Supervisor

Senior Enforcement Manager
Program Supervisor

Senior Air Quality Engineer
Air Quality Specialist
Supervising Air Quality
Inspector

Air Quality Specialist

Air Quality Specialist
Deputy Executive Officer
Air Quality Engineer |
Supervising Air Quality
Engineer

Air Quality Engineer |1
Senior Air Quality Engineer
Principal Deputy District
Counsel

Karin Manwaring — Senior Deputy District Counsel




SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
GOVERNING BOARD

Chairman: DR. WILLIAM A. BURKE
Speaker of the Assembly Appointee
Vice Chairman: DR. CLARK E. PARKER, SR.
Senate Rules Committee Appointee
MEMBERS:
BEN BENOIT

Mayor, Wildomar
Cities of Riverside County

JOE BUSCAINO
Council Member, 15" District
City of Los Angeles Representative

MICHAEL A. CACCIOTTI
Council Member, South Pasadena
Cities of Los Angeles County/Eastern Region

JOSEPH K. LYQOU, Ph. D.
Governor’s Appointee

LARRY MCCALLON
Mayor, Highland
Cities of San Bernardino County

JUDITH MITCHELL
Mayor Pro Tem, Rolling Hills Estates
Cities of Los Angeles County/Western Region

SHAWN NELSON
Supervisor, Fourth District
County of Orange

V. MANUEL PEREZ
Supervisor, Fourth District
County of Riverside

DWIGHT ROBINSON
Council Member, Lake Forest
Cities of Orange County

JANICE RUTHERFORD
Supervisor, Second District
County of San Bernardino

HILDA L. SOLIS
Supervisor, First District
County of Los Angeles

EXECUTIVE OFFICER:
WAYNE NASTRI




TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt sttt sttt sne e beansenneennas 1
CHAPTER L. et b e bbbkttt e ettt b e bttt e neeneas 1-1
INTRODUGCTION. ...ttt sttt teesaese et e e e bessesbestesteaseeneeneeneeneas 1-1
BACKGROUND ..ottt ettt sttt et bbb bbb s e e e 1-2
RULE DEVELOPMENT ..t ttttetittt ettt ettt ettt ettt etk ekt e ast e e skt e sk e e s bs e e e e e e e e e e anbn e e e nnneeanneas 1-3
CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR INDUSTRIES SUBJECT TOPR1118.1 .....ccecvvviviivineen, 1-4
6= 100 | 111 OO URRTPR 1-4
Wastewater treatment plants and digeSter gas .........ccevveveriereeiieiiese e se e 1-5

Ol @Nd gAS EXEFACTION. ......ccueiiiiie ettt e s sbe e e sreesbeereesreenee e 1-5
Organic Liquid Handling and Other FIaring ..........ccccovvveiiiieiieesecc e sie e 1-6
Market Based INCENTIVES .........oiieieiie ettt sre e anes 1-7
BENEFICIAL USE OPPORTUNITIES ...vouvititestestesteeseaseaseeseestestesiestessessesssesessssssessessessessessessessennens 1-7
PUBLIC PROCESS ...ttt sttt nte s et eteanaesneenteeneesneenseans 1-11
CHAPTER 2.ttt b bbbtk s st e st e bbb e e be st e et e e neeneeneas 2-1
BARCT ASSESSIMENT ....oiiiiiieiieie ettt st te et e te s e sneenaeaneesneenseeneensens 2-1
ASSESSMENT OF SCAQMD REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS ....oviitiitiniieriesieiesiesiestesiesiessesseenens 2-3
OTHER REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS ......ciiiiiiiiiiiisin it 2-4
ASSESSMENT OF POLLUTION CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES ....cvviviviiisiesieeseesiesiesiesiesiesiessessessennens 2-4
Flare TECNNOIOGY ......oovoiiiiiieieee e 2-5
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS. ...ttitietieiesiestestesiestesseeseeeestessessessessessessesseessessessessessessessessenns 2-7
BARCT EMISSION LIMIT RECOMMENDATION .....ceitieititaiiesieeaieesiteessesssseessesssseessessssesssnesseeses 2-9
CHAPTER 3. ettt b e bbbt bt e Rt e st e st e tenbesbeebeabeeneeneeneeneas 3-1
PROPOSED RULE 1118, 1ottt ettt ae e s naeaneesneenseaneennens 3-1
PURPOSE (SUBDIVISION (A)) 1utteutiitieiteetesteesteetesteesteeste e e staeseestaesteessessaestaensesssesseaseesneesseensennns 3-1
APPLICABILITY (SUBDIVISION (B)).uveutetertestesiesiieieeseeieste st st ste i sseeseesse e ssesne st s s e aneenens 3-1
DEFINITIONS (SUBDIVISION (C)) teeuveetieitieiteeiesttesteeieseestaestesssestaestesssessaesseassessaesseaseessessssensesses 3-1
FLARE DEFINITION (PARAGRAPH (C)(10)) ...vetttieiieiieieie ittt 3-2
REQUIREMENTS (SUBDIVISION (D)) .vveivteteerieireeiteesieaeesteessesssesseessesssessaessesssessesssesssessesssssnsesses 3-3
EXTENSION PROVISION (SUBDIVISION (E))...cttitieieiuiaieienieniesiesiesiesesseeseeseesse s s sbessesseenesnnenes 3-9
SOURCE TESTS (SUBDIVISION (F))..vteiuteteiteeiteeiesieiteesseaseesseessesssesssessesssessaessesssessssssssssessesssenns 3-9
MONITORING, RECORDKEEPING, AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS (SUBDIVISION (G)) ............ 3-9
EXEMPTIONS (SUBDIVISION (H)) 1vviivieieeiieitieite e st e ste et ste e sre e reesteenaesnaesne e snaenneans 3-10
POTENTIALLY IMPACTED FACILITIES ....oooioe e 3-11
EMISSION INVENTORY AND EMISSION REDUCTIONS.......cccocoiiiiiiieceeeeeie s 3-17
INCREMENTAL COST-EFFECTIVENESS ..ot 3-19
PRODUGCED GAS ...ttt ettt ettt ekttt b e e ab e e ke e e bt e nbe e anb e e beeenneenneeennis 3-19
LLANDRFILLS ..ttt ettt etttk s e e e sttt e hb et e bt e e bt e e ekt e e et e e e e et e e nnne e e nnnes 3-19
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS AND DIGESTERS......ccitieiiiiiiieniiesiee st e e 3-20

Proposed Rule 1118.1 i December 2018



CHAPTER 4 ..ot 4-1

RULE ADOPTION RELATIVE TO COST-EFFECTIVENESS ... 4-1
SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT ..ottt 4-1
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT ..t 4-1
DRAFT FINDINGS UNDER CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION
N TR 4-2
REQUIREMENTS TO MAKE FINDINGS.......ccctttieiiieeeiiiiiitteeeeeeeesssststereeeeaessssasanssaseeasesssssnssrssseeens 4-2
I =0 1T 1 12T 4-2
YO 0= T 1 2T TR 4-2
LI = i 1722 4-2
(000) NS 1S 151N (03 220U 4-2
INON - DUPLICATION 1.ttt et tteeettte s s s e e e eetee st s sseeeseeesssssssseeesesess s srseeesesessbasssseeesesessssnrsreessesesnnnn 4-2
R = = =T = N (o =TT 4-2
COMPARATIVE ANA LY SIS ettt ettt st e et et et s e e e e e e eeerrb s 4-2
APPENDIX A —COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ...t A-1
PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENTS ..ttttttttttitteeeteeessssnnssssestessssssnnssesstesssssssteesteeessteeeteeen A-1
VVRITTEN COMMENTS ... eetteeee e e e e e e e et et e e e e e e e ee e et eaaeaeeeeeee e e st aeseeeeeeee e st anseeeeeeeennnnansesaeeeennns A-5
(O 1Y N == 3 TR A-5
COMMENT LETTER B oottt e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeee e e e e eeeeeeeannnns A-8
(000 11V 1= N I = 2 TR A-34
COMMENT LETTER B ..ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eee e e e e e eeeeenn s A-53
(000 1Y N I = 2 TR A-56
COMMENT LETTER 0 oottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeee e e e e e eeeeeeennnnns A-59
(000 11V 1= N I == TR A-86
COMMENT LETTER 8 .ot e et e e e e et e e ee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeennn s A-90
COMMENT LETTER 1D oottt ettt ettt et e e e e et e ee e e e e e ettt e et eeeeeteeesa b reeeeeseeessrnnnns A-93
COMMENT LETTER L0 oottt e e e e e e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e ee e eee e e e eeeeeeennnn s A-98
COMMENT LETTER L .ottt ettt e ettt e s e e e e et et e et r e e e e et eeee et s e eeeeeeeesnsnnnns A-101
COMMENT LETTER L oottt e e e e e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e eeennn s A-103
COMMENT LETTER L3 it ee ettt ettt et e e ettt et e et e e et e ee s s e e seeeteees st srreeesesessrnnnns A-105
COMMENT LETTER B LA ..ottt e e ee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee e s A-119
(000 Y 1Y N I = 23 YRR A-134
APPENDIX B — RULE 1118.1 FORIMS . ...ttt e e e e e aeeeeen B-1
NOTIFICATION OF FLARE INVENTORY AND CAPACITY ...ooiiiiiiiiiiii i B-1
NOTIFICATION OF ANNUAL PERCENT CAPACITY GREATER THAN THRESHOLD ...ccvvvvveveeeeerennns B-2
NOTIFICATION OF INTENT FORM .. ettt ettt ettt e ettt e e e e e e e et ee et e e e eeeeereeenetnseeeeeseeens B-3
NOTIFICATION OF FLARE THROUGHPUT REDUCTION FORM .....iieee oo B-4
NOTIFICATION OF INCREMENTS OF PROGRESS FORM ... coiiieieiiie ettt e e e e e e aeneeens B-5
TOTAL ANNUAL THROUGHPUT RECORDKEEPING SAMPLE......ceeetteeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeeeeeeeeeiiaaneeees B-6
TOTAL ANNUAL HEAT CAPACITY RECORDKEEPING SAMPLE ...covvveiieeeeeieeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeaae e B-7
(O o VAN o I O TR R-1

Proposed Rule 1118.1 ii December 2018



REFERENCES. ... ..o R-1

TABLE OF TABLES

TABLE 1: FLARES SUBJECT TOPRILIB.1...cccciiiiiiiiiiie ettt 1-4
TABLE 2: RULE 1147 NOX EMISSION LIMITS....ciiiittteiiiiie ettt sibbrren e s e s sabbbraee s s e e e s 2-4
TABLE 3: OTHER JURISDICTION FLARE EMISSION LIMITS ..vvviiiiiiiiee ittt 2-4
TABLE 4: NON-REFINERY OPEN FLARES IN THE SCAQMD ......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 2-5
TABLE 5: NOX EMISSIONS FOR CURRENTLY AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY .....cccveeernnnee.. 2-7
TABLE 6: COST ESTIMATES FOR ULTRA-LOW NOX FLARES .....vttiiiiiieiiiiciirieieee e seiireien e 2-8
TABLE 7: CAPACITY THRESHOLD RANGES WITH COST EFFECTIVENESS ....cvvvveeiiviieeeiirvieee e 2-9
TABLE 8: RECOMMENDED BARCT EMISSION LIMITS . .ciiiiiiiiititieiie ettt 2-9
TABLE 9: PRI118.1°STABLE 1 —EMISSION LIMITS .vvviiiiiiiiie ittt 3-4
TABLE 10: PR1118.1°S TABLE 2 — ANNUAL CAPACITY THRESHOLDS ......ovvvviiiieeeiiiiriieieeeeeeeenns 3-5
TABLE 11: EXISTING FLARES THAT SURPASS THE PROPOSED CAPACITY THRESHOLD BASED ON

2015 — 2017 THROUGHPUT veeevii e e it cttttiee e e e e s s sttt e e s e s e s s s e sabbbeees s s e s s s s sssbsbesesesssssssrnnes 3-11
TABLE 12: FACILITIES WITH NON-REFINERY FLARES IN THE SCAQMD .......ccovviiiieiiiieeci, 3-12
TABLE 13: DEFAULT HEATING VALUES ..vecciiiiiiii ittt e e setbbttee s e e s s s sasbbbee e s s s e s s sessbbssessseeesnans 3-18
TABLE 14: EMISSION REDUCTIONS BY SOURCE CATEGORY ....coiiuviiieiiiriireeiiirreeessirsnesesesveeeesnnnns 3-18

TABLE OF FIGURES

FIGURE 1. FLARES BACT REQUIREMENTS ...cciiiittiiteiiitieeeiirtieessistaesessssesssssssaseessssssssssssssesssssnnes 1-2
FIGURE 2 - NOX EMISSIONS (TPD) - THREE-YEAR AVERAGE 2015 - 2017 .....ccvoiiiiiiiiiieieeee, 1-4
FIGURE 3: FLARE THROUGHPUT (MMSCF/YEAR) - THREE-YEAR AVERAGE 2015 - 2017............. 1-5
FIGURE 4: LOS ANGELES COUNTY OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION BY YEAR ....cccvvvvieiiieeersiirrreeeeens 1-6
FIGURE 5. COMBINED HEAT AND POWER .....uttiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiin ettt saba e 1-8
FIGURE 6: BARCT ASSESSMENT .uvetiiieiiiiittttetetieeessssistsseessssssssssssssssssssessssssssssrssesssessssissssseseseses 2-3
FIGURE 7. EXISTING ULTRA-LOW NOX FLARES PER SOURCE CATEGORY ....ccovvvveiiieeeiiiiirrrenenenss 2-6
FIGURE 8: PR1118.1 REQUIREMENTS ...ieiiittieeeiitrieeeietreeeesetreeeesssseeeesassseseessnssseessasssseessnsseseesannes 3-8
FIGURE 9. PERCENT CAPACITY CALCULATIONS ......iiitttttiiiteeeiiiiitrreeeseseessssssbareessesssssssssrssenssas 3-10

Proposed Rule 1118.1 iii December 2018


file://///F1/PTA_FS/vocrules/1118.1/3A%20-%2030%20Day/DSR_1118.1_12-4-18_clean.docx%23_Toc531762747
file://///F1/PTA_FS/vocrules/1118.1/3A%20-%2030%20Day/DSR_1118.1_12-4-18_clean.docx%23_Toc531762750
file://///F1/PTA_FS/vocrules/1118.1/3A%20-%2030%20Day/DSR_1118.1_12-4-18_clean.docx%23_Toc531762762
file://///F1/PTA_FS/vocrules/1118.1/3A%20-%2030%20Day/DSR_1118.1_12-4-18_clean.docx%23_Toc531762763

SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Executive Summary

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Proposed Rule 1118.1 (PR1118.1)
applies to RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM facilities that operate non-refinery flares predominately
located at landfills; wastewater treatment plants; oil and gas production facilities; and facilities
that handle organic liquids. The proposed rule will implement, in part, the 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan Control Measure CMB-03 — Emission Reductions from Non-Refinery Flares
and facilitate the transition of the NOx RECLAIM program to a command-and-control regulatory
structure to assist implementation of CMB-05 — NOx Reduction from RECLAIM Assessment.

The purpose of PR1118.1 is to reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compounds
(VOC) emissions from non-refinery flares and to encourage alternatives to flaring, such as energy
generation, transportation fuels, or pipeline injection. The proposed rule will establish emission
limits for NOx, VOC, and carbon monoxide (CO) for new, replaced, or relocated flares, and a
establish a capacity threshold for existing flares. The capacity threshold will apply to all open
flares and flares that combust digester gas, landfill gas, and gas produced from oil and gas
production facilities (produced gas). The threshold varies for each source category based on a
percent capacity (percent throughput or heat input per maximum rated capacity of the flare) that
determines routine flaring. Open flares and flaring produced gas has the lowest capacity threshold
at 5 percent, flaring landfill gas is at 10 percent, and flaring digester gas is at 70 percent. The
different capacity thresholds seek maximum emission reductions that are cost effective. Flares
that surpass the capacity threshold will be required to either reduce flaring below the capacity
threshold (e.g. beneficial use of the gas that would otherwise be flared) or replace the flare with a
unit complying with the proposed NOx emissions limits.

In addition, new and replaced flares at oil and gas production sites with emissions high enough to
require them to monitor and report under the SCAQMD Annual Emission Reporting (AER)
program will have additional limitations. The basis for using the AER emissions limits is to pursue
the higher emitting facilities; further, the SCAQMD has historical throughput data from those
facilities through their AER reports. Replaced flares at those facilities will have a throughput limit
of 110 percent of the average annual throughput for the two calendar years immediately preceding
the submittal of the flare application. The limit would allow existing sites to maintain operational
levels with a slight growth opportunity. Since new flares that are not replacing an existing flare
do not have historical throughput data, those flares will be limited to no more than 45 MMscf,
which was derived based on the average throughput for all oil and gas production sites from 2015
— 2016, with a growth factor of approximately 10 percent.

Additionally, PR1118.1 establishes source test provisions for those flares subject to the emission
limits or the low-emission exemption to ensure the limits are being met and the exemption is still
applicable. Source tests will be required every five years. There are also monitoring, reporting,
and recordkeeping provision for those flares subject to the capacity threshold limit and the low-
use exemptions. Lastly, PR1118.1 provides several exemptions including flares that: are low-use
or low-emitting; combust regeneration gas; combust only natural gas, propane, butane or a
combination of propane or butane; have a various locations permit; are located at low throughput
closed landfills; or are subject to another rule.
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SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

This Draft Staff Report is organized into five chapters and two appendices. Chapter 1 provides
background information regarding PR1118.1, non-refinery flares, the various industries using non-
refinery flares and discusses the availability of beneficial use technology to reduce throughput to
flares. Chapter 2 provides an assessment of BARCT and NOx requirements in other jurisdictions.
This assessment also covers Reasonably Available Control Technology and Reasonably Available
Control Measures. Chapter 3 provides a summary of the proposed rule, which includes flare
capacity thresholds and emission limits for new flares. Chapter 4 includes the socioeconomic
impact assessment, draft findings, and the comparative analysis. There are two appendices:
Appendix A includes the response to comments and Appendix B includes the draft Rule 1118.1
forms. Chapter 5 contains the references.

Proposed Rule 1118.1 2 December 2018
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

In March 2017, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted the Final
2016 Air Quality Management Plan (2016 AQMP) which includes a series of control measures to
achieve the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone. Proposed Rule 1118.1- Control
of Emissions from Refinery Flares (PR1118.1) will implement, in part, the 2016 AQMP Control
Measure CMB-03 — Emission Reductions from Non-Refinery Flares and CMB-05 — Further NOx
Reductions from RECLAIM Assessment. The proposed rule seeks to reduce oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions from flaring produced (e.g., process)
gas, digester gas, landfill gas, and other combustible gases and vapors and to encourage
alternatives to flaring. The proposed rule also contains a carbon monoxide (CO) limit, which is
included to ensure proper combustion. PR1118.1 does not apply to flares at petroleum refineries,
sulfur recovery plants, and hydrogen production plants subject to SCAQMD Rule 1118 — Control
of Emissions from Refinery Flares (R1118). The non-refinery flares used at asphalt plants;
biodiesel plants; hydrogen production plants fueled in part with refinery gas; petroleum refineries;
and sulfur recovery plants that were previously subject to the Regional Clean Air Incentives
Market (RECLAIM) program will be subject to Proposed Rule 1109.1 — Refinery Equipment
(PR1109.1) upon adoption of that proposed rule.

In addition to CMB-03, the adoption resolution of the Final 2016 AQMP directed staff to transition
RECLAIM program to a command-and-control regulatory structure requiring Best Available
Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) as soon as practicable. California State Assembly Bill 617,
approved by the Governor on July 26, 2017, requires air districts to develop, by January 1, 2019,
an expedited schedule for the implementation of BARCT no later than December 31, 2023, for
facilities that are subject to a market-based compliance program. PR1118.1 applies to RECLAIM
and non-RECLAIM facilities that operate non-refinery flares.

The objective of the proposed rule is to maximize emission reductions and to encourage beneficial
use by providing a reasonable timeframe for affected facilities to make feasible, long-range
decisions. The proposed rule includes NOx, VOC and CO emission limits that reflect BARCT
standards and a capacity threshold that seeks to identify routine flaring. Flares that surpass the
capacity threshold will be required to find alternative means (e.g. beneficial use) for excess flaring
or reduce flare throughput, or to replace the equipment with a flare with lower emissions. The
capacity threshold varies depending on the type of gas being flared (landfill, digester, produced)
and the type of flare equipment (open flare versus shrouded flare). PR1118.1 provides exemptions
for low-use and low-emitting flares, as well as certain other exemptions, such as flares that:
combust regeneration gas; combust only natural gas, propane, butane or a combination of propane
or butane; have a various locations permit; are located closed landfills that collect less than 2,000
MMscf per year; or are subject to another rule. Additionally, PR1118.1 establishes provisions for
source testing, monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping. PR1118.1 is expected to reduce 0.18
tons of NOx per day by July 1, 2024 from flares located at landfills, wastewater treatment plants,
oil and gas production facilities, organic liquid loading, and organic liquid storage, based on flare
replacement. Potential reductions could be greater based on facilities’ pursuit of beneficial use
instead of flaring. In addition, potential reductions could be achieved sooner as there is typically
a shorter compliance schedule for modifying or replacing flares.
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BACKGROUND

A survey of SCAQMD permits for non-refinery flares indicate NOx emission rates from many
facilities range between 0.018 to 0.15 pounds per million British Thermal Units (BTU). New and
modified non-refinery flare emissions are currently regulated through the BACT limits as
determined in SCAQMD Rules 1303 and 1701, but there are currently no source-specific rules
regulating NOx emissions from existing non-refinery flares. The first SCAQMD BACT NOx
standard for flares was established in 1988 at 0.06 pounds per million British thermal unit
(MMBtu). In 2016, advancements in flare technology allowed the NOx standard to be reduced to
0.018 pounds/MMBLtu for oil and gas production. Similar flare technology advances for biogas
combustion at landfill and wastewater treatment plants lead to the 2018 update to 0.025
pounds/MMBtu. For major polluting facilities, these new BACT determinations serve as
requirement pursuant to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) Policy. A facility is defined as a “major polluting facility” if
it emits, or has the potential to emit, a criteria air pollutant at a level that equals or exceeds the
emission thresholds specified in the federal Clean Air Act. BACT/LAER determinations are based
on a permit-by-permit analysis of what is achieved in practice. For non-major polluting facilities,
state law requires a more detailed analysis, including cost effectiveness. The non-major source
BACT standard for biogas went into effect in 2000 and is 0.06 pounds/MMBtu. There is no non-
major source standard for the oil and gas industry. Figure 1 outlines these standards in
pounds/MMBtu on a timeline graph.

Figure 1: Flares BACT Requirements

\Jandfiﬂ Giag “"gester Gag
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As a region in extreme non-attainment for ozone, SCAQMD is required by USEPA to adopt all
reasonably available control measures (RACM) or reasonably available control technologies
(RACT), particularly when adopted by other air agencies. In this case, two California air districts,
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) have adopted rules for non-refinery flares. PR1118.1 also
addresses the USEPA requirements for RACM/Best Available Control Measure (BACM) as
(SJVAPCD) Rule 4311 — Flares includes emission limits for non-refinery flares, and SBCAPCD
Rule 359 — Flares and Thermal Oxidizers regulates the use of flares and thermal oxidizers for
petroleum and transportation facilities. In addition, PR1118.1 is being developed to facilitate the
transition of the NOx RECLAIM program to a command-and-control regulatory structure.
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Rule Development

Staff initiated the rule development process in June 2017. Since 2017, staff conducted twenty site
visits to better understand the need for flaring and the strides the affected industries have already
made to reduce flaring. The initial rule language was distributed in March 2018 and the initial
concept was to require flare replacement of older flares (20 years and older) unless they comply
with the proposed beneficial use compliance targets (e.g., percent gas handling with beneficial use
by a certain date). The beneficial use compliance option was modeled after the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) “Methane and Waste Prevention Rule,”! which requires between 85 — 98
percent of gas that would have been directed to a flare to be used beneficially. Stakeholders argued
that they could not commit to the beneficial use targets, expressed a desire to keep existing flares
needed for backup, and replacing back-up flare is not cost-effective to replace, so suggested the
rule target routine flaring.

In response to the comments received from stakeholders, staff presented a different rule concept
that would establish a capacity threshold, and if a flare surpasses the capacity threshold, action
would be required. The proposed capacity threshold concept is established for each source
category that would ultimately be applied to the type of gas being flared. The thresholds were
determined by evaluating different percent capacities (e.g. usage compared to rated capacity), in
each source category, and at what capacity the cost to replace the flare was feasible. Cost
effectiveness is based on the capital costs, maintenance costs, and useful life and emission
reduction achieved. The thresholds varied considerably due to:

e Cost of the flares
o Flare costs were significantly higher for landfills and wastewater treatment plant
than oil and gas production, and
e NOx emission reductions
o The majority of PR1118.1 NOx emissions are from landfills.

Thus, the threshold to determine routine flaring and at what point a replacement is cost effective
are different for each affected industry. The oil and gas threshold was calculated to be quite low
(5%) due to lower replacement costs and the typical practice using of flares with a high rated
capacity. Landfills also were determined to be able to replace flares with a relatively low threshold
(20%) due to the larger amounts of potential emission reductions to be achieved. Wastewater
flares have a high threshold (70%) due to both the high flare costs and the low potential for
emission reductions. The stakeholders maintained concern with the timeline for the requirements,
particularly when many of the facilities require approval from municipal bodies to take any
proposed actions. However, it was mutually agreed that the gas should be handled to benefit the
operations and business. Staff worked to include longer timelines and more flexibility in the
preliminary draft rule. Further details on the proposed rule language can be found in Chapter 3.

! https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=BLM-2016-0001-9126
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Challenges and Opportunities for Industries Subject To PR1118.1

The main source categories subject to PR1118.1 are landfills, wastewater treatment plants, oil and
gas production, and organic liquid loading
facilities. Table I shows the number of flares at Table 1: Flares Subject to PR1118.1

the different source categories, based on the Number of

flare gas combusted. Flare Gas Flares
Digester gas 65

Landfills Landfill gas

Landfills generate the largest throughput of Closed landfills 103

flared gas and highest NOx emission of the Open landfills 52

PR1118.1 universe. Landfills also generate Produced gas 49

landfill gas for many decades, even when Other flare gas 17

closed and inactive. The breakdown of waste Organic liquid handling 10

in landfills produces gases which vary TOTAL 206

depending on the type of waste deposited at the

facility and contaminants including methane,

carbon dioxide (CO2), sulfides, siloxane, and VOCs. These gases are produced by natural
decomposition and predominantly produces methane, in addition to other contaminants. Federal,
state, and local regulations require the capture of landfill gas, which can generate several million
cubic feet of landfill gas per landfill per day, which is primarily composed of methane and carbon
dioxide, two potent greenhouse gases. These gases are pulled from beneath a landfill and are
collected and combusted through a flare or used beneficially, such as power generation. The
quality of landfill gas varies at each landfill, and can decompose at different rates, depending on
pressure and temperature. Closed landfills experience decreasing quantity and quality (Btu per
standard cubic foot (Btu/scf)) content over time and eventually, flaring is not feasible. In these
situations, activated carbon may be used to replace flares. Potential beneficial uses of landfill gas
includes the generation of electricity through micro-turbines, steam turbines, internal combustion
engines (ICE), fuel cells, transportation fuel, or pipeline injection. The challenges associated with
landfill gas includes the low Btu content and the expense to remove siloxane contamination, which
can damage equipment or poison the catalyst used to control NOx emissions.

Figure 2 - NOx Emissions (tpd) - Some. I_andfills al§o have_ .p.rivate or munjgipal
Three-Year Average 2015 - 2017 electricity generating facilities that beneficially
utilizes the landfill gas. These facilities may also

Other have small flares used during the cleaning of

Digester Flare Process regenerative catalysts. The catalysts are used to

Gas, 008 92002 Gas, 005 clean the landfill gas, and they typically have two

catalysts that cycle between cleaning the landfill
gas and regenerating the catalyst. The flares are
used to combust the regeneration gas needed to

Landfill purge the catalyst. Figure 2 provides a breakdown

gas -

Landfill
Gas -

Closed Open of NOx emissions (over 3 yr. period) for each
Landfill, Landfill, affected source category highlighting the highest
0.38 0.46 emissions from landfills compared to the other

non-refinery industries flaring.
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Wastewater treatment plants and digester gas
Wastewater treatment plants and gas produced

through anaerobic decomposition in a digester Figure 3: Flare Throughput (MMscfiyear)

generate the second highest volume of gas - Three-Year Average 2015 - 2017
flared and the volume could increase due to

organic waste diversion, as the State strives to Other

meet the seventy-five (75) percent recycling, Digester __  Flare Gas, Process
composting, or source reduction of waste goal f;‘;'o 423 Gas, 903
by 2020 under Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341, '

Chesbro, Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011). These "

waste diversion efforts may eventually decrease Landfil Landfill
landfill gas, but will lead to additional biogas at gas - ooen
wastewater treatment plants and other digesters L‘;';’;Eﬂ Landfill,
receiving the organic waste. An example is SB 12,511 14,095

1383 (Chapter 395, Statutes of 2016) Short-
lived climate pollutants: methane emissions:
dairy and livestock: organic waste: landfills, for organic waste methane emission reductions.
These reductions would divert food wastes, currently disposed of at landfill, to anaerobic digesters
or composting facilities.

Figure 3 breaks down the affected industry per annual throughput demonstrating the same trend as
NOx emissions. Anaerobic decomposition produces a flammable gas composed of methane,
hydrogen sulfide, CO2, and siloxane. As with landfill gas, the siloxane contaminant is the most
challenging and costly to remove. Digester gas is relatively low Btu, ranging from 500 to 600
Btu/scf. Wastewater treatment facilities have a high energy demand; therefore, many facilities
utilize the digester gas for power generation using turbines, ICE, or boilers to make steam for
heating digesters.

Oil and gas extraction

The third largest volume of gas is generated from oil and gas extraction. This source category has
seen significant declines since 2015, reflecting the decrease in the cost of a barrel of oil (see Figure
4). The oil industry is cyclical and world oil prices are currently increasing. An increase in demand
will lead to an increase in drilling and produced gas, ultimately leading to increased flaring and
NOXx emissions.
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Figure 4: Los Angeles County Oil and Gas Production by Year?
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Oil extraction produces oil, produced gas, water, and other contaminants. The produced gas is
naturally occurring and of relatively high Btu, around 900 Btu/scf. The produced gas requires gas
treatment to remove sulfides, water, CO2 and other contaminants. Some facilities beneficially use
the produced gas to generate energy or inject the gas into a pipeline. Pipeline injection is cost
effective for companies that have connections nearby, or can inter-connect to another company’s
pipeline or through a municipal connection. There can be interruptions to pipeline injection due
to pipeline curtailment, this occurs when the utility has to perform maintenance or upgrades on
their end of the connection and cannot accept the gas. Produced gas in not considered Renewable
Natural Gas (RNG) so incentives are not available to assist in conversion or capture; however, the
Southern California Gas Company has a tariff program to assist companies generating produced
gas to install skid-mounted units for gas clean-up and develop connection to existing natural gas
pipelines. Similar to landfills, there are opportunities to use the gas to generate energy through
fuel cells and micro-turbines as well as to fuel transportation. There are some companies that
operate portable equipment designed to clean up the gas on-site and sell to third party customers.

Organic Liquid Handling and Other Flaring

The remaining categories of flares are have the lowest throughput. Organic liquid handling, which
includes two subcategories: organic liquid storage and organic liquid loading. Organic liquid
storage includes, but is not limited to, tank farms and pipeline breakout stations. Organic liquid
loading includes, but is not limited to, bulk terminal, marine, railcar, and truck loading. The
remaining flares fall under the default category referred to as “Other Flaring.” Other flaring
includes any flaring from sources other than landfill gas, digester gas, gas produced from oil and
gas production, or gases generated from organic liquid handling. The volume of gas flared and
the NOx emissions are low for these source categories. Some of these facilities will be subject to
proposed Rule 1109.1 upon adoption of that rule if related to refinery activity and not PR1118.1.
The majority of flares in this source category are air pollution control devices required to destroy
the fugitive emissions from tanks, railcars, and bulk terminals for loading organic liquids. Some
of the vapors sent to the flare have a low heating value; therefore, may require the use of assist gas

2 http://www.drillingedge.com/california/los-angeles-county
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to facilitate combustion. Challenges with this source category includes less opportunities for
beneficial use and a lack of market incentives.

Market Based Incentives

Market based incentives are available to encourage the beneficial use of biogas, which includes
digester gas from wastewater treatment plants and landfill gas. Wastewater treatment plants and
landfills have a constant supply of gas, but produce low-quality gas, often about half the heating
value of pipeline quality natural gas, and with significant contamination. The most problematic
contaminants are siloxanes, which are used in a variety of personal care products, such as
deodorants, shampoos, skin creams, and hair styling products. Siloxanes get washed down the
drain to end up at wastewater treatment plants and are usually found in product containers that get
sent to landfills. Siloxanes are costly to remove from the gas stream and are harmful to combustion
equipment and post combustion control equipment used to control NOx emissions, such as
catalyst. Federal and State market based programs provide revenue sources from selling biogas as
a transportation fuel. These programs include the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) in California
and the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) Program. Under these programs, credits are
generated for the sale of renewable transportation fuels and, depending on market prices, have
provided funding for equipment and lower fuel costs. In addition, future legislation may change
the minimum higher heating value and/or maximum siloxane requirements making it easier for
pipeline injection and for facilities to use biogas for transportation fuels.

Beneficial Use Opportunities

PR1118.1 seeks to encourage alternatives to flaring, while at the same time, allowing an existing
flare to be maintained if the flare throughput is reduced below capacity thresholds established in
the rule. Flare throughput reduction can be achieved by harnessing and conditioning the waste gas
for a variety of uses. Alternatives to flaring include utilizing fuel cells to create electricity and
hydrogen; using micro-turbines and boilers to create power for the facility; using boilers for heat
in anaerobic digesters; selling the gas to be used in transportation; converting the gas to liquids for
transportation; and/ or natural gas pipeline injection. Sites such as oil and gas facilities that do not
produce enough gas or are not located near appropriate pipelines for injection could route the gas
towards power generation, such as micro-turbines, and/or capture for use in transportation. The
flare gas has value and most facilities strive to maximize the use of the gas; the following sections
highlight some of the beneficial use options.

Fuel Cells

Fuel cells use a chemical reaction, rather than combustion, to generate electricity. They are very
efficient and the fuel cells do not produce NOx emissions, though a small amount of NOx can be
produced from associated fuel burners. Fuel cells can utilize biogas or produced gas as the fuel,
but the contaminants, especially the siloxanes in biogas, must be removed as they will poison the
catalyst. Fuel cells represent a great opportunity for beneficial use and NOx emission reductions
but the technology, and the associated gas clean-up, is costly.
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Combined Heat and Power

Combined heat and power (CHP) is an efficient technology that generates electricity and captures
the heat that would otherwise be wasted to provide useful thermal energy, such as steam or hot
water (see Figure 5). Nearly two-thirds of the energy used by conventional electricity generation
is wasted in the form of heat discharged to the environment.

Figure 5: Combined Heat and Power?3
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New power producing technologies, such as the organic Rankine cycle (ORC), has shown the
ability to consume the gas that would otherwise be flared and provide a co-benefit by producing
power. This technology utilizes heat recovery from gas combustion to operate the ORC loop to
make power. For an oil and gas facility, for example, this is accomplished by installing a skid-
mounted boiler on site to combust the gas and provide hot water for the ORC. The amount of
power generated is not a high enough quantity to sell to the grid, but will be able to meet some of
the facility’s power needs and/or heat needs. These boilers emit either 9 ppm (at 3 percent oxygen)
or 5 ppm (at 3 percent oxygen with selective catalytic reduction), depending on the size, which
will result in 40 to 67 percent less NOx emissions than an ultra-low NOx flare. For a wastewater
treatment facility that currently utilizes boilers for providing heat to the anaerobic digesters, the
same boiler can be utilized to process any excess gas that would otherwise be flared. In addition,
a landfill can potentially utilize this technology to generate electricity from landfill gas that would
otherwise be flared.

3 “Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Partnership”, United States Environmental Protection
Agency, available at https://www.epa.gov/chp/what-chp
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Micro-turbines and Turbines

Micro-turbines and turbines can
be powered by gas that would
otherwise be flared to generate
power. Most systems require gas
cleanup but there are facilities
with regenerative thermal
oxidation that can be used to
produce power without the
necessity of biogas cleanup.
These technologies can be used at
each of the source categories and
are especially useful at landfills
with low methane content.

Calabasas Landfill Micro Turbines

Gas Recovery, Compression, and Transportation

Another alternative to flaring is to compress the gas that would otherwise be flared and either use
it on-site or transport the gas for sale or use at another location. The gas can be cleaned up prior
to compression and used to create a transportation fueling station or the compressed gas can be
transported and injected into the pipeline. This type of system is useful when a natural gas pipeline
is not readily accessible.

Gas To Bioplastic

The largest component of flare gas is usually methane and that methane can be converted into a
bioplastic. Carbon is captured from methane using a bio-catalyst and results in the combination
of carbon with hydrogen and oxygen to produce a biopolymer.

Gas-to-liquids
Flare gas can also be converted to liquid fuels and sold as transportation fuel or energy generation.

This is away to reduce or eliminate flaring while making a profit from the gas that would otherwise
be flared.
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Beneficial Use in the SCAQMD

During the rule development process, staff conducted numerous site visits of the potentially
affected facilities. During this time, staff learned of the many different types of beneficial use

projects within each of the source categories.

Most oil and gas sites that produce significant Beneficial Use at Oil and Gas Sites
quantities of gas have incorporated beneficial use

alternatives to reduce the amount of gas flared. Due
to the high quality of produced gas, there are
considerable opportunities for beneficial
including pipeline injection or energy production

(e.g. turbines, fuel cells, etc.). While some sites are

remote without a large energy demand, some sites

are more energy intensive which makes it more cost 51-75%
effective to implement beneficial use projects that

provide energy to the site or surrounding sources.

Beneficial Use at Landfills
76-100%

51-75%

26-50% 0-25%

use, 76-100%

0-25%

26-50%

Landfills are not energy intensive and there is
significant cost to clean up the landfill gas to remove
contaminants, specifically siloxanes. However, due
to the large quantity of landfill gas consistently
produced, there are many landfills that beneficially
use the gas to generate energy that powers
surrounding residences.

Beneficial Use at Wastewater

Wastewater treatment plants are also energy Treatment

intensive and the gas also requires significant
such as
siloxanes. On-site power generation is a common
beneficial use of digester gas. Power can be
generated from fuel cells, turbines, micro-turbines,
internal combustion engines, and boilers. With the
diversion of food wastes to existing digesters at
wastewater treatment plants in the near future, it is
anticipated more digester gas will be generated
which should result in more beneficial use projects.
Flaring for organic liquid storage and organic liquid
loading was also evaluated for beneficial use. The 1.75%

treatment to remove contaminants,

0-25%

76-100%

26-50%

opportunities were not as evident largely due to the
low volume of gas generated and diversity of the gas stream. The main application for these source
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categories is emission controls of vapors created from the transfer or storage of organic liquids.
Potentially, vapors could be liquefied and recovered for re-use; however, at this time, such a
requirement might not be cost effective due to the low-volume and low-emissions.

PUBLIC PROCESS

The development of PR1118.1 — Control of Emissions from Non-Refinery Flares was conducted
through a public process. SCAQMD held nine Working Group Meetings at the Headquarters in
Diamond Bar on August 25, 2017, October 24, 2017, January 10, 2018, March 8, 2018, April 4,
2018, June 12, 2018, July 25, 2018, and September 11, 2018 and November 15, 2018. The Public
Workshop was held on October 17, 2018 with an additional Public Consultation meeting on
October 30, 2018. Staff presented PR1118.1 at the October 19, 2018 and December 19, 2018
Stationary Source Committee meetings.

The Working Group is composed of representatives from potentially affected businesses,
environmental groups, public agencies, consultants, and the general public. The purpose of the
working group meetings is to discuss proposed concepts and work through the details of staft’s
proposal and address key issues. Separate stakeholder meetings and 20 site visits were conducted
that focused on specific stakeholder issues.
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Chapter 2

BARCT ASSESSMENT

Staff conducted an assessment of BARCT for non-refinery flares. BARCT is defined in the
California Health and Safety Code Section 40406 as “an emission limitation that is based on the
maximum degree of reduction achievable, taking into account environmental, energy, and
economic impacts by each class or category of source.” Consistent with state law, BARCT
emission limits take into consideration environmental impacts, energy impacts, and economic
impacts. In addition to NOx reductions sought in the proposed rule, SCAQMD, through the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, identified potential environmental and
energy effects of the proposed rule. Economic impacts are assessed at the equipment category
level by a review of cost-effectiveness and incremental cost-effectiveness contained in this report
and at the macro level as part of the Socio-economic assessment contained in a separate report.

The RECLAIM Working Group raised a concern as to the scope of “best available retrofit control
technology” that the SCAQMD must impose for all existing stationary sources after RECLAIM
has ended pursuant to Health & Safety Code 840440(b)(1). Stakeholders have argued that use of
the word “retrofit” precludes the SCAQMD from requiring an emissions limit that can only be
cost-effectively met by replacing the basic equipment with new equipment. Staff disagrees with
this position, the use of the term “retrofit” does not preclude replacement technology. Public
policy, case law, the statutory framework, and a review of dictionary definitions all support this
view.

The on-line Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines “retrofit” in a manner that does not preclude
replacing equipment. That dictionary establishes the following definition for retrofit: ““1) to furnish
(something, such as a computer, airplane, or building) with new or modified parts or equipment
not available or considered necessary at the time of manufacture, 2) to install (new or modified
parts or equipment) in something previously manufactured or constructed, 3) to adapt to a new
purpose or need: modify.”*. This definition does not preclude the use of replacement parts as a
retrofit.

The on-line Dictionary.com is more explicit in allowing replacement parts. It includes the
following definitions for retrofit as a verb: “1) To modify equipment (in airplanes, automobiles, a
factory, etc.) that is already in service using parts developed or made available after the time of
original manufacture, 2) To install, fit, or adapt (a device or system) or use with something older;
to retrofit solar heating to a poorly insulated house, 3) (of new or modified parts, equipment, etc.)
to fit into or onto existing equipment, 4) To replace existing parts, equipment, etc., with updated
parts or systems.”2. This definition clearly includes replacement of existing equipment within the
concept of “retrofit.” Accordingly, the use of the term “retrofit” can include the concept of
replacing existing equipment.

Moreover, the statutory definition of “best available retrofit control technology” does not preclude
replacing existing equipment with new cleaner equipment. Section 40406 provides: “As used in

1 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/retrofit
2 http://www.dictionary.com/browse/retrofit
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this chapter, ‘best available retrofit control technology’ means an emission limitation that is based
on the maximum degree of emission reduction achievable, taking into account environmental,
energy, and economic impacts by each class or category of source.” Thus, it is clear that BARCT
is an emissions limitation, and is not limited to a particular technology, whether add-on or
replacement. Thus, retrofit technology does not preclude replacement technologies.

Public policy also supports staff’s position. The argument suggesting replacement equipment is
precluded would have an effect contrary to the purposes of BARCT. For example, staff has
proposed a BARCT that may be more cost-effectively be met for diesel fueled engines by replacing
the engine with a new Tier 1V diesel engine rather than installing additional add-on controls on the
current engine which may be many decades old. If the SCAQMD were precluded from setting
BARCT for these sources, the oldest and dirtiest equipment could continue operating for possibly
many more years, even though it would be cost-effective and otherwise reasonable to replace those
engines. There is no policy reason for insisting that replacement equipment cannot be an element
of BARCT as long as it meets the requirements of the statute including cost-effectiveness.

The case law supports an expansive reading of BARCT. In explaining the meaning of BARCT,
the California Supreme Court held that BARCT is a “technology-forcing standard designed to
compel the development of new technologies to meet public health goals.” American Coatings
Association v. South Coast Air Quality Mgt. Dist., 54 Cal. 4" 446, 465 (2012). In fact, the BARCT
requirement was placed in state law for the SCAQMD in order to “encourage more aggressive
improvements in air quality” and was designed to augment rather than restrain the SCAQMD’s
regulatory power. American Coatings, supra, 54 Cal. 4" 446, 466. Accordingly, BARCT may
actually be more stringent than BACT, because BACT must be implemented today by a source
receiving a permit today, whereas BARCT may, if so specified by the SCAQMD, be implemented
a number of years in the future after technology has been further developed. American Coatings,
supra, 54 Cal. 4"" 446, 467.

The Supreme Court further held that when challenging the SCAQMD’s determination of the scope
of a “class or category of source” to which a BARCT standard applies, the challenger must show
that the SCAQMD’s determination is “arbitrary, capricious, or irrational.” American Coatings,
supra, 54 Cal. 4" 446, 474. Therefore, the SCAQMD may consider a variety of factors in
determining which sources must meet any particular BARCT emissions level. If, for example,
some sources could not cost-effectively reduce their emissions further because their emissions are
already low, these sources can be excluded from the category of sources that must meet a particular
BACT. Therefore, the SCAQMD may establish a BARCT emissions level that can cost-
effectively be met by replacing existing equipment rather than installing add-on controls, and the
SCAQMD’s definition of the category of sources which must meet a particular BARCT is within
the SCAQMD’s discretion as long as it is not arbitrary, capricious, or irrational.

Lastly, public policy supports SCAQMD’s position that BARCT can include equipment
replacement, and even if it was concluded that BARCT cannot encompass equipment replacement,
BARCT is not a limitation on SCAQMD authority. The SCAQMD retains broad statutory
authority to adopt emission-control requirements for stationary sources, and that authority may
require equipment replacement, as long as the requirement is not arbitrary and capricious.
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The steps for a BARCT analysis (see Figure 6) consist of:

Assessment Assessment
of SCAQMD of Emission

Regulatory Limits for
Require- Existing
ments Units

Assessment of SCAQMD Regulatory Requirements
Assessment of Emission Limits for Existing Units

Other Regulatory Requirements

Assessment of Pollution Control Technologies

Initial BARCT Emission Limit and Other Considerations
Cost-effectiveness Analysis

Final BARCT Emission Limit

Figure 6: BARCT Assessment
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Assessment of SCAQMD Regulatory Requirements

As part of the BARCT assessment, staff reviewed existing SCAQMD regulatory requirements that
affect NOx emissions at non-refinery flare facilities. SCAQMD Rule 1147 — NOx Reductions
from Miscellaneous Sources (Rule 1147) applies to gaseous and liquid fuel fired combustion
equipment and includes incinerators, afterburners, thermal oxidizers, and other combustion
equipment, including flares. The NOx emission limits in Rule 1147 are the following:

BARCT
Emission
Limit
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Table 2: Rule 1147 NOx Emission Limits
NOx Emission Limit
ppm @ 3% O2 dry, or Pound/MMBtu
Process Temperature
Equipment > 800°F
Categor < 800°F and >1200°F >1200°F
30 ppm or 30 ppm or 60 ppm or
Other Unit 0.036 Ib/MMBtu 0.036 Ib/MMBtu 0.008 Ib/MMBtu

Rule 1147 indicates the emission limits only apply to burners in units fueled by 100 percent natural
gas. The flares subject to PR1118.1 are typically not 100 percent natural gas, but rather biogas or
produced gas, although the facilities may use natural gas as assist gas (additional gas needed to
allow for combustion). Affected facilities primarily use their flares to destroy combustible vapors
or gases in the waste stream; therefore, the Rule 1147 emission limits do not apply.

Other Regulatory Requirements

As part of the BARCT assessment, staff examined NOx limits (see Table 3) for non-refinery flares
promulgated by other regulatory agencies. Staff reviewed Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District (SBCAPCD) Rule 359 — Flares and Thermal Oxidizers and San Joaquin Valley
Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Rule 4311 — Flares. The SJVAPCD rule is applicable
to both refinery and non-refinery flares. SBCAPCD is applicable to oil and gas production, non-
emergency refining, and transportation industries. It excludes emergency flares and includes
thermal oxidizers.

In contrast, PR1118.1 is only applicable to non-refinery flares. SCAQMD Rule 1118 applies to
flares at refineries, hydrogen plants, and sulfur recovery units flares used for emergencies and
uncontrolled release of gases and vapors from process upsets or planned turn-around and start-ups.

Table 3: Other Jurisdiction Flare Emission Limits

SBCAPCD SJVAPCD
Heat Release Effective June 1994 Effective June 2009
(MMBtu/hr) (Ib/MMBtu) | (Ib/MMBtu) | (Ib/MMBtu) | (Ib/MMBtu)
<10 0.0952 0.0051 0.0952 0.0051
10-100 0.1330 0.0027 0.1330 0.0027
>100 0.5240 0.0013 0.5240 0.0013

Assessment of Pollution Control Technologies

As part of the BARCT assessment staff conducted a technology assessment to evaluate NOXx
pollution control technologies for non-refinery flares. Staff reviewed scientific literature, vendor
information, and strategies utilized in practice. The technologies are presented below along with
the applicability for use with various types of flare gas from industries generating combustible
gases or vapors.
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Flare Technology
Open Flares

A flare is a control device that is utilized to control a VOC stream by
piping it to a burner that combusts the VOC containing gases. Early flares
were designed as elevated, candlestick-type flares that have an open flame
with a specially designed burner tip, and auxiliary fuel to achieve nearly =
98 percent VOC destruction. The destruction efficiency is driven by flame
temperature, residence time in the combustion zone, and turbulent mixing
of the components. Complete combustion results in the conversion of all
the VOCs to carbon dioxide and water but also results in the emission of
NOX, sulfur oxides, and carbon monoxide. Open flares have a high rated
capacity and long service life. They are low-cost, simple to use, and
reliable but they are also noisy, emit smoke, heat radiation, and light.
There are few open flares remaining in the SCAQMD. Table 4 shows the
number of open flares understood to still be operating in the SCAQMD
jurisdiction and the total estimated emissions. Open flares cannot be source tested due to the open
flame and absence of a stack. Unless

Table 4: Non-Refinery Open Flares in the there was a specified NOx permit
SCAQMD limit, a default emission factor was
. used to estimate the emissions. Both
Estimated the USEPA’s AP-42% Compilation of

Open Flare

Number NOXx Annual Air Pollutant Emission Factors and
of Open  Emissions  Throughput Rule 1118 use 0.068 pounds/MMBtu
Flares (tpd) (MMscf) as the default emission factor for an
11 0.02 418 open flare.
Enclosed Flares Enclosed Ground Flare

To mitigate the noise and the visible pollution of the open flame, most
non-refinery flares in operation today are enclosed ground flares. In
an enclosed flare, the burners are shrouded in a stack that is internally
insulated. This stack provides wind protection and reduces noise,
luminosity, and heat radiation. Enclosed flares generally have less
capacity than open flares, but they are reliable and straightforward to
operate. The majority of non-refinery flares subject to PR1118.1 are
enclosed ground flares. NOx emissions for Enclosed Flares may be
higher than open flares, but most meet the 1988 BACT NOx limit of
0.06 pounds/MMBtu.

3 USEPA AP-42 - Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, available at
https://www.epa.gov/air-emissions-factors-and-quantification/ap-42-compilation-air-
emissions-factors
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Ultra-Low NOx Flares

The new generation of ultra-low-NOx flare utilizes a pre-mixed gas stream with air-assist
combustion and is designed with ultra-low NOXx burners resulting
Ultra-Low-NOX Flare in decreased NOx and VOC emissions. These ultra-low-NOx
flares can achieve NOx emissions of less than 0.025 pounds per
Million Btu (see Table 5). The technology has been available for
almost a decade. There are two major manufactures of these ultra-
low NOx flares. John Zink Hamworthy Combustion (John Zink)
produces Zink Ultra Low Emissions (ZULE®) flare, which
electronically control air-to-fuel ratio within the enclosed flare to
provide more efficient destruction and less NOx emissions without
an increase of carbon monoxide. The other ultra-low-NOX flare is
the Certified Ultra-Low Emissions Burner (CEB®) produced by
the Aereon Corporation. It incorporates the premixing of gases and
patented wire mesh burner technology that allows for more surface
area, resulting in more efficient combustion and retention of heat,
with a decrease of NOx emissions. Due to the added complexity in the design of the ultra-low-
NOXx flares, some stakeholders have experienced reliability issues. This is especially true of the
early generation flares installed that do not combust a constant gas flow. More recently, Perennial
Energy has introduced an ultra-low-NOx Flare, with guarantees of 0.025 NOx and 0.06 CO. These
flares have a smaller footprint, 100% stainless steel burners, and use technology that involves
automatic air fuel ratio controls with proprietary burner technology.

The following chart shows Ultra-Low NOx flares and conventional flares that are currently
installed at landfills, wastewater treatment plants, and oil and their gas sites. This demonstrates
the technology is commercially available, achieved in practice, and thus is feasible.

Figure 7: Existing Ultra-Low NOXx Flares per Source Category

LANDFILLS WASTEWATER TREATMENT  OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION TOTAL

m Ultra-Low NOXx Flares H Total Conventional Flares
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Other Flares

For the Other flaring category, John Zink produces a NOXSTAR Vapor Combustion System
capable of reducing emissions for marine terminal loading and unloading by meeting a stringent
99.99 percent destruction efficiency and a 0.02 pound/MMBtu NOx emission. CEB® flares have
also been permitted and installed for use for organic liquid handling.

Table 5: NOx Emissions for Currently Available Control Technology
Manufacturer

Guaranteed NOx
Emissions
Manufacturer Ib/MMBtu
Aereon CEB® 0.018
John Zink ZULE® <0.02
John Zink NOXxXSTAR <0.02
Perennial Ultra-Low NOx <0.02

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

Cost-effectiveness was examined for flares in each source category. Cost effectiveness is
measured in terms of control costs (dollars) per air emissions reduced (tons). If the cost per ton of
emissions reduced is less than the maximum feasible cost effectiveness, then the control method
is considered to be cost effective. The 2016 AQMP established a cost-effectiveness threshold of
$50,000 per ton of NOx reduced.

The discounted cash flow method (DCF) was used to determine cost-effectiveness. The DCF
method calculates the present value of the control costs over the life of the equipment by adding
the capital cost to the present value of all annual costs and other periodic costs over the life of the
equipment. A real interest rate of four percent, and a 25-year equipment life is used. The cost
effectiveness is determined by dividing the total present value of the control costs by the total
emission reductions in tons over the same 25-year equipment life.

To estimate the cost of an ultra-low NOXx flare, staff consulted a variety of vendors and input from
stakeholders. Flare installation costs are site specific and staff received a wide variety of estimates,
which varied significantly by source category. To account for the variety of data and establish a
consistent threshold per source category, staff averaged the capital cost (equipment plus
installation) and operation and maintenance cost per industry, to estimate the cost of flare
replacement, as seen in Table 6.
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Table 6: Cost Estimates for Ultra-Low NOx Flares

Size
Flare Gas (MMBtu/hr) Flare Type Capital Cost  Annual Cost
Digester 27 x 3 Flares* CEB® 800 $654,767 $100,000
Gas 42.6 x 3 Flares* ZULE® $603,933 $100,000
39.33 ZULE® $1,520,000 $100,000
12 CEB® 350 $298,800 $28,290
40 CEB® 1200 $448,200 $42,435
Average: $769,375 $74,145
Landfill 75.6 ZULE® $1,758,339 $121,867
Gas 167 ZULE® $1,386,400 $219,850
120 ZULE® $2,573,208 $305,515
12 CEB® 350 $622,910 $35,362
Average: $1,585,214 $170,649
Produced 40 CEB® 1200 $410,000 $30,000
Gas 17 CEB® 500 $420,000 $19,000
3.4 CEB® 100 $235,000
40 CNTOX8 $1,190,000 $42,000
27 CEB® 800-CA $350,000 $30,000
Average: $521,000 $30,250

* Costs listed represent the cost per flares.

Averaging these costs provide a fair and balanced value to account for the wide range of data
provided and various types of operational needs. PR1118.1 seeks to reduce routine flaring and
staff used the percent of the total flare capacity utilized by each flare as a surrogate to determine
what would be considered routine use. For this analysis, staff evaluated the cost effectiveness at
different thresholds to determine the most appropriate threshold. When determining the number
of flares that would be impacted, staff did not include flares that already meet proposed limits or
are eligible for the proposed rule exemptions. The emission reductions were calculated using a
three-year annual average throughput (2015 — 2017) and the difference between the flare’s current
NOXx permit concentration limit and the proposed emission limit.

Table 7 reports the findings of the analysis for each source category, at different thresholds of the
percent capacity of a flare utilized, with the corresponding emission reductions and the estimated
cost per ton of NOx reduced. To achieve the rule objectives, and ensure any action taken (e.g.
replace the flare) would be cost effective and thus, economically feasible, staff chose the threshold
based on maximum reduced emissions at a feasible cost effectiveness. For landfills, the initial
evaluation of cost effectiveness showed ten percent to be above the $50,000 per ton of NOx
removed. The changes to the flares affected, which resulted from updated data and changes to the
applicable exemptions,) now show ten percent is below the $50,000 threshold; however, staff is
not proposing to lower the threshold because there would not be additional NOx emission
reductions at the lower threshold. PR1118.1 does not contain a Capacity Threshold for other
flaring or organic liquid handling, such as bulk loading at marine terminals, railcars, or truck racks,
tank degassing, etc. This is because, in part, there are not as many feasible opportunities for
beneficial use, the gas streams are diverse, and emissions and throughput are low and intermittent.
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The emission limits in PR1118.1 for other flaring is 0.06 pounds/MMBtu. This is the BACT limit
for biogas that was established in 1988 and represents NOx limits for conventional flares, and
should therefore be achievable for conventional flare installation. For organic liquid handling, the
limit referenced is the current BACT standard with which new flares currently have to comply.

Table 7: Capacity Threshold Ranges with Cost Effectiveness

# flares Estimated
Capacity exceeding Emission Cost
Threshold threshold Reductions (tpd) Effectiveness
3% 0.016 $57,985
. —
ol el s 10% 0.009 $47,025
20% 3 0.008 $41,348
10% 17 0.16 $49,259
v I R P N
Landfills 30% 0.13 $48,948
40% 10 0.10 $48,412
30% 9 0.02 $95,063
Wastewater and 40 or 50% 3 0.009 $70,417
Digester Gas 60% 2 0.008 $52,813

0007 | $30.176.85

Table 8 lists the BARCT emission limit recommendations, which reflect current BACT limits that
have been proven to be technologically and economically feasible, and thus qualify for BARCT

BARCT Emission Limit Recommendation

Table 8: Recommended BARCT Emission Limits
pounds/MMBtu

Flare Gas

NOXx CO VOC
Digester gas:

Major facility 0.025 0.06 0.038

Minor facility 0.06 N/A N/A
Landfill gas 0.025 0.06 0.038
Produced gas 0.018 0.01 0.008
Other flare gas 0.06 N/A N/A
Organic liquid Handling:

Organic liquid storage 0.25 0.37 N/A

Organic liquid loading 0.034 0.05 N/A
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Organic liquid handling is separated into organic liquid storage and organic liquid loading. The
limits are based on BACT standards adopted by the Sacramento Air pollution Control District.
The limits are equivalent, but, reported with different units for more accurate applicability and
ease of recordkeeping and enforcement. The pounds/sMMBtu was calculated based on
pounds/1,000 gallons loaded. Emissions are typically calculated based on 1,000 gallons loaded
for bulk terminals, marine vessels, trucks, and rail cars as the liquid product is being transferred
and can be quantified. For tank farms and pipeline transfer stations, where organic liquids are not
being loaded, the pounds per MMBtu is more meaningful. There are many facilities with both
tank vapors and truck racks routed to the same flare; however, since the two limits are equivalent,
the rule allows a facility to demonstrate compliance with either limit.
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Chapter 3

PROPOSED RULE 1118.1

Purpose (Subdivision (a))

The purpose (subdivision (a)) of this rule is to reduce NOx and VOC emissions from flaring
produced gas, digester gas, landfill gas, and other combustible gases or vapors and encourage
alternatives to flaring.

Applicability (Subdivision (b))

PR1118.1 applies to owners and operators of flares that require a SCAQMD permit at facilities,
including, but not limited to, oil and gas production, wastewater treatment facilities, landfills,
organic liquid handling.

Definitions (Subdivision (c))
PR1118.1 adds the following definitions to clarify and explain key concepts. Please refer to
PR1118.1 for each definition.

Proposed Definitions:
Annual Throughput
Biogas
Capacity
Capacity Threshold
Digester Gas
Facility
Flare
Flare Replacement
Flare Station
Heat Input
Landfill Gas
Major Facility
Minor Facility
Notification of Annual Percent Capacity Greater Than Threshold
Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity
Notification of Flare Throughput Reduction
Notification of Increments of Progress
Notification of Intent
Open Flare
Organic Liquid
Organic Liquid Loading
Organic Liquid Storage
Other Flare Gas
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)
Percent Capacity
Pipeline Breakout Station
Produced Gas
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Protocol

Publicly-Owned Facility
Regenerative Adsorption System
Regeneration Gas

Relocate

Utility Pipeline Curtailment
Volatile Organic Compound (VOC)

Flare Definition (paragraph (c)(10))

PR1118.1 defines the term flare as a combustion device that oxidizes combustible gases or vapors,
where the combustible gases or vapors being destroyed are routed directly into the burner without
energy recovery. Prior to the development of the flare definition in PR1118.1, there was no
established definition of a flare. During the rule process, it became clear that there was no
consensus between the following control devices: afterburner, flare, incinerator, or thermal
oxidizer. The primary challenge was flares (under this proposed rule definition) might have been
permitted as an afterburner or thermal oxidizer in the past because equipment descriptions on
permits varied depending on use and the application submitted by the facility. The proposed
definition also includes a clarification that flares do not recover energy. This is to distinguish a
flare from a burner installed in a device that generates electricity or uses heat to generate steam,
etc. A notice was sent to all potentially affected permit holders to make them aware of the rule
making so they can participate in the process if the facility believe their equipment qualifies as a
flare in accordance with the proposed rule definition. In addition, permitting staff has committed
to address the permitting discrepancies with the facilities. For clarification purposes, the following
is a brief summary of typical attributes of the different control devices:

Flares
Primary application: to burn gases capable of sustaining combustion (>300 Btu/scf)
Waste stream routed directly to the burner
Open or enclosed
Enclosed flares feature vertical stack open to the atmosphere
Ultra-Low NOXx flares include:
o Fuel pre-mixing
o Combustion blowers
o Temperature controls provided by actuated dampers

Thermal Oxidizers
e Primary application: to burn gases that cannot sustain combustion (<300 Btu/scf)
e Typical thermal oxidizer configurations include:
o Horizontal combustion chamber followed by vertical stack
o Combustion chamber not open to the atmosphere, need to maintain
temperature
o Combustion blowers
Temperature controls
o Heat recovery

O

Proposed Rule 1118.1 3-2 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Afterburners
e Primary application: to burn gases that cannot sustain combustion (<300 Btu/scf)
e Fuel gas routed to burner, waste stream fed into chamber above the flame
e Typical afterburners include:
o Enclosed vertical stack open to the atmosphere
o Ground level

Incinerators
e Primary application: to combust organic substances contained in waste materials
e Waste material converted into ash, flue gas, and heat

Requirements (Subdivision (d))

PR1118.1 requires owners or operators that install a new flare or replaces or relocates an existing
flare to meet the emission limits listed in Table 1 — Emission Limits of the proposed rule (see Table
9). The emission limits are based on staff’s BARCT assessment, which reflects h the current
BACT limits.

New flares installed at oil and gas production sites that have estimated annual emission of any of
the following: four or more tons of sulfur oxides, VOCs, NOX, specific organics, particulate matter
(PM); or 100 tons per year or more of CO will have further limitations. The throughput to flares
that are replaced will be limited to 110 percent of the average throughput for the prior two calendar
years immediately preceding the submittal of the permit for the flare being replaced. This proposed
limitation is in response to concerns raised, staff considered various approaches to limit net
increases in gases flared. Following flare replacement, flares would no longer be subject to the
Table 2 — Annual Capacity Thresholds limiting routine flaring. The 110 percent limit therefore
seeks to preclude a facility from installing a new flare and increasing the amount of gas flared from
replaced flares at oil and gas production facilities. For new flares there is no prior flare throughput
activity to establish a limit; therefore, staff is proposing a fixed throughput limit based on the
average throughput from oil and gas production subject to PR1118.1 in 2015 and 2016. That
average, 40 MMscf/year, would be given a one-time growth factor of approximately 10 percent to
set a fixed limit of 45 MMscf/year for new flares that is not replacing an existing flare. Throughput
associated with source tests or utility pipeline curtailment will not be included when calculating
the throughput limitations above, provided the facility is able to provide documentation that
substantiates the throughput sought to be excluded.
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Table 9: PR1118.1°s Table 1 — Emission Limits
pounds/MMBtu

Flare Gas

N[0)4 CO VOC
Digester gas?:

Major facility 0.025 0.06 0.038

Minor facility 0.06 N/A N/A
Landfill gas 0.025 0.06 0.038
Produced gas 0.018 0.01 0.008
Other flare gas 0.06 N/A N/A
Organic liquid handling:

Organic liquid storage 0.25 0.37 N/A

Organic liquid loading 0.034 0.05 N/A

1. Table 1 — Emission Limits shall continue to apply unless amended or
otherwise superseded following a technology assessment, caused to be
performed by the Executive Officer, to determine potential alternative limits
appropriate for digester gas generated from food waste diverted from
landfills.

In October, 2018, the Southern California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment Works (SCAP)
informed SCAQMD of the potential increase of ammonia from thermophilic anaerobic digestion
and the digestion of food wastes. Digester gas burned from these types of digesters may result in
higher NOx emissions.! The data originated from northern California and shared through
California Association of Sanitation Agencies (CASA). . Both organizations urged SCAQMD to
consider an updated emission limit once a determination is made whether ammonia concentrations
will increase from digestion of food wastes or thermophile digestion. Footnote 1 of Table 1 —
Emission Limits, reflects this request and staff’s response. Staffwill include language in the Board
Resolution committing to conduct a technology assessment and report back to the Stationary
Source Committee within 12 months of rule adoption. Digestion of food waste is of particular
concern, due to Senate Bill 13832 which mandates food waste diversion from landfills to either
composting or anaerobic digestion with the goal of beneficially using the biogas. It is anticipated
that about 75 percent capacity of that waste diverted as part of Senate Bill 1383 will be diverted to
existing wastewater treatment plants.

The new data presented by SCAP and CASA requires further studies and affects wastewater
facilities throughout California, as the provisions of SB 1383 require the diversion of food wastes
to either anaerobic digesters or composting. The SCAQMD will work with the waste water
industry, California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), and applicable state

! “Ammonia in Biogas/Digester Gas: Fuel-born NOx Emissions at Flares SCAQMD PR1118.1,”
Black & Veatch Presentation at SCAQMD (October 2018)
2 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bilINavClient.xhtmI?bill_id=201520160SB1383
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agencies to assess this potential issue. Facilities with existing flares may demonstrate compliance
with the emission limits contained in Table 1 — Emission Limits by performing a source test or by
submitting a prior source test that meets specified criteria. Demonstrating compliance with Table
1 — Emission Limits pursuant to a source test must be repeated every five years.

PR1118.1 establishes capacity thresholds (see Table 10) to identify routine flaring that will apply
to existing flares that cannot demonstrate compliance with Table 1 — Emission Limits. Facilities
will be required to monitor flare throughput on a monthly basis. At the end of each calendar year,
the facility must determine if the percent capacity is greater than the PR1118.1 Table 2 — Annual
Capacity Thresholds. If a flare has an annual percent capacity that is greater than the applicable
capacity threshold for two consecutive years, the facility must decide to reduce its throughput to
below the capacity thresholds, e.g. through a beneficial use project, or replace the equipment with
a flare that meets PR1118.1 Table 1 — Emission Limits.

Table 10: PR1118.1°s Table 2 — Annual Capacity Thresholds

Flare Gas Threshold
Any gas combusted in an open flare 5%
Digester gas 70%
Landfill gas 20%
Produced gas 5%

Subdivision (d) also contains the compliance schedule for flares that have an annual percent
capacity that is greater than the capacity threshold for two consecutive years. The schedule allows
additional time for flare throughput reduction, as one objective of the rule is to encourage
alternatives to flaring.

To comply with the tiered schedule and alert SCAQMD staff as to the facility’s activity, status,
compliance option, increment of progress, etc., the following new forms have been developed and
draft versions provided in the Appendix to this Staff Report:

Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity

Notification of Annual Percent Capacity Greater Than Threshold
Notification of Intent

Notification of Flare Throughput Reduction

Notification of Increments of Progress

All but the notifications other than the Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity would be
subject to the administrative fee pursuant to Rule 301(x) — Permitting and Associated Fees and the
forms will be available on the SCAQMD website. Staff will amend Rule 301 to include a reference
to Rule 1118.1. The next amendment to Rule 301(x) will occur prior to July 2019, other than the
Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity, all other notification in PR1118.1 will occur after
January 30, 2020. Therefore, all but one notification fee can be included in Rule 301(x) before
any notification would be required by the Rule1118.1. There will be no fee for the one-time
Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity.
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PR1118.1 includes an initial Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity which must be submitted
within 30 days of rule adoption (See draft notification form in Appendix page B-1). As stated
above, there will be no fee associated with this form as Rule 301 will not be amended to include
Rule 1118.1 prior to the due date of the form. This notification will be a one-page form for the
facility to fill out and submit. It will contain a list of flares at the facility, the permit number, the
date of installation, type of gas combusted, maximum rated capacity of each flare, the description
of flow meter, information from the manufacturer’s nameplate, and the date of the last source test.
This information is critical for rule implementation and enforcement.

Each year any facility that has an annual percent capacity greater than the applicable capacity
threshold has to submit a Notification of Annual Percent Capacity Greater Than Capacity
Threshold to the SCAQMD within 30 days from the end of the second consecutive calendar year
the annual percent capacity is greater than the applicable capacity threshold (See draft notification
form in Appendix page B-12). The notification will alert staff in Planning, Engineering, and
Enforcement. It will be a violation if the facility’s flare percent capacity is greater than the capacity
threshold and the facility does not submit the notification. If a flare has an annual percent capacity
greater than the applicable capacity threshold for two consecutive years, the facility has 60 days
to submit a Notification of Intent to inform the SCAQMD if the facility will pursue flare
throughput reduction or flare replacement (See draft notification form in Appendix page B-3). All
notifications other than the notification of flare inventory and capacity will be subject to
notification fees pursuant to Rule 301(x) — Permitting and Associated Fees and Notification Forms
will be available on the SCAQMD website.

If pursuing flare replacement, the a facility must submit a flare permit application within six
months, Publicly-Owned Facilities have one year, from the end of the second consecutive calendar
year the annual percent capacity is greater than the applicable capacity threshold for two
consecutive years, following standard SCAQMD permit application submittal requirements (e.g.
fees). The facility has 18 months to install the flare after the SCAQMD permit was issued, with a
potential 12 month extension upon Executive Officer approval. Approval of a time extension will
be based on the submission containing sufficient details justifying the basis for the request, and
demonstrating that the specific circumstances necessitate the additional time, such as providing
detailed schedules, engineering designs, construction plans, permit applications, purchase orders,
economic burden, and technical infeasibility.

If pursuing flare throughput reduction, the facility must submit a Notification of Flare Throughput
Reduction within six months, Publicly-Owned Facilities have one year, from the end of the second
consecutive calendar year the annual percent capacity that is greater than the applicable capacity
threshold (see draft notification form in Appendix page B-4). The notification will include the
following information:

e Alternative method(s) to reduce flaring below threshold and timetable to implement. This
should include a detailed description of the beneficial use project including flare gas
recovery, such as energy production, transportation fuels or production of Renewable
Natural Gas.

e Annually the facility shall report to the SCAQMD on the progress achieving the flare
reduction.
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The facility has 36 months from the second consecutive year the flare surpassed the capacity
threshold to reduce flare throughput below the threshold, with a potential 12 month extension upon
Executive Officer approval. Notifications of Increments of Progress, documenting actions taken
to reduce flare throughput or incorporate flare gas reduction, will have to be submitted every 12
months from the end of the second consecutive year the annual percent capacity is greater than the
applicable capacity threshold (See draft notification form in Appendix page B-5). PR1118.1
includes an extension provision that allows for one 24-month extension upon Executive Officer
approval. Approval of a time extension will be based on the submission containing sufficient
details justifying the basis for the request, and demonstrating that the specific circumstances
necessitate the additional time, such as providing detailed schedules, engineering designs,
construction plans, permit applications, purchase orders, economic burden, and technical
infeasibility. If a facility cannot achieve that deadline, they have the option to seek a variance
from the SCAQMD Hearing Board, an independent administrative law panel, for any further
extensions.

PR1118.1 also includes a change of compliance pathway provision. This provision will provide
flexibility if a facility choose either flare replacement or throughput reduction but during the
execution of the project decides to pursue the other compliance pathway. This will only be allowed
one time and the deadline for project completion will be within 36 month from the end of the
second consecutive calendar year the annual percent capacity is greater than the applicable
capacity threshold. The extension provision will not apply if a facility changes the compliance
pathway; however, a facility could seek relief from the Hearing Board.

The following flowcharts demonstrate the rule requirements:
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Figure 8: PR1118.1 Requirements
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Extension Provision (Subdivision (e))

An owner or operator may submit a request to the Executive Officer at least 60 days prior to the
scheduled deadline to complete either the flare throughput reduction or flare replacement. The
Executive Office will review the requests and approve or reject based on information included in
the request. The owner or operator can request one 12-month extension if pursuing flare
replacement and one 24-month extension if pursuing flare throughput reduction. This provision
is not available to a facility that elects to change pathways pursuant to paragraph (d)(6).

Source Tests (Subdivision (f))

PR1118.1 contains source test requirements to ensure flares meet emission or exemption limits
and must be conducted using SCAQMD test protocols and standardized methodology. Source
tests are only required in PR1118.1 for flares complying with the emission limits in Table 1 —
Emission Limits or are demonstrating they meet the 30 pound NOXx emissions per month
exemption in subparagraph (h)(2)(A). Source tests are required to be conducted within 12-months
of rule adoption for existing flares and according to the conditions in the permit to construct a new
flare, and then at least once every five years thereafter. Source testing protocols must be approved
by the SCAQMD at least 90 days prior to the source test. Approved source test protocols do not
have to be resubmitted once approved. Source tests conducted prior to rule adoption may be
allowed to satisfy the source test requirements upon SCAQMD approval.

The following test methods must be used to determine the NOx, VOC, and CO concentrations:

e SCAQMD Method 100.1 — Instrumental Analyzer Procedures for Continuous Gaseous
Emission Sampling for NOx and CO concentrations, and

e SCAQMD Method 25.1 or 25.3 — Determination of VOC Emissions from Stationary
Sources for VOC concentration.

The gas composition shall be determined according to the following methods:

e ASTM Method D-3588 — Standard Practice for Calculating Heat VValue, Compressibility
Factor, and Relative Density of Gaseous Fuels;

e ASTM D1945 — Standard Test Method for Analysis of Natural Gas by Gas
Chromatography; or

e ASTM D7833 — Standard Test Method for Determination of Hydrocarbons and Non-
Hydrocarbon Gases in Gaseous Mixtures by Gas Chromatography.

Monitoring, Recordkeeping, and Reporting Requirements (Subdivision (g))

The Monitoring, Recordkeeping, and Reporting Requirements (MRR) of subdivision (g) are
divided into two sections, the first section addresses how facilities must comply with the capacity
threshold provision and the second section contains general MRR requirements. For the percent
capacity determination, facilities must install fuel meters and monitor the throughput to the flare
or flare stations monthly. Monthly throughput records must be maintained and can be recorded in
either units of volume (MMscf/hour) (See Appendix page B-6) or heat input (MMBtu/hour) (See
Appendix page B-7). Either metric, not both, can be used for monthly throughput determinations,
but the same metric must be used throughout the calendar year. The following shows the percent
capacity calculations by both volume and heat input:
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Figure 9: Percent Capacity Calculations
By volume:
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X = the time period in hours/year that records are required to be maintained and recorded.

Exemptions (Subdivision (h))
PR1118.1 exempts flares subject to other SCAQMD rules including:

e Flares subject to Rule 1118 - Control of Emissions from Refinery Flares and flares that are
anticipated to be subject to Proposed Rule 1109.1. This includes all flares located at asphalt
plants; biodiesel plants; hydrogen production plants fueled in part with refinery gas;
petroleum refineries, and sulfur recovery plants, and hydrogen production plants, and

e Rule 1147 where only natural gas is routed directly to the burner.

PR1118.1 also has low-use exemptions, including flares:

e At landfills that that generate less than 2,000 MMscf/year and have either ceased accepting
waste or is classified by California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery as
an Inert Waste Disposal Site or an Asbestos Contaminated Waste Disposal Site. These
landfills have declining gas quality and quantity, so installing a new flare is not reasonable.

e That emit less than 30 pounds of NOx each calendar month. In the event the flares exceed
this limit, it will be subject to the provisions of subdivision (d), or

e That are used 200 hours or less per calendar year, or the fuel use equivalent to 200 hours
per calendar year. In the event the flares exceed this limit, it will be subject to the
provisions of subdivision (d)

PR1118.1 also includes the following exemptions:

o Flares with a various locations permit as these flares can serve as a temporary solution to
new operations not producing the quantity or quality to meet the proposed emission limits.
e Flares combusting regeneration gas. Regeneration gas is produced when impurities are
being removed from landfill or digester gas. The gas clean up system usually employs
two catalyst beds to clean the gas, one catalyst bed is actively cleaning the biogas while
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the other catalyst bed is being regenerated. The gas used to clean/regenerate the catalyst
cannot be used beneficially and is directed to a small flare. These flares only exist at
facilities engaging in a beneficial use projects such as power generation. In the spirit of
encouraging beneficial use, these flares will be exempt. However, these flares are only
exempt when combusting regeneration gas. Most regeneration flares are fueled with
biogas to maintain the flame and the regeneration gas is routed in above the flare. If there
IS no regeneration gas being combusted and the flare is solely combusting biogas, the flare
will be subject to the rule requirements.

e Flares where only butane or propane, or a combination of butane and propane, is routed
directly into the burner.

e Open flares are exempt from the source test requirements since they cannot be source
tested.

e The throughput, heat input, NOx emission, and time accrued during source testing does
not have to be included in the percent capacity, the 30 pounds/month, or 200 hour
calculations.

POTENTIALLY IMPACTED FACILITIES

There are 154 facilities and 296 flares that are potentially applicable to Proposed Rule 1118.1.
These facilities were identified in SCAQMD permitting and AER systems as operating a flare;
however, the list may not include those facilities permitted as an afterburner or thermal oxidizer
yet meet the PR1118.1 definition of a flare. Thus, this list may not be all inclusive. Of the 154
facilities, 21 are currently in the NOx RECLAIM program. Staff identified 16 facilities and 25
flares that potentially will be required to take action as their current flare activity surpasses the
applicable capacity threshold. Of those 16 facilities, one is currently in the NOx RECLAIM
program. The following is the list of potentially impacted flares:

Table 11: Existing Flares that Surpass the Proposed Capacity Threshold
Based on 2015 — 2017 Throughput

Number of
Facility Flares
ID Facility Name Gas Flared Impacted
1 150400 BREITBURN OPERATING L.P. Produced gas 1
2 | 150209 BREITBURN OPERATING L.P. Produced gas 1
3 150201 BREITBURN OPERATING L.P. Produced gas 1
4 | 172872 | BREITBURN OPERATING L.P. Produced gas 1
5 119219 CHIQUITA CANYON LLC Landfill Gas 1
6 139865 CITY OF BURBANK WATER AND Landfill Gas 1
POWER
7 13662 CITY OF WHITTIER LANDFILL Landfill Gas 1
8 9163 | INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES Digester Gas 1
AGENCY
9 45262 LA COUNTY SANITATION Landfill Gas 4

DISTRICT - SCHOLL CANYON
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Number of
Facility Flares
ID Facility Name Gas Flared Impacted
10 69646 ORANGE COUNTY WASTE & Landfill Gas 3
RECYCLING - FRANK R.
BOWERMAN
11 52753 ORANGE COUNTY WASTE & Landfill Gas 1
RECYCLING - PRIMA DESHECHA
12 74413 REDLANDS CITY - CALIFORNIA Landfill Gas 1
STREET LANDFILL
13 156312 ROSECRANS ENERGY Produced gas 1
14 7068 n SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY SOLID | Landfill Gas 2
WASTE MANAGEMENT
15 50299 SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY SOLID Landfill Gas 2
WASTE MANAGEMENT - MID
VALLEY
16 49111 | SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL Landfill Gas 1
Total Flares 25

The following is the list of facilities identified as having non-refinery flares in the SCAQMD.

Table 12: Facilities with Non-Refinery Flares in the SCAQMD

Facility # of
ID Facility Name Flares Gas Flared
1 16642  ANHEUSER-BUSCH LLC., (LA 1 Digester Gas
BREWERY)
2 89186 | COCA-COLA 1 Digester Gas
3 13596 COLTON CITY WASTEWATER 1 Digester Gas
4 2537 CORONA CITY, DEPT OF WATER & Digester Gas
POWER
5 109608 CR &R INC 1 Digester Gas
6 7417 EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DIST 1 Digester Gas
7 19159  EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DIST 1 Digester Gas
8 10983  EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DIST. 1 Digester Gas
9 1703 EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 1 Digester Gas
10 13088  EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 2 Digester Gas
11 147371 INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY 1 Digester Gas
12 9163 INLAND EMPIRE UTL AGEN, A MUN 1 Digester Gas
WATER DIS
13 1179 INLAND EMPIRE UTL AGEN, A MUN 1 Digester Gas
WATER DIS
14 22674  L.A. COUNTY SANITATION DIST 3 Digester Gas
VALENCIA PLT
15 800214 LACITY, SANITATION BUREAU (HTP) 6 Digester Gas
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Facility # of
ID Facility Name Flares Gas Flared

16 | 10245 LA CITY, TERMINAL ISLAND 2 Digester Gas
TREATMENT PLANT

17 800236 LA CO.SANITATION DIST 12 Digester Gas

18 | 94009 LAS VIRGENES WATER DIST. 3 Digester Gas

19 155877 @ MILLERCOORS, LLC 1 Digester Gas

20 17301 ORANGE COUNTY SANITATION 3 Digester Gas
DISTRICT

21 29110 ORANGE COUNTY SANITATION 3 Digester Gas
DISTRICT

22 14898 PALM SPRINGS WASTEWATER 1 Digester Gas

23 20604 RALPHS GROCERY CO 1 Digester Gas

24 | 12923 RIALTO CITY 1 Digester Gas

25 9961 RIVERSIDE CITY, WATER QUALITY 3 Digester Gas
CONTROL

26 11301 SAN BERNARDINO CITY MUN WATER 1 Digester Gas
DEPT (WRP)

27 20237 SAN CLEMENTE CITY, WASTEWATER 1 Digester Gas
DIV

28 51304 SANTA MARGARITA WATER DIST 1 Digester Gas

29 181040 SANTA MARGARITA WATER DIST 1 Digester Gas

30 13433 SO ORANGE CO WASTEWATER 2 Digester Gas
AUTHORITY-RTP

31 3866 SO ORANGE CO. WASTEWATER 1 Digester Gas
AUTHORITY

32 10198 VALLEY SANITARY DIST 1 Digester Gas

33 150667 VENTURA FOODS 1 Digester Gas

34 | 20561 WATSON LAND COMPANY 1 Digester Gas

35 118526 WESTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DIST. 1 Digester Gas

36 | 50402 YUCAIPA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 1 Digester Gas

37 140373 AMERESCO CHIQUITA ENERGY LLC 1 Landfill Gas

38 173846 = AZUSA LAND RECLAMATION,INC 1 Landfill Gas

39 113518 BREA PARENT 2007,LLC 1 Landfill Gas

40 | 119219 | CHIQUITA CANYON LLC 2 Landfill Gas

41 139865 CITY OF BURBANK/WATER AND 1 Landfill Gas
POWER

42 | 42086 CITY OF UPLAND LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas

43 13662 CITY OF WHITTIER LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas

44 | 45262 LA COUNTY SANITATION DIST SCHOLL 12 Landfill Gas
CANYON

45 42514 LA COUNTY SANITATION DIST 9 Landfill Gas
(CALABASAS)

46 | 50418 O C WASTE & RECYCLING, OLINDA 2 Landfill Gas
ALPHA
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Facility # of
ID Facility Name Flares Gas Flared

47 69646  OC WASTE & RECYCLING, FRB 5 Landfill Gas

48 52753 | OC WASTE & RECYCLING, PRIMA 1 Landfill Gas
DESHECHA

49 74413 REDLANDS CITY (CALIFORNIA ST 1 Landfill Gas
LANDFILL)

50 15793 | RIV CO, WASTE RESOURCES MGMT 1 Landfill Gas
DIST, LAMB

51 6979 RIV CO., WASTE MGMT, BADLANDS 2 Landfill Gas
LANDFILL

52 7068 SAN BER CNTY SOLID WASTE MGMT 2 Landfill Gas

53 50299 SAN BER CNTY SOLID WASTE MGMT 3 Landfill Gas
MID VALLEY

54 49111  SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL 4 Landfill Gas

55 139938 SUNSHINE GAS PRODUCERS LLC 1 Landfill Gas

56 113674 U S AWASTE OF CAL(EL SOBRANTE 1 Landfill Gas
LANDFILL)

57 800209 BKK CORP (EIS USE) 10 Landfill Gas (closed)

58 3530 CALMAT PROPERTIES CO (HEWITT PIT 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
LANDFIL

59 183607 CARSON RECLAM -TETRATECH 2 Landfill Gas (closed)

60 181904 CHANDLER'S RECYCLING 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

61 57769  CITY OF RIVERSIDE (TEQUESQUITE 2 Landfill Gas (closed)
LANDFILL)

62 135369 CORONA DWP LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

63 176967 COYOTE CANYON ENERGY LLC 2 Landfill Gas (closed)

64 145144 | ENIOIL & GAS 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

65 79324  HIGHGROVE LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

66 77033 | INDUSTRY CITY,CIVIC RECREATIONAL 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
IND AUT

67 49805 LACITY, BUREAU OF SANIT(LOPEZ 7 Landfill Gas (closed)
CANYON)

68 42949 | LACITY, PUB WKS DEPT, SANITATION 2 Landfill Gas (closed)
BUREAU

69 95566 LACITY, TOYON CANYON LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

70 24520 LA CNTY SANITATION DISTRICT-PALOS 8 Landfill Gas (closed)
VERDES

71 25070 LA CNTY SANITATION DISTRICT- 26 Landfill Gas (closed)
PUENTE HILLS

72 42633 | LA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS 6 Landfill Gas (closed)
(SPADRA)

73 21189  LACO SAN DISTRICT - MISSION CYN 2 Landfill Gas (closed)

74 60384 | LOS ANGELES BY-PRODUCTS 2 Landfill Gas (closed)

75 104086 MM LOPEZ ENERGY LLC 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

76 84157 | MONTEBELLO CITY 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
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Facility # of
ID Facility Name Flares Gas Flared
77 35102  MOUNTAIN GATE COUNTRY CLUB 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
78 106164 < OC WASTE - VILLA PARK 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
79 181426 OC WASTE & RECYCLING, COYOTE 3 Landfill Gas (closed)
80 52743  OC WASTE & RECYCLING, SANTIAGO 3 Landfill Gas (closed)
81 53860 PICK YOUR PART AUTO WRECKING 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
82 68609  PICK YOUR PART AUTO WRECKING 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
83 60302 RIV COWASTE MGMT (EDOM HILL) 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
84 11434  RIV.CO. WASTE RES. MGR. DBL BUT. 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
85 60315 RIVERSIDE CO - COACHELLA 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
86 5112 RIVERSIDE CO. - MEAD VALLEY 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
87 73884  RIVERSIDE CO. WASTE - ELSINORE 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
88 135173 RIVERSIDE CO. WASTE MGT. 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
89 50297 RIVERSIDE COUNTY WASTE 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
MANAGEMENT
90 165241 RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CORONA 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
91 58044  SANBERCNTY SOLID WASTE MGMT - 2 Landfill Gas (closed)
COLTON
92 7371 SAN BER CNTY SOLID WASTE MGMT- 2 Landfill Gas (closed)
MILLIKEN
93 7699 SYUFY ENT. 1 Landfill Gas (closed)
94 50310 WASTE MGMT DISP &RECY SERVS INC 2 Landfill Gas (closed)
(BRADLEY
95 14914  CAL CARBON 1 Other Flaring
96 | 11245 | HOAG HOSPITAL 1 Other Flaring
97 42630 PRAXAIR 1 Other Flaring
98 | 108742 | REMO INC 1 Other Flaring
99 176823 RIALTO BIOENERGY FACILITY, LLC 1 Other Flaring
100 5973 SO CAL GAS CO 1 Other Flaring
101 8582 SO CAL GAS CO 1 Other Flaring
102 800127 SO CAL GAS CO 2 Other Flaring
103 800128 SO CAL GAS CO 2 Other Flaring
104 169754 SO CAL HOLDING, LLC 1 Other Flaring
105 158910 RANCHO LPG HOLDINGS, LLC 1 Other Flaring - Butane
106 | 44454  STRUCTURAL COMPOSITES IND 1 Other Flaring - Butane
107 12332 GATX CORPORATION 2 Other Flaring -
Propane
108 | 11998 | GOODRICH CORPORATION 1 Other Flaring -
Propane
109 88359  ALAMITOS COMPANY 1 Produced Gas
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Facility # of
ID Facility Name Flares Gas Flared
101 54349  ANGUS PETROLEUM 1 Produced Gas
111 166073 BETA OFFSHORE 2 Produced Gas
112 107551 BOLSA LEASE 1 Produced Gas
113 120098 BREITBURN ENERGY CO. 1 Produced Gas
114 150209 BREITBURN OPERATING L.P. 1 Produced Gas
115 150400 BREITBURN OPERATING L.P. 1 Produced Gas
116 150201 BREITBURN OPERATING LP 3 Produced Gas
117 151539 BREITBURN OPERATING LP 1 Produced Gas
118 172872 BREITBURN OPERATING LP 1 Produced Gas
119 174544 BREITBURN OPERATING LP 2 Produced Gas
120 185578 BRIDGE ENERGY, LLC 1 Produced Gas
121 103480 BRIDGEMARK CORPORATION 1 Produced Gas
122 148894 CALIFORNIA RESOURCES PRODUCTION 1 Produced gas
CORP
123 151899 CALIFORNIA RESOURCES PRODUCTION 1 Produced gas
CORP
124 109719 COOK ENERGY, INC. KERN LEASE 1 Produced gas
125 143741 DCORLLC 1 Produced gas
126 175154 FREEPORT-MCMORAN OIL & GAS 1 Produced gas
127 175191 FREEPORT-MCMORAN OIL & GAS 2 Produced gas
128 124723 GREKA OIL & GAS 1 Produced gas
129 13627  HILLCREST BEVERLY 1 Produced gas
130 151532 LINN OPERATING, INC 4 Produced gas
131 131425 MATRIX OIL CORPORATION - RIDEOUT 2 Produced gas
HEIGHTS
132 165900 PROS INCORPORATED 2 Produced gas
133 156312 ROSECRANS ENERGY 1 Produced gas
134 | 184301 | SENTINEL PEAK RESOURCES LLC 2 Produced gas
135 45086  SIGNAL HILL PETROLEUM INC 1 Produced gas
136 166595 SO CAL HOLDING, LLC 1 Produced gas
137 83509 THE TERMO CO 1 Produced gas
138 800330 THUMS LONG BEACH 1 Produced gas
139 800325 TIDELANDS OIL PRODUCTION CO 1 Produced gas
140 68112  TIDELANDS OIL PRODUCTION 1 Produced gas
COMPANY, ETAL
141 106844 VINTAGE PRODUCTION CALIFORNIA 1 Produced gas
142 144681 WARREN E & P, INC. 2 Produced gas
143 149027 WARREN E & P, INC. 2 Produced gas
144 86463 A WEAVER & MOLA DEVELOPMENT 1 Produced gas

(BRINDLE AND THOMAS
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Facility # of
ID Facility Name Flares Gas Flared

145 800022 CALNEV PIPE LINE, LLC, COLTON 1 Organic Liquid
STATION Handling

146 | 800372 A EQUILON 1 Organic Liquid
Handling

147 124808 INEOS POLYPROPYLENE Organic Liquid
Handling

148 800057 = KINDER MORGAN LIQUIDS TERMINALS, 1 Organic Liquid
LLC CARSON TERMINAL Handling

149 800056 KINDER MORGAN LIQUIDS TERMINALS, 1 Organic Liquid
LLC LA HARBOR TERMINAL Handling

150 800129 SFPP, L.P. Colton Terminal 1 Organic Liquid
Handling

151 800279 SFPP, L.P. Orange Terminal 1 Organic Liquid
Handling

152 800278 @ SFPP, L.P. Watson Station 1 Organic Liquid
Handling

153 176377 TESORO LOGISTICS MARINE TERMINAL 1 Organic Liquid
2 Handling

154 137722 VOPAK TERMINAL LONG BEACH INC,A 1 Organic Liquid
DELAWARE Handling

Total 296

EMISSION INVENTORY AND EMISSION REDUCTIONS

Staff estimates the current NOx emission inventory for non-refinery flares to be approximately
one ton per day. The emission inventory was estimated using a three-year average flare throughput
and the NOx permit limit. The three-year average throughput was to address year-to-year
variations and staff used 2015 — 2017 as it is the most recent and complete verifiable dataset
available. The throughput was obtained through data reported by the facilities in their Annual
Emission Reports (AER). If AER data was not available, staff relied on Rule 1150.1 Annual
Reports which contained throughput data for landfills. Staff also conducted outreach to the flare
owners to obtain missing data points. For some flares, throughput information was not available
so staff did not include any emissions from those facilities in the inventory; thus, the inventory is
likely under estimated. In addition, as discussed earlier, the emissions from oil and gas production
have been much higher in the past due to production levels and price of barrel. Further, some old
permits did not include NOx limits for flares. In those cases, staff defaulted shrouded flares to
0.06 pounds/MMBtu, the BACT limit from 1988, and open flares to 0.068 pounds/MMBtu, based
on the default limit in Rule 1118. To convert the throughput, reported in Million Standard Cubic
Feet (MMscf), to MMBtu, staff used the following default heating values:
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Table 13: Default Heating Values
Heating Value

Flare Gas (Btu/scf)
Digester Gas 600
Produced Gas 1,000
Landfill Gas

Open Landfill 500
Closed Landfill 400
Other Flaring 900

Staff determined the VOC inventory based on the emissions reported in AER, using a two year
average from 2015 and 2016 (2017 data was not available). The estimated inventory is 0.45 tpd
and the emission reductions are approximately 0.014 tpd.

To determine the potential emission reductions, staff determined which flares surpass the
PR1118.1 Table 2 — Annual Capacity Thresholds in. For each flare, staff determined:

e Maximum rated capacity based on permit descriptions (scf/minute or MMBtu/hr),

e Throughput or heat capacity based on the three-year throughput data and default Btu
values, and

e Percent capacity.

For flares that surpass the proposed capacity thresholds, staff calculated the emission reduction if
the flare was replaced with an ultra-low NOXx flare meeting the PR118.1. Table 1 — Emission
Limits. Staff excluded flares that already meet the emission limits and flares eligible for the
exemptions (e.g. flares at closed landfills generating less than 2,000 MMscf/year, low-use flares
or low-emitting flares). Staff estimates there will be 28 affected flares that will need to take action
generating approximately 0.18 tons of NOx reduced per day. These reductions are an
underestimation, since it assumes the continuance of flaring, however, more reductions are
achieved if all the gas is handled beneficially and without NOx emissions. The following table
estimates the emissions reductions per source category:

Table 14: Emission Reductions by Source Category

Number of N[@)' VOC
Affected Reductions Reductions
Gas Flared Flares (tpd) (tpd)
Produced Gas 5 0.012 0.0015
Landfill Gas 19 0.16 0.012
Digester Gas 1 0.007 0.0004
TOTAL 23 0.18 0.014
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INCREMENTAL COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Health and Safety Code Section 40920.6 requires an incremental cost effectiveness analysis for
BARCT rules or emission reduction strategies when there is more than one control option which
would achieve the emission reduction objective of the proposed amendments, relative to ozone,
CO, sulfur oxides, oxides of nitrogen, and their precursors. Incremental cost-effectiveness is the
difference in the dollar costs divided by the difference in the emission reduction potentials between
each progressively more stringent potential control options as compared to the next less expensive
control option.

Incremental cost-effectiveness is calculated as follows:
Incremental cost-effectiveness = (Cai—Coproposed) / (Eait—Eproposed)
Where:

Chproposed IS the present worth value of the proposed control option;
Eproposed are the emission reductions of the proposed control option;
Car Is the present worth value of the alternative control option; and
Ear are the emission reductions of the alternative control option

PR1118.1 only requires flares that surpass the Table 2 Annual Capacity Threshold to be replaced
or for flare throughput be reduced. The progressively more stringent control option is to require
all flares emitting higher than the Table 1 — Emission Limits to be replaced if they do not meet any
of the proposed exemptions.

Produced Gas

The proposed control option will impact five flares at oil production sites, will cost a total of
$4,967,840, and achieve 113 tons of NOx emission reduction over the estimated 25 year life of the
flares. The progressively more stringent control option would impact approximately 28 landfill
flares, would cost a total of $27,819,902, and achieve 272 tons of NOx emission reduction over
the 25 year life of the flares. The incremental cost-effectiveness for replacing all higher emitting
flares is $143,927 per ton of NOx reduced as calculated below.

Incremental cost-effectiveness = ($27,819,902 — $4,967,840) / (272 — 113) = $143,927 per ton of
NOXx reduced. Thus, the progressively more stringent control option was not chosen.

Landfills

The proposed control option will impact 19 landfill flares, will cost a total of $80,770,898, and
achieve 1,627 tons of NOx emission reduction over the 25 year life of the flares. The progressively
more stringent control option would impact approximately 34 landfill flares, would cost a total of
$144,537,397, and achieve 1,916 tons of NOx emission reduction over the 25 year life of the flares.
The incremental cost-effectiveness for replacing all higher emitting flares is $220,445 per ton of
NOXx reduced as calculated below.

Incremental cost-effectiveness = ($144,537,397 — $80,770,898) / (1,916 — 1,627) = $220,445 per
ton of NOx reduced. Thus, the progressively more stringent control option was not chosen.
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Wastewater Treatment Plants and Digesters

The proposed control option will impact 1 flare combusting digester gas, will cost a total of
$1,927,674, and achieve 64 tons of NOx emission reduction over the 25 year life of the flares. The
progressively more stringent control option would impact approximately 45 landfill flares, would
cost a total of $86,745,335, and achieve 401 tons of NOx emission reduction over the 25 year life
of the flares. The incremental cost-effectiveness for replacing all higher emitting flares is $251,218
per ton of NOx reduced as calculated below.

Incremental cost-effectiveness = ($86,745,335 — $1,927,674) / (401 — 64) = $251,218 per ton of
NOXx reduced. Thus, the progressively more stringent control option was not chosen.
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Chapter 4

RULE ADOPTION RELATIVE TO COST-EFFECTIVENESS

On October 14, 1994, the Governing Board adopted a resolution that requires staff to address
whether rules being proposed for amendment are considered in the order of cost-effectiveness.
The 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) ranked, in the order of cost-effectiveness, all of
the control measures for which costs were quantified. It is generally recommended that the most
cost-effective actions be taken first. Proposed Rule 1118.1 implements Control Measure CMB-03
and CMB-05. The 2016 AQMP ranked Control Measure CMB-03 ninth and CMB-05 sixth in
cost-effectiveness.  Further, proposed PR1118.1 has been designed to consider the cost
effectiveness triggering action on behalf of the affected facility.

SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

A Draft Socioeconomic Impact Assessment is prepared and it is scheduled to be released on
December 51, 2018 prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board Hearing on PR1118.1, which is
anticipated to be heard on January 4™, 2019.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

PR1118.1 is considered a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the SCAQMD is the designated lead agency. Pursuant to SCAQMD’s Certified
Regulatory Program (CEQA Guidelines Section 15251(l); codified in SCAQMD Rule 110) and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, the SCAQMD has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA)
for PR1118.1, which is a substitute CEQA document, prepared in lieu of a Negative Declaration
with no significant impacts. The EA is a public disclosure document intended to: 1) provide the
lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with information on the
environmental impacts of the proposed project; and 2) be used as a tool by decision makers to
facilitate decision making on the proposed project.

The environmental analysis in the Draft EA concluded that PR1118.1 would not generate any
significant adverse environmental impacts. Because PR1118.1 is not expected to have statewide,
regional, or areawide significance, a CEQA scoping meeting was not required pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21083.9(a)(2). Further, since no significant adverse impacts were
identified, an alternatives analysis and mitigation measures were not required pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15252(a)(2)(B). The Draft EA was released for a 32-day public review and
comment period from October 26, 2018 to November 27, 2018, and two comment letters were
received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in the Draft EA. Responses
to the letters have been prepared and are included in Appendix E to the Final EA.

The Final EA has been included as an attachment to the Governing Board package. Prior to
making a decision on the adoption of PR1118.1, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and
certify the Final EA, including responses to comments, as providing adequate information on the
potential adverse environmental impacts that may occur as a result of adopting PR1118.1.
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DRAFT FINDINGS UNDER CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE
SECTION 40727

Requirements to Make Findings

California Health and Safety Code Section 40727 requires that prior to adopting, amending or
repealing a rule or regulation, the SCAQMD Governing Board shall make findings of necessity,
authority, clarity, consistency, non-duplication, and reference based on relevant information
presented at the public hearing, and in the staff report.

Necessity

Proposed Rule 11118.1 is needed to comply with USEPA RACM/BACM requirements and to
establish BARCT requirements for non-refinery flares, including facilities that will be
transitioning from RECLAIM to a command-and-control regulatory structure.

Authority

The SCAQMD Governing Board has authority to adopt amendments to Proposed Rule 1118.1
pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40440, 40702,
40725 through 40728, and 41508.

Clarity

Proposed Rule 1118.1 is written or displayed so that its meaning can be easily understood by the
persons directly affected by it.

Consistency

Proposed Rule 1118.1 is in harmony with and not in conflict with or contradictory to, existing
statutes, court decisions, or state or federal regulations.

Non-Duplication

Proposed Rule 1118.1 will not impose the same requirements as any existing state or federal
regulations. The proposed amended rule is necessary and proper to execute the powers and duties
granted to, and imposed upon, the SCAQMD.

Reference

In proposing Rule 1118.1, the following statutes which the SCAQMD hereby implements,
interprets, or makes specific are referenced: Health and Safety Code sections 39002, 40000, 40001,
40702, 40440(a), and 40725 through 40728.5.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

The following comparative analysis has been prepared pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section
40727.2, which requires a comparative analysis of a proposed rule with any Federal or District
rules and regulations applicable to the same source.
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Table 15: PR1118.1 Comparative Analysis

Rule Element

PR1118.1

Rule 1147

SIVAPCD Rule
4311

SBCAPCD Rule
359

40 CFR Part 60
Subpart WWW

43 CFR Parts
3100, 3160 and
3170

Applicability

This rule applies to
owners and operators of
flares that require a
SCAQMD permit at
facilities, including, but
not limited to, oil and
gas production,
wastewater treatment
facilities, landfills,
organic liquid loading
stations, and tank farms.

This rule applies to
manufacturers,
distributors, retailers,
installers, owners, and
operators of ovens,
dryers, dehydrators,
heaters, kilns, calciners,
furnaces, crematories,
incinerators, heated pots,
cookers, roasters, fryers,
closed and open heated
tanks and evaporators,
distillation units,
afterburners, degassing
units, vapor incinerators,
catalytic or thermal
oxidizers, soil and water
remediation units and
other combustion
equipment with nitrogen
oxide emissions from
natural gas that require a
District permit and are
not specifically required
to comply with a
nitrogen oxide emission
limit by other District
Regulation X1 rules.

This rule is applicable to
operations involving the
use of flares

Applies to the use of
flares and thermal
oxidizers at oil and gas
production sources,
petroleum refinery and
related sources, natural
gas services and
transportation sources,
and wholesale trade in
petroleum/petroleum
products.

Applies to each
municipal solid waste
landfill that commenced
construction,
reconstruction, or
modification after July
17, 2014.

This final regulation
aims to reduce the waste
of natural gas from
mineral leases
administered by the
Bureau of Land
Management

Requirement

Emission limits:
Digester gas (minor) —
NOXx limit 0.06
Ibs/MMBtu

Digester gas (major) —
NOx limit: 0.025
Ibs./MMBtu; CO limit:
0.06 Ibs./MMBtu; VOC
limit: 0.038 Ibs./MMBtu

Landfill gas — NOx limit:

0.025 lbs./MMBtu; CO
limit: 0.06 Ibs./MMBtu;
VOC limit: 0.038
Ibs./MMBtu

Produced gas — NOx
limit:0.018 Ibs./MMBtu;

NOx Emission Limits:
Afterburner, Degassing
Unit, Remediation Unit,
Thermal Oxidizer,
Catalytic Oxidizer or
Vapor Incinerator: <800°
F: 60 ppm or 0.073
Ib/mmBtu;

> 800°F and <1200°F:
60 ppm or 0.073
Ib/mmBtu

Flame shall be present at
all times combustible
gases are present;
equipped with automatic
ignition or pilot flame;
capable of detecting
flame presence; emission
limits; flare
minimization plan.

Planned flaring shall not
include sulfur
compounds exceeding
239 ppmv; flares shall be
smokeless; continuous
flame monitoring for
pilot; flare minimization
plan; emission mitigation
plan; emission and
operational limits.

This rule requires
operators to take various
actions to reduce waste
of gas, establishes clear
criteria for when flared
gas will qualify as waste.
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Rule Element PR1118.1 Rule 1147 SIVAPCD Rule | SBCAPCD Rule | 40 CFR Part 60 43 CFR Parts
4311 359 Subpart WWW 3100, 3160 and
3170
CO limit: 0.01

Ibs./MMBtu; VOC limit:
0.008

Other flare gas — NOx
limit: 0.06 Ib./MMBtu;
CO limit: N/A; VOC
limit: N/A; Other organic
liquid storage — NOx
limit: 0.25 Ib./MMBtu;
CO limit:0.37
Ib./MMBtu; VOC: N/A,;
Organic liquid loading —
NOXx 0.034 Ibs./1,000
gallons loaded; CO limit:
0.05 Ibs./1,000 gallons
loaded; VOC: N/A

portable nondispersive
infrared detector or
equivalent as approved
by Executive Officer and
calibrated per

meters may elect to
comply with the
requirements of (c)(6) by
demonstrating each
calendar month that

and flare minimization
plan. Continuous
analyzers gathers data
and colorimetric tubes
for hydrogen sulfide.

gas flared during an
emergency.

pressure at gas collection
header and well; monitor
surface concentrations

Reporting Notification of annual Source test shall have Unplanned flare Source test results for Daily written reports or Provisions specifying
percent capacity > been conducted no more | reporting within 24 NOx and VOC; sulfur quarterly electronic when operators must
applicable flare gas; than ninety (90) days hours; flaring events content; monthly reports measure the volume of
Notification of change to | prior to the date of reported annually; annual | volumes of gas flared; gas vented or flared, and
flare throughput submittal to the monitoring report. annual summary of gas requiring operators to
reduction; Notification Executive Officer. released and exceedances report volume of gas
of flare inventory and of monthly volume vented or flared. Submit
capacity; Notification of allowances. waste minimization plan.
flare throughput
reduction; Notification
of increments of progress
annually; Notification of
intent required if percent
capacity is greater than
threshold listed in Table
2 for 2 consecutive
years..

One time extension
requests must be in
writing

Monitoring Fuel meter are required, Owners or operators of NOx and VOC emissions | Monitor of gases flared | Collection and control | Requires use of an
and source tests must be units with installed monitored, including, during planned and | design system design | instrument-based
conducted 5-year. calibrated non-resettable | hydrogen sulfide through | unplanned flaring events; | plan; install oxygen | approach to leak
Landfill gas may use totalizing time or fuel annual monitoring report | monitoring of volume of | meter; monthly gauge | detection. The final rule

allows operators to use
optical gas imaging
equipment, portable
analyzers.
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Rule Element

PR1118.1

Rule 1147

SIVAPCD Rule
4311

SBCAPCD Rule
359

40 CFR Part 60
Subpart WWW

43 CFR Parts
3100, 3160 and
3170

manufacturer’s
specifications. Heat
input In lieu of recorded
field data, heat input may
be estimated using the
following default heat
input values:

Flare (Btu/scf)
Digester gas 600
Landfillgas 500
Produced gas 1,000

monthly NOx emissions
are less than 22 pounds
or less. Monthly
emissions with a time
meter shall be calculated
using the unit’s
maximum hourly
emission rate in pounds
multiplied by the hours
of operation each
calendar month.

Video monitoring is also
conducted at refineries.

Recordkeeping

Maintain records for 5
years; conduct monthly
capacity threshold

Monthly recordkeeping
of unit use documenting
average emissions of less

Recordkeeping is
required for five years,
and includes compliance

A record of monitored
volumes shall be kept by
the owner or operator of

Annual emission rate;
recordings exceeding
500 ppm; flare

Annual record of volume
of gas flared or vented.

analysis and maintain for | than one pound per day determination, source the flare or thermal temperature ,
5 years calculated based on a testing results, oxidizer.
unit-specific non- emergency flaring data,
resettable time meter or a | annual throughput, copy
non-resettable unit fuel of flare management
meter with fuel use plan, and copy of annual
corrected to standard reports and monitoring
temperature and pressure. | data.
Fuel Restrictions Exempts natural gas, Yes (exempts landfill, Landfill Gas Sulfur compounds are None Produced gas only
propane and butane; digester or other exempted
regeneration gas; combustible gas or
refinery gas vapor)
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APPENDIX A - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Public Workshop Comments

Staff held a Public Workshop on October 17, 2018 to provide a summary of PR1118.1. The
following is a summary of the comments received and staff’s response.

Public Workshop Commenter #1: David Rothbart — Southern California Alliance of Publicly
Owned Treatment Works (SCAP)

The commenter expressed the following:

1. Asked whether there were NOXx limits for biogas in other air district jurisdictions’ non-
refinery flare rules.

2. Requested minor source wastewater treatment plants be subject to the 0.06 Ib/MMBtu
NOx emission limit similar to current BACT limits for minor sources.

3. Asked that a CEQA analysis be conducted for food waste digestion and thermophilic
digestion.

Response to Public Workshop Comment 1-1

Biogas is a mixture of different gases produced by the breakdown of organic matter typically
generated from sewage and waste (e.g., municipal, green, food). There are other air districts in
California that regulate biogas. Both Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
(SBCAPCD) — Rule 359 and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) —
Rule 4311 define “Gaseous Fuel,” as including landfill, sewage digester, or waste gas. However,
Rule 4311 exempts landfills already regulated by Rule 4642 — Solid Waste Disposal Sites.
SBCAPCD has no exemptions for landfills and also regulates thermal oxidizers.

Response to Public Workshop Comment 1-2

Due to the recent issues raised regarding potential NOx impacts from upcoming food waste
diversion from landfills to digesters, staff has changed the rule proposal to allow a higher NOx
limit for minor source wastewater treatment plants and will conduct a technology assessment
within 12 months of rule adoption to investigate this potential issue and determine if any further
action, such as establishing a new limit, needs to be taken.

Response to Public Workshop Comment 1-3

As stated above, staff will investigate potential NOx impacts that result in food waste diversion
pursuant to SB 1383 that seeks to divert food waste from landfills to digesters for beneficial use.
The implementation of this state law, its impacts, and other existing requirements will occur
regardless of this rule. Since PR1118.1 is not proposing or requiring food waste diversion it is not
part of the project description under CEQA. Issues pertaining to food waste diversion would have
been part of CEQA analysis for the approval of SB 1383.
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Public Workshop Commenter #2 — Steve Jepsen — Executive Director, SCAP

The commenter echoed David Rothbart’s concerns expressed the following:
1. Concerns over regulating wastewater industry considering the low NOx emissions.
2. Concerns over NOx impacts from food waste diversion and thermophilic digestion
3. Concern over the time line for flare replacement and flare throughput reduction

Response to Public Workshop Comment 2-1

The SCAQMD has been designated an extreme non-attainment for ozone that is comprised of both
VOC and NOx emissions and, therefore, SCAQMD rules must achieve all possible emission
reductions. Further, this rule will serve as a backstop to limit NOx emission increases in the future.
The intent of SB 1383 is for environmentally beneficial uses of biomethane, so increased flaring
from food diversion would be contradictory to the state law goals. Without capacity threshold
limits on existing flares, there is no assurance the increased gas generation will not lead to
increased flare throughput. Under PR1118.1, if the flaring is determined to be routine, there are
requirements in place to either reduce the flare throughput or replace the flare with a cleaner flare.
Since the public workshop, staff has decided to grant minor sources flaring digester gas the same
limit as current minor source BACT.

Response to Public Workshop Comment 2-2

As mentioned in Response 1-2 staff has committed to a technology assessment for food diversion
and thermopbhilic digestion.

Response to Public Workshop Comment 2-3

PR1118.1 includes many opportunities for stakeholders to plan and prepare for flare replacement
or flare reduction. Initially, the rule allows two years to measure and determine if the flare exceeds
the Table 2 — Annual Capacity Thresholds that would deem the flaring activity as routine, which
was a rule objective. Many facilities might already be aware they are currently flaring routinely
so can begin the process to replace or reduce the flare throughput prior to reaching that two year
threshold. After a flare’s annual percent capacity is greater than the applicable Table 2 — Annual
Capacity Threshold for two consecutive years, the facility has 6 months to submit the Notification
of Intent which identifies the compliance option to be taken. Flare replacement is to be completed
within 18 months of issuance of an SCAQMD permit and flare reduction is to be completed within
36 months of surpassing the Table 2 — Annual Capacity Threshold for two consecutive calendar
years. The rule also includes an extension provision to allow for one 12 month extension for flare
replacement and one 24-month extension for flare throughput reduction. In addition, staff is
proposing to extend the timeline for permit submittal or flare throughput reduction notification to
12 months for publicly-owned facilities which tend to be subject to longer decision-making
processes. Staff strove to provide sufficient timelines and flexibility to accommodate the
stakeholder requests.
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Public Workshop Commenter #3 — Chuck Helget — Director, Republic Services
The commenter expressed the following:
1. Cost-effectiveness calculated at 25 year equipment life; his industry uses 15 years.

2. Beneficial use was not clear in rule; commenter wanted to know if existing equipment
would qualify.

Response to Public Workshop Comment 3-1

Based on currently available data, flares at affected facilities have a very long service life, in many
cases much longer than 25 years. The ultra-low NOXx flares meeting the lower emission limits are
more complex, but in comparison to other combustion equipment, are still relatively basic
combustion units. The cost effectiveness calculation considers the 25 years as the service life of
the initial equipment as well as the cost for maintenance and upgrades during that same period.

Response to Public Workshop Comment 3-2

Currently, and with rule implementation, any facility has the option to handle their gas beneficially.
The flare reduction provision in the proposed rule does not require the installation of an additional
beneficial use project, but is an option for the owner/operator to handle gas beneficially and lower
use of flare to meet the capacity thresholds. Routing additional gas to existing equipment to reduce
flaring throughput would also satisfy the flare reduction requirement.

Public Workshop Comment #4 — Kathy Obergfell — R.A. Nichols Engineering
The commenter expressed the following:

1. For the “other flare” category, there are a wide range of differences between
applications and the limits expressed by the marine terminal BACT used in the
proposed rule language. The BACT standard should be used for new flare installation
in the other flare category.

Response to Public Workshop Comment 4-1

The “other flaring” category was created to regulate flaring not at landfills, wastewater treatment,
or oil/gas production sites. During rule development, stakeholders highlighted the variety of
diverse sources that be characterized as “other flaring” such as loading and unloading of organic
liquids, degassing of storage tanks, tank farms, marine terminals, etc. Staff recognizes the
challenges with organic liquid handling particularly when the products can vary. There are
promising new technologies that could achieve lower NOx emission but at this time there is limited
data to validate the effectiveness of the new technology in all applicable applications. Staff is
proposing to separate out “other flaring” from organic liquid loading and organic liquid storage.
The NOx limits will reflect current BACT standards. No VOC limits will be included as those
operations already have VOC limits in other SCAQMD rules.
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e Rule 1149: “In lieu of meeting the requirements of paragraph (c)(2), drain-dry breakout
tanks shall be maintained in a vapor tight condition outside the tank shell while the roof is
resting upon its support legs and shall be monitored monthly. Records shall be
maintained pursuant to paragraph (c)(11).”

e Rule 462: “Each vapor recovery and/or disposal system shall reduce the emissions of
VOCs to 0.08 pound or less per thousand gallons (10 grams per 1,000 liters) of organic
liquid transferred.”

Public Workshop Comment #5 — Susan Stark — Marathon Petroleum
Commented that she agrees with Ms. Obergfell to use BACT for new flare limits.

Response to Public Workshop Comment #5

Please see Response to Public Workshop Comment 4-1.

Public Workshop Comment #6 — Bridget McCann, Western States Petroleum Association
Commented that she submitted written comments and is willing to discuss further.

Response to Public Workshop Comment #6

Please see response to written comment letter #3.
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Written Comments
Comment Letter #1

September 13, 2018

| i

Wayne Nastri, Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

CALIFORNIA

RESOURCES CORPORATION

Comment Letter 1

RE: PROPOSED RULE 1118.1. CONTROL OF EMISSIONS FROM NON-REFINERY FLARES

Dear Mr. Nastri:

California Resources Corporation (CRC) respectfully submits the following comments on
Proposed Rule 1118.1 under development by the South Coast Air Quality Management

District (SCAQMD).

(d)(2) Table 2 - Capacity Thresholds by Gas Flared: CRC recommends amending the Process
Gas capacity threshold to 20% instead of 5%. As discussed in the working group meetings,
the Percent Capacity is based on the Cost Effectiveness threshold of $50,000 per ton of NOx
reduced. We believe that the flare cost data used in the evaluation is not representative of
the total capital costs. Attachment B shows that the cost of the flare alone is $490,000. A
conservative estimate of the capital costs of a flare is $1,190,000 which includes the cost of
the flare, engineering, construction and miscellaneous piping, fittings and meters. Annual
operating costs are approximately $50,000 for maintenance, testing and parts. With the
revised Total Costs, the rule exceeds the $50,000 threshold for cost effectiveness.

CRC respectfully recommends amending the Process Gas Capacity threshold to 20%.

Table 2 - Capacity Threshelds by Gas Flared

Flare Gas Threshold
Any gas combusted in an open flare 5%
Dig gas 70%
Landfill gas 20%
Process gas i | 20%,
Present Worth Value (PWV) Cost Effectiveness
Total Costs Total Costs
(PWvxtof | CEat5% Total Costs CEat20% | (PWVx#of | CEat30%
PWYV = Capital Investment + affected Lifetime (PWV x # of Lifetime aftected Lifetime
(Annual O&M x PVF) flares) Reduction | affected flares) | Reduction flares) Reduction
5 1,048,745 |AQMD Costs | $ 5,243,725 | § 47,887.90| $ 3,146,235 | $ 43,099.11 | $ 1,048,745 | § 228,861.92
CRC Actual
S 1,971,000 |Costs $ 9,855,000 | & 90,000.00 S 5,913,000 | § 8100000 | S 1,971,000 | § 432,000.00

W
risty onm

Environmental Specialist

Kristy.Monji@cre.com
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CALIFORNIA

RESOURCES CORPORATION
Attachment B:

A - Terms

COYOTE NORTH QUOTATION NUMBER:  20131031-169. REV. 3
QUOTATION DATE: January 31, 2014

COYOTE NORTH LTD. CNTOXS INCINERATOR SYSTEM
(Based on the Quotation Descripion and Attachment A - Product Specifications)

AVAILABILITY: 10-12 weeks after receipt of order.

1. Sub-Total / Coyote North Ltd., CNTOXS Incinerator System: SUSD 460,000 each
(Ex-works: Enid, OK. All applicable shipping. laxes, duties, and fees are cost +10%.)

2. Sub-Total / Startup Costs: SusD 9,000
Onsite field installation and start-up technicians @ $USD 750 each per day per person,
Budget of 6 days 2 Techs on sile

3. Travel Technician: SUSD 130
Travel Days of technicians @ $USD 325 each per day per person,

Budget of days 2 Techs Travel
4. Travel: $USD 4200

Arr Travel for 2 Technicians to and from Bakersfeld, CA.

5. Vehicle Costs: SuUsD 1,200
Average Rental cost of $150 per day & 8 days

6. Subsistence: SUsSD 2580
Average Room cost of $160 per day per Technician @ 8 days

7. Commissioning and operations spare parts SUSD 2,560
Operaling spare parts
8. Shipping of Incinerator from factory to site $USD 12,000 each

Permitted loads. over height and over width. One load per Incneralor.

PRICE VALIDITY:
The pricing in this quotation & valid for 60 days from the quotation date_
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Response to Comment L etter 1

Response to Comment 1-1:

Staff communicated with a former employee of Coyote North, the manufacturer of the flare cited
in the comment letter, to verify and better understand the information provided but was informed
the company is no longer in existence. It should be noted the cost quotes were based on a project
located outside the SCAQMD region which may or may not be applicable for this region. The
cost effectiveness data and analysis for PR1118.1 were based on local installation reflecting local
needs. Notwithstanding the above, staff included that data point in the calculation with a slight
change to the projected cost for source testing, as the proposed rule requires only one source test
every five years and the quote included annual source testing. Even with this value included, the
original 5% threshold still is under the $50,000 per ton of NOx reduced which is the cost
effectiveness threshold approved under the 2016 AQMP. Thus, staff is not proposing to change
the capacity threshold for produced gas.
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Comment Letter #2

Comment Letter 2

Yorke

ENGINEERING, LLC

www. YorkeEngr.com

October 17. 2018
Mr. Steve Tsumura
Air Quality Specialist
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765
Work: (909) 396-2540
E-mail: STsumurai@agmd. gov

Subject: Proposed Rule 1118.1 - Control of Emissions from Non-Refinery Flares
Preliminary Analysis for Hoag Hospital (Facility ID 11245) Based on September
21, 2018 Draft Rule Language

Dear Mr. Tsumura:

On behalf of Hoag Hospifal (Facility ID 11245), Yorke Engmeering, LLC 15 submutting this
follow-up letter to the one previously submitted on September 19, 2018 illustrating the unique case
of the flare at Hoag Hospital in Newport Beach and the impacts of PR1118.1. This analysis 1s
based on draft mule language dated September 21, 2018 and our conversations on October 2 and 3,
2018.

UPDATED HISTORY

The City of Newport Beach has had a combustible and noxious gas problem dating back to the
1920°s.! Much of the area was afflicted with noxious odors due to hydrogen sulfide, and the threat
of fire from methane accumulation. According to historical documentafion, the source of the
methane was not known as the geological nature of the rocks leads to the potential for natural
leakage of methane. A flare was installed around 1977 to mitigate this nuisance.

Hoag 1s a non-profit hospital operating on land which contains a few abandoned o1l and gas wells
that originate from as early as the 1920°s. Methane and hyvdrogen sulfide have plagued the area
since and the odors were a distinctive feature of the nearby sections of Pacific Coast Highway.

According to SCAQMD Permit Application Number 08514A. the flare began operation in 1977,
per City of Newport Beach Utilities Director Joseph Devlin. In 1980, the City of Newport Beach
attained a Permit to Operate from SCAQMD. In 1985, a change of ownership application was
submitted. transferring the flare to Hoag as Hoag purchased the land from the City of Newport
Beach for their Cogeneration Plant. The property already had gas wells operating with the flare to
combust the gas.

On September 2, 1980, Frank Maccioli of SCAQMD made the following historical observation of
the flare operated by the City of Newport Beach (Attachment 1):

! Wrnght, Memll E. “Gas Leaks m Newport Beach.” Division of Environmental Geoscisnces, American Association
of Petroleum Geologists, Pacific Section, vol. 74, 18 May 1996.
- searchanddiscovery com/pdfz/documents/2007/0701 4priority/fields¥e 2002 0la%e 20basin/01 pdf himl

o ——————————————————————————————————————————————————————
LOS ANGELES/OFANGE COUNTY/RIVERSIDE/VENTURA/SAN DIEGOFRESNO/BEREELEY/BAKERSFIELD
31726 Rancho Viejo Road, Swte 218 v San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 v Tel: (949) 248-8490 v Fax: (949) 248-8495
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Mr. Steve Tsumura
October 17, 2018
Page 2 of @

The enforcement file shows a history of several odor complaints in the area prior fo the
installation of the subject equipment. Investigations ito the source of this odor by the City
of Newport Beach determined that it was due to seepage’ through the ground from a
buried source of natural gas with a relatively high H25 fraction.

As such, Hoag recognized the necessity to continue operating the flare. Given the high hydrogen
sulfide content of the gas, Hoag installed Sulfatreat scrubbers in1998 to remove hydrogen sulfide
from the gas prior to combustion. At that time, the flare was also moved from its original location
from where the Hoag Conference Center is to its current location. To appease local residences,
Hoag also had the flare equipped with a shroud to hide visible flames. A letter dated September
17, 1997 from Joseph M. Tramma of SCAQMD was sent to a local townhome association stating
the flare at Hoag was in compliance with all SCAQMD Rules and Regulations. The letter is
provided as Attachment 2

From August 2004 through December 2011, Hoag was able to use the gas beneficially in their
boilers located at the Upper Plant. However, naturally occurring subterranean pressures have
decreased over time, preventing the gas from reaching the Upper Plant. even with augmentation
from dual blowers. Boiler technicians attempted to tune the boiler using the naturally occurring
methane but were unable to get the boilers to fire. As such, Hoag now combusts gas in the flare
at the Cogeneration Plant. Hoag 1s not able to pump the gas to the Upper Plant boilers without
expensive upgrades to the blowers and the entire piping infrastructure. Hoag estimates the piping
length to be approximately 3,000 feet with an elevation gain of about 50 feet from the wells to the
Upper Plant boilers.

Hoag upgraded the boilers in 2013 as required by SCAQMD Rule 1146 with new low-NOx
burners. The burners are designed to produce low NOx emissions from natural gas combustion
It is not clear whether the new burners would be able to efficiently combust the low-grade naturally
occurring methane. The gas has continued to be flared at the Cogeneration Plant since 2012,

Hoag operates a boiler and three cogeneration engines at the Cogeneration Plant. However. the
flare gas 1s not viable for use in the engines becaunse they require high quality natural gas. The
Cogeneration Plant boiler has a low-NOx burner designed for natural gas combustion and not for
low-grade fuels such as the natural occurring methane. Moreover. the cogen boiler is a back-up
used to produce steam duning engine downtime and is not online frequently enough to be a
consistent source for combusting the flare gas.

UPDATED RULE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Based on an October 2, 2018 phone conversation between Corey Luth of Yorke Engineering, LLC
and Mike Krause, Heather Farr, and Steve Tsumura of SCAQMD, the SCAQMD is now
considering the gas to be considered “Other Flare Gas™ for rule applicability purposes. Mr. Erause
acknowledges that the situation at Hoag 1s an “inferesting story.” However. we mainfain the
nafurally occurring methane flared at Hoag should be uniquely classified in Table 2 of the proposed 2-1
rule language dated September 21. 2018. The purpose of the flare at Hoag is to control potential
odors and mitigate health risks and fire hazards. Imposing overly-restrictive emission limits may
needlessly force the facility to incur excessive costs in the future to upgrade the equipment. In
addition, it may cause compliance issues in the foture as the composition of the gas is highly
variable. A subset of gas analysis results 1s provided in Attachment 3. Emission guarantees from
flare manufacturers mav be impossible to achieve and demonstrate via source testing. We request

! (TN [T —
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Mr. Steve Tsumura
October 17, 2018
Page 3 of 9

that an additional category be added to Table 2 named “Naturally occurring methane™ with a | 2-2
capacity threshold of 100%. or a by-name exemption in subdivision (h).

In the October 2, 2018 phone call, Best Available Control Technology (BACT) emission limits

were discussed. SCAQMD stated that the flare should have been subject to the 0.06 Ib/MMBTU

MNOx limit m the past. However, in the Eule Evaluation for A/N 329157, 1t 15 acknowledged by

the SCAQMD that there is no specific BACT listed for this type of waste gas flare. There were

1o mles enforcing an emission limit on the flare. As such, the source test conducted m 1998 should | 2.3
only be viewed for baseline informational purposes.

Per a phone conversation between Corina Chang and Corey Luth of Yorke Engineering. LLC and
Mr. Tsumura of SCAQMD on October 3, 2018, Mr. Tsumura is placing phone calls to Varec
Biogas and its parent company Westech Industrial to discuss whether the flare is open or enclosed.
Prior to receiving calls back from the two compames, Mr Tsumura stated that, based on the
pictures provided by the facility, it appears to be an enclosed flare.

Preliminary cost-effectiveness studies show that it is not economically feasible to replace the flare
or pump the flare gas to the Upper Plant for combustion in the boilers; see September 19, 2018
letter. Cost effectiveness estimates are well above the $50.000 per ton NOx reduced, which is the
cost threshold documented in the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Even if the flare
is modified at a later date the costs to replace the burner are still not cost effective.

2-4

CONCLUSION

We request that PR1118.1 include a separate gas category in Table 2 for “naturally occurnng
methane™ with a capacity threshold of 100%. or a by-name exemption in subdivision (h). Hoag
operates a flare as a service to the citizens of Newport Beach fo mitigate odors, health risk, and
fire hazards. Preliminary cost studies indicate that replacing the flare and beneficial use of the gas
are not cost effective. In addition. the quality and variability of the gas composition make meeting
emission guarantees practically impossible.

In Aftachment 4, we have a marked-up version of PR1118.1 with our proposed edits to Table 2
and subdivision (h).

! Orke cginesing Lie
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Should you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (949) 556-7074.

Sincerely,

e

Corey Luth

Engineer

Yorke Engineering, LLC
CLuth@YorkeEngr.com

oo Erik Lidecis, Hoag
Duane Suby, Hoag
Peter Moore, Yorke Engineering
Corma Chang, Yorke Engineering
Dixie Richards, Yorke Engineering

Atftachments:

Frank Maccioli SCAQMD Field Report

Letter from Mr. Joseph Tramma (September 4, 1997)
(Gas Analysis Results

Marked-up PR1118.1

Gas Leaks in Newport Beach. Merrill E. Wright

L s W b

E (TT T —"
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ATTACHMENT 1 - FRANK MACCIOLI SCAQMD FIELD REPORT

‘ (T (U ——
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ATTACHNMENT 2 - LETTER FROM MR. JOSEPH TRAMNMA (SEPTEMBER 4,
1997)
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?ﬁ 21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
P}

South Coast =~
Air Quality Management District

(909) 396-2000 - http:/fwww aqmd.gov

September |7, 1997

Mr. Bawie Houghton, President

Newport Beach Townhouse Owners' Association
C/O Gill Management Company

2872 West DeVoy Drive

Anaheim, CA. 92804

Dear Mr. Houghton:

| am responding to your letter, dated September 4, 1997, regarding Hozg Memorial Hospital
Presbyterian’s (Hoag) proposal to locate a waste gas flare adjacent to their parking lot in the vicinity of
4400 West Coast Highway, Newport Beach, California. Hoag fil=d Application No. 329157 with the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) requesting a permit to construct and operate a
waste gas flare on June 18, 1997. The proposed flare will replace existing equipment located at the
appesite end of the parking lot. The proposed flare will be enclosed so that visible flame will not
extend from the flare exhaust and will mest the Best Available Control Technolegy standard for
nitrogen oxide emissions that has been established for landfill and digester gas flares. Hoag's proposal
also includes a scrubbing svstem that will remove more than 99% of the sulfur compounds contzined in
the waste gas prior to incineration in the flare. Implementation of the sulfur removal system, along with
an efficient high temperature flare operation will significamly reduce methane pas emissions and
hydrogen sulfide odors noted from the existing flare. Our engineers evaluated the proposal, and
determined that the expecied air contaminant emissions, including toxic compounds, discharged from
the flare would comply with the Rules and Regulations of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (AQMD). The AQMD is required to grant a permit to construct and operate for equipment and
procésses that are determined to comply with all applicable rules and regulations.

Your questions concerning truck access, traffic and artificial lighting at night for the proposed project
do not fall under the purview of the AQMD, and would be best directed to the local city or county
planning agency. In response to your request, this letier serves to notify you that a Permit to Construct
will be issued w Hoag Memorial Haspital Presbyterian for the installation of a waste gas collection,
treatment and flaring svstem as described in AQMD Application No. 329157,

Thank you for vour information pemaining to this project, and If vou have further questions, please
contact me at ($09) 3%6-2632 or Mr. Gaurang Rawal at (909) 396-2543,

Wery truly yours,

——

@\'\- L
oseph M. Tramma

Adr Quality Analysis and Compliance Supervisor
- Public Facilities Team
MT:GCR

CC: D. Russell, AQMD
Certified Mail with Return Receipt.

%YEAR! oF PRoOGREsSS TowarD CLEAN AIR

o Dhomr s T omey Mmoo W mage
w w XA T FE BVERT SOTYE LUSIMELSD

1947 « 1997
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. LILWELL RESEARCH, INC,-
IS0 W Lt v T s ERGET
Eoeldos HES o 0 ALIFLORNIA S0AT 8
B L I LY I Y

Avgust 23, 1975 7

City of Hewporg Duach

3300 Hewpore Blwvd,

Howpore Baach, €A 02GEU
Attention: Mr, ¥ewleth L. Purry

Centlomen:

NT B !
Shown below are the results of snalyels on a gas sampla AWEW aﬁ,-ﬁ?’cf
taken August 1%, 1975 in the Balboa Cove housing area.

._ __Mol. %

Oxygen 088 i
Nitrogen 7.640 |
Carbon  Diomide 10,331 i
Hydrogen Sulfide L D0g |

Hethane 81.756

Ethane L0680

FPropane L0003

Iso-lutane 00T

H-Bubane . .03 I

Iso=Punkane L0005 1

H-«Pentanc .05 |

Haxane L 007 !

) ) Haptane . 028 |
) " Detane L018 . - -
. Nonane + .00
Specifie Grawvity
fair = 1) .6E8
B.T.U.fcu, fe, -~ B3z,

Respeecfully submitted,

e

A, 0. Byrd
le _ : | Vir‘:l‘il p““‘"f'.m":{
‘ | Iovie- #ds

Caiec  f
: R aLEeh 5
oo e e me e [ 20 P PN TR 1 WP a1 LT OR T Y T \‘"""-—-._._____‘__,_.-}M/t -
* Fip TEMiEn ks 3900, L LI PP o ety
=g B, AR LR AR ’ '
Trar dembern amd repnits dve i o sie s ave s Ly e R | e 1 | TR R BT TLRELTIC I T TR TR T
i foanta b ariarms bl o bt the i g ] ; s ’
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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT PAGES PAGE
. 7 4
STATIONARY SOURCE COMPLIANCE DIVISION APPL NO DATE
: 329157 82997
PERMIT APPLICATION EVALUATION AND CALCULATIONS | PROCESSED BY C}I%EEBY
GCR :

Recently, concerns were raised regarding the applicability of Rule 431.1 for the sulfur content of the waste
gas being burned in existing flare that may have approx. 4000 ppm of H,S. District Prosecutors Office was ~
contacted for the interpretation and applicability of Rule 431.1, and it was determined that the operations

will be subject to Rule 431.1. A waste gas sample analysis run by the AQMD Source Testing branch
_confirmed H;3 level in excess of 3500 ppm (Source Test Report Mo, 97-0026).

On May 14, 1997, a mesting between Hoag Memorial Hospital representatives {and Counsel) and Distrct
staff and Counsel was conducted at the District headquarter. As a result it was agreed to have HOAG
expedite the proposed construction project to bring the source in Rule 431.1 compliance, minimize
potential violations of Rule 402 and Health and Safety Code Section 41700, In the meantime; District to
prepare and file for the order for abatement (stipulated O/A). District had filed a petition for an Order for
Abatement under OfA # d4444-1 (scheduled hearing date of July 15, 1997). For further details please refer
to the Order for Abatement Case No. 4444-1. 4

. Upon approval and issuance of this new Permit to Construct (AN 329157), previously |ssued P/C under
’ AMN 320316 will be cancelled. 1 : .

' PROCESS DESCRIPTION:

Proposed new construction consists of waste gas collection from the existing well #5; #3, #7A and Balboa
Cove well. Two identical gas blower packages, Mo. | and Mo, 2 {one being a stand by unit) will be
installed for gas transport through the sulfur treatment serubber unit and finally to the new flare. -

Maximum waste gas flows, over a twenty year period and mcludmg future tie-ins from support services -
buildings , is estimated at 20,100 SCFH (335 scfim), average being & 500 SCFH ( 140 scfm). Typical waste
gas sample analysis (composite sample), September 3, ]996@&:’ the project design is (given hy

applicant), -
COMPONENT . MOL %
. METHANE - - i 619

. CARBON DIOXIDE 14.2
OXYGEN ols
NITROGEN 23.!3\f
HYDROGEN SULFIDE, 0.4 (4000 ppm)

TOTAL = 100%

Mote: Aromatic and chlorinated hydrocarbons® analysis indicates some of the toxic compounds at level
below detection level (<< 1.0 PPB), and Benzene = 30.8 PPB. (Please refer to letter from GeoScience
Analytical Inc., dated September 5, 1996, Table-3).

Mol. Wt. =320
Specific Gravity =0.79
BTW/SCF (HHV) =627.5

Max. waste gas rate (Flare design) = 20,100 SCFH = 335 scfin.
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GeoScience Analytical. Inc.

“established March 19817

SOEHANEY COURT SDMIVALLEY, CA 03065 (B05) 526-6532 FAN 5833081 EMATL GEOSCTIO@ACL.COM

September 1, 2015

Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian
One Hoag Drive
Newport Beach, CA 92658-6100

Attn.: Tim Caldwell
Supervisor Plant Operations

RE: Gas Flare Chemical Composition
Dear Mr. Caldwell:

On August 20, 2015 GSA personnel collected flare gas for chemical speciation in a
Certified Laboratory under Cham-of-Custody. Samples were collected and analyzed in
accordance with EPA and ASTM methodology specifically described in the attached Case
Narrative.

Flare gas was analyzed for Fixed Gases, hydrogen sulfide and C1-C6+
hydrocarbons. A complete laboratory report is attached hereto. The following table
summarizes the gas composition identified by the subject report:

Compound Concentration V
Methane 698.000.0
Ethane 1.400.0
Propane 36.0
n-Butane 12.0
n-Pentane ND
n-Hexane ND
n-Hexane plus 240
Hyvdrogen ND
Oxygen 156,000.0
Argon 11.300.0
Nitrogen 135,000.0
Carbon Monoxide ND
Carbon Dioxide 156
Hyvdrogen Sulfide 0.0077

Methods, laboratory analytical data, QA/QC and Chain-of-Custody are attached
hereto.

Sincerely yours,

Louis J. Pandolfi
President

Emvironmental Audits  Hazardous Gas Mifiganon  Litigation Consultimz  Petroleum Geochemmstry
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(Adopted TBD)

(O9721/2018)

PROPOSED RULE 1118.1. CONTROL OF EMISSIONS FROM NON-

@

(®)

(©

REFINERY FLARES

Purpose

The purpose of this rule 15 to reduce NOx and VOC emissions from flarning
produced gas, digester gas, landfill gas, and other combustible gases or vapors and
to encourage alternatives to flaring.

Applicability

This rule applies to owners and operators of flares that require a SCAQMD permit
at facilities, including, but not limited to. o1l and gas production, wastewater
treatment facilities, landfills. organic liquid loading stations. and tank farms.

Definitions

(1) ANNUAL THROUGHPUT means the volume of gas or vapor in million
standard cubic feet (MMscf) that 15 combusted 1n a flare or flare station 1n
one calendar vear, excluding gas used solely to maintain the pilot light.

(2) ASSIST GAS means a higher heating value gas required for complete
combustion of the gas or vapor stream being routed to the flare burner.

(3 BIOGAS includes digester gas or landfill gas produced by the breakdown
of organic matter in the absence of oxygen.

4 CAPACITY is the maximum volumetric flow rate of gas or vapor that the
flare or flare station is rated to process in units of scf per minute or the
maximum heat input rate the flare or flare station is rated to process in units
of million British thermal units (MMBiu) per hour.

(3) CAPACITY THRESHOLD is the percentage of the capacity used to flare
gas and is the metric used to define when an owner or operator of a flare or
flare station must take action to reduce NOx emissions and/or reduce the
throughput to the flare.

(6) DIGESTER. GAS means a gas produced from either mesophilic or
thermophilic digestion of biodegradable waste, consisting of methane,
carbon dioxide and traces of other contaminant gases.

(7)  FACILITY is as defined by Rule 1302 — Definitions.

1118.1-1
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Rule 1118.1 (Cont.)

3)

(TBD)

(B)  Flare replacement or modification pursuant to

paragraph (d)(4).
Table 2 - Capacity Thresholds by Gas Flared
Flare Gas Threshold
Any gas combusted in an open flare 3%
Digester gas 0%
Landfill gas 20%
Produced gas 5%
Naturallv Occmrring Methane 100%

An owner or operator that submuitted a Statement of Intent to reduce the flare
throughput shall complete the following pursuant to the schedule set forth

in Table 3. with potential extension(s) pursuant to subdivision (e):

(A)

(B)

(©)

D)

Submit a notification to the Executive Officer that includes the

following:

(1) Alternative method(s) to reduce flare throughput below
Capacity Threshold; and

(11) Timetable to implement and operate the alternative method.

Submit increments of progress reports which shall include:

(1) Actions completed;

(11) Actions vet to be completed: and

(1)  Any changes to the onginal notification.

Reduce the percent capacity of the flare or flare station below the

Table 2 thresholds.

The notification submitted under subparagraph (d)(3)(A)shall be

considered a plan within the meaning of Rule 306 — Plan Fees.

Table 3

Requirement

Schedule

Submit notification pursuant | § months from surpassing the annual Capacity
to paragraph (d)(3)(A) Threshold for two consecutive years

(d)(3)(B)

Submit increments of 12 months from surpassing the annual Capacity
progress reports pursuant to Threshold for two consecutive years, and annually

thereafter, until flaring is reduced below Table 2
threshold

Reduce flaring below Table 2 | 36 months from surpassing the annual Capacity

thresholds Threshold for two consecutive years
11181-4
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Rule 1118.1 (Cont.) (IBD)

(2) An owner or operator of a flare subject to this rule that emits less than 30
pounds per calendar year shall not be required to meet the emission limits
in Table 1 provided:

(A) The flare has a permut that specifies condifions that limits the
applicable NOx emissions; and

{(B)  The flare operates in compliance with the permit condition;

(C)  This exemption shall no longer apply in the event the flare surpasses
the 30 pound per month NOx emission limit.

(3) An owner or operator of a flare subject fo this mle that operates less than
200 hours per calendar year shall not be required to meet the emission limits
in Table 1 provided:

(A) The flare has a permit that specifies conditions that limits the
operating hours; and

(B)  The flare operates in comphance with the permit condition;

(C)  This exemption shall no longer apply in the event the flare surpasses
the 200 hours per calendar year.

(4) An owner or operator of an open flare shall not be required to conduct
source testing pursuant to subdivision ().

(3) Throughput, heat mnput, NOx emissions and fime accrued during source
testing pursuant to subdivision (f) mavbe omitted from the calculation of
percent capacity pursuant to subparagraph (g)(1)(D), emissions pursuant to
paragraph (h)(2), or hours pursuant to paragraph (h)(3).

(8) The facility operator of Hoag Hospital in Newport Beach.

1118.1-11
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GAS LEAKS IN NEWFPORT BEACH

Merrill E. Wright
Consultant

Huntington Beach, California

INTRODUCTION

The City of Newport Beach has had
combustible and noxious gas problems for years. The
origin probably lies in the 1920's. Various areas in the
city have been affected either by the odor of hydrogen
sulphide or from the threat of fire from methane
accumulation, Usually the problem has been odor, but
some buildings have burned,

Almost all of the affected areas have had
hydrocarbon mining or oil well drilling near them, In
some instances the wells are leaking, In others there is
a question as to the source, but the geological nature of
the rocks leads to natural leakage potential

Limited production took place in and around the
city (Fig 1). One oil field is still active on the western
edge of the city, where a fire flood was instituted many
years ago (Fig 2). One oil field belongs to the City of
Newport Beach and has 15 producing wells (DOGGR,
1995).

None of the productive areas addressed here
were very commercial. Most wells were shallow and
produced low-gravity cil. Water had a tendency to break
through carly in the production and drown out the well.
Down hole heaters were tried in a number of wells but
were found to be a marginal solution at best, The gas
leakage arcas generally have the poorest, or the oldest
abandoned wells. The oldest abandoned wells (1929)
have plugs that fit those less demanding times and
requirements (Parker, 1943). With the exception of the
still-active oil fields, the earlier wells were drilled
between 1925 and 1926, with the last wells drilled in
1948. The productive interval was from 650 feet to
1,600 feet. Most of the wells were completed with a
surface casing and a water string cemented at the top of
the best cored oil show. A slotted liner of varying
lengths was set across the productive interval. Sand
problems, from the lack of gravel packing and large

perforations were common,

The main productive interval is the Miocene "C"
sands (Ingram, 1968). This sand interval occurs below
a thick shaley interval termed the “C" shale, which is
probably the cap for the accumulation. Gas production
was not mentioned frequently in the well production
historics, but most of the wells flowed for a short time
during the initial production phase, The drive
mechanism at this shallow depth, must have been
solution gas.

All of the oil fields in Newport Beach are on or
near the Newport-Inglewood fault zone, Fault branches
run near all of the gas leakage areas. Most of the smaller
production pools appear to be ecither faulé-trap
accumulations or permeability change traps. The Mesa
pool to the north is composed of both, a permeability
barricr on the south with a fault to the east. The dip is to
the north-west with an oil/water contact. The surficial
deposits are composed of a thin subarcal Holocene sand
and shale cover over Pleistocene terrace deposits, Where
they are exposed, Miocene oulcroppings are grey, silty,
poorly-bedded shale that is soft and unctuous (greasy
feeling) when found moist. Diatomaceous layers are
interspersed among more dense lithologies. The upper
sands are typical near beach or river deposits, composed
of fine to coarse-grained, granilic source arkosic sands
with pebble layers and shell beds.

At Broad Street and Holmwood Drive the
source of gas may be either a distant well leak feeding
this up dip location, or a natural leak in the gut-cropping
of the Mesa sand (Zebal, 1973).

At 35th Street and Marcus Avenue a well is
almost certainly the cause of the gas leak. A 1926 well
produced briefly just 40 feet from the vent.

At the base of the cliff below Hoag Memorial
Haospital, there are five old wells that may cause all of or
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NEWPORT OIL FIELD

MESA AREA
CONTOURS ON TOP OF MESA SAND

TGS RIOW

CAGMEY AREA
COMTOURS ON TOP QF C SHALE

Figure 1. Map of the Newport Qil Field. Three gas leaks are indicated as stops 1, 2, and 3. Contours are on the top
of the Mesa Sand and the “C" Shale. This map is modified from Division of Oil and Gas, 1984.
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WEST NEWPORT OIL FIELD

CNSHORE ©  CONTOUAS ON TOF OF A SAND
OFFSHORE: CONTOURS ON TOP OF LOWER MOHNIAN

Figure 2. Map of the West Newport Oil Field. The contours are on the top of the A" Sand and the top of the Lower

Mohnian, The map is from Division of Qil and Gas, 1984,

part of the gas leak. One well was abandoned in 1933.

The gas leakage problem, however, probably predates
the well. This dry hole did have gas and oil shows. The

hydrocarbon intervals were not very carefully sealed off
in the abandonment.

FIRST STOP-BROAD
HOLMWOOD DRIVE

STREET AND

The pipe with a box on it next to the olive tree
is a low-volume and low pressure continuing emanation
that has bumed for at least 25 years (Fig. 3). The
burning controls the noxious odor of the hydrogen

sulphide that is produced with the methane. The nearest
well was a dry hole located 700 feet to the west. The
nearest productive well was Sunset Pacific Co.
“Strobridge B" #1 which is located 2,700 feet to the
northwest. The productive Mesa pool was in this area,
and generally fans out to the north-west from this well
(Fig. 1). The field was a small shallow pool that
encompassed only 25 acres. When it was fully
developed it contained 13 productive wells and
approximately the same number of surrounding dry
holes. The productive interval was the upper Miocene
Mesa sand at a depth of 600 feet to 450 feet. The
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Figure 3. Map of the Newport Bay area showing the location of the methane pas leaks, Stop 1 is a low-volume and
low-pressure burn stack, Stop 2 is a gas vent in a high density residential arca. Stop 3 is the 90 mef flare at Hoag

Hospital,

the structure is homocline. The limit to the north-west is
an oil water contact. The cumulative production is
33,697 barrels of oil, and production peaked at 14,000
barrels of oil per day in 1926,

The environmental solution to this leakage is to
continue the buming and maintain the vault. Sealing off
this vent will result in break-out at another possibly
more dangerous location.

STOP 2 - 35TH ST. AND MARCUS AVE.

This vent is the southern-most gas problem
within Newport Beach (Fig. 3). The arca had six
productive wells and two dry holes within an 800 foot
radius. The main leak of both combustible gas and
hydrogen sulphide is associated with the locale near the
Louis F. Dekay & Son #1 well. The 1925 well history
gives its location as approximately the edge of the
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second house from the corner of 35th Street and Marcus
Avenue. Nothing has caught fire here, but the odor of
hydrogen sulphide is very strong and annoying at times.
Gas levels as high as 65% by volume were measured in
the pipeline trenching dug in the alley.

The well was completed as a Miocene"C" sand
producer. It produced for two months at a rate of 3 t0 5
barrels per day of 8° API gravity oil. It was deemed
uneconomic to continue production. In 1929 the well
was abandoned. A wooden plug was placed at 80 feet
and cement placed on top. The top of the cement was
found at 125 feet. Oil field rubble was thrown in the
hole and a surface plug was placed from 46 feet up to
the cut-off depth at 20 feet. The leak is mainly in the
alley between 35th and 36th Street. A passive collection
system was laid under the alley in the form of perforated
PVC pipe. This is connecled (o a passive flare that vents
at the top of a metal light standard. The system is helpful
but it does not get all of the gas out from under the alley
and the adjacent houses. Gas enters the garages and
houses from cracks in the slab floors and around
plumbing pipes. In 1995 one house was found unsafe for
occupancy because of high methane levels,

The best solution for solving this gas problem 15
to reenter the well, clean it out, and plug off the lower
section. This is not possible because of the residences
and the power line configuration. One house would have
to be removed and the other would have to have a hale
torn in it. The well location has not been accurately
determined. Soil penctrating devices such as radar and
cesium vapor detectors have all failed because of the
depth and interference. This leak needs an extraction
compressor system to bring it under control,

STOP 3 - GAS FLARE ON THE HOAG
MEMORIAL HOSPITAL PROFPERTY

This is the largest gas leakage problem and the
most extensive recovery and disposal system in Newport
Beach (Fig. 3). Methane and hydrogen sulphide have
plagued the area since the 1930's, possibly since the
1920, The odor has been a distinctive feature of Pacific
Coast Highway from the arches bridge to Balboa
Boulevard. The property on the north side of Pacific
Coast Highway was heavily excavated during the 1950
for freeway fill dirt when it belonged to Cal Trans.

In the 19805 Hoag Memorial Hospital
purchased the land and the wells which were operated
by the City of Newport Beach, They are now operated

by the hospital. The sandy Pleistocene upper formation
was excavated down to Miocene silty shale.

In 1976, after years of exposure to hydrogen
sulphide and combustible gas, five exploratory wells
were drilled to determine the extent of the gas
accumulation and to be completed as extraction points
if gas was found. The recovered production was flared
in a burning stack. A precedent for flaring the gas was
set in the 1960's when two flares were active on the
south side of Pacific Coast Highway, just behind the car
rental agency. The wells were connected to a buried
perforated FVC collection system under the street and
within the residential area. Four ornamental lamps at
separate properties were also installed and burned within
the housing tract. Three of the five wells were
completed. Each encountered a significant gas flow
composed of both hydrogen sulphide and combustible
pas. Well #1, with the largest vertical section of gas,
penetrated the sand at 15 feet and was completed and
cased to 42 feet. Decper penetration to the base of the
gas sand was prevented by hole caving.

The gas sand is a slightly moist, grey to bluish
grey, very soft and friable, fine to coarse grained sand
with some shells and rounded pebbles. Some portions
have a yellow sulfur tinge. Number 1 was abandoned in
1989 so that Pacific Coast Highway could be widened.
It was replaced by well #6 which penetrated the same
gas sand and was completed to 56 feet Caving
prevented deeper penetration. No water table was
encountered.

Well #3 was drilled to a depth of 99 feet entirely
in the Miocene shale except for four fect of gas sand
from 83 to 87 feet. A slightly gas bearing water sand
was encountered at 96 fect. In 1989 this well was
redrilled  for the widening. It was  relocated
approximately 30 feet to the north and completed in the
same sand as wells #1 and #6. Number 5 is still
producing. It was drilled to 100 feet and completed in 30
feet of the same sand. It is the only remaining steel liner
well.

Mearby there are five other abandoned oil wells.
Four wells preduced in the forties and fifties. The fifth
is a 1933 dry hole that is poorly abandoned and may be
a contributor to the leakage. The production interval is
not sealed off and even though it was abandoned as a
dry hole it did penetrate hydrocarbon bearing zones. The
other wells were properly abandoned in 1972,

The three Hoag wells produce 90 MCF of gas
per day, all of which is flared from the stack near well
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#5. The wells have produced at the same approxamate
rate since 1976, Until recently, the hydrogen sulphide
content of the gas has precluded commercial use. Table
1 gives the gas content at this location. There is a project
underway to treat the gas and remove the sulfur. The
scrubbers are the tan colored vessels near the flare,
When the gas is clean it will be shipped to the hospital
boiler room and be used to make heat. The addition of
a few more wells could further mitigate this area’s gas
problem. Carlson (1996) reviews DOGGR’s current
policy for venting soils in residential arcas.

GAS CONTENT IN ppm/viv C1-C5

WELL METHANE ETHANE PROPAME BUTANE PENTANE CO2 02 N H2s.
5 702K 499 26 7.3 34 156K 75K 130K =100
6 681K 461 24 54 22 164K 40K 128K =100
7 30K 29 1.4 0.9 0.3 13K 190K 723K 56

Table 1. Gas composition at the Hoag Hospital site on Pacific Coast Highway.
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Response to Comment L etter 2

Response to Comment 2-1

As noted by the commentator, abandoned oil and gas wells on the Hoag Hospital have created a
conduit for “seepage” of methane and hydrogen sulfide, thus generating odor complaints (as
highlighted in the SCAQMD Engineering Report). Flaring is an effective method to mitigate the
odor issue, but, as is the concern and basis for PR1118.1, flaring generates NOx emissions that the
SCAQMD is seeking to control pursuant to the directive in the 2016 AQMP. However, since the
submittal of this comment letter, SCAQMD staff amended the definition of “Produced Gas” to be
consistent with Rule 1148.1 and the BACT determinations of produced gas. This modification
defines produced gas generated from the production, gathering, separation, or processing of crude
oil. Since Hoag Hospital, who is responsible for these flares, is not extracting or producing crude
oil, flaring would no longer be characterized as “produced gas.” Hoag Hospital flaring would now
be more appropriate to classify as “other flare gas,” which has no Table 2 — Annual Capacity
Threshold. Thus, the existing flaring at Hoag Hospital would not be subject to recordkeeping or
source testing until it is decided to replace with new flare. In other words, Hoag Hospital may
continue to operate under the existing permit conditions; however, a new or relocated flare will
need to comply with Table 1 — Emission Limits. According to their existing permit, their existing
flare has been retrofitted with an ultra-low NOx flare that already meets the proposed limit in Table
1 — Emission Limits of PR1118.1 of 0.06 pound/MMBtu so no further action would be required at
this time.
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Comment Letter #3

Comment Letter 3

W

3.& WSPA

Bridget McCann
Manager, Southern California Region

October 16, 2018

Michael Krause Via e-mail at: mkrause@agmd.gov
Manager, Planning and Rules

South Coast Air Quality Management Distnict

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re: WSPA Comments on Proposed Rule 1118.1
Control of Emissions from Non-Refinery Flares

Dear Mr. Krause,

Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) appreciates this opportunity to provide feedback
on South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD or District) Proposed Rule 1118.1,
Control of Emissions from MNon-Refinery Flares. The District has stated that this proposed
rulemaking is part of the District's larger project to transition facilities in the Regional Clean Air
Incentives Market (RECLAIM) program to a command-and-control structure (i.e., the "RECLAIM
Transition Project”).

WSPA is a non-profit trade association representing companies that explore for, produce, refine,
transport and market petroleum, petroleum products, natural gas and other energy supplies in
five western states including Calfornia. WSPA has been an active participant in air quality
planning issues for over 30 years. WSPA-member companies operate petroleum refinenes and
other facilities in the South Coast Air Basin that are within the purview of the RECLAIM Program
administered by the South Coast Airr Quality Management District (Distnict or SCAQMD) and
some of them will be impacted by PR1118.1. We have several comments conceming the
proposed rulemaking.

On September 21, 2018, the District released preliminary draft rule language and a preliminary
Draft Staff Report for PR1118.1, Control of Emission from Non-Refinery Flares. While this rule
does not apply to refinery flares, it does apply to flares operating at non-refinery cil and gas
preduction sites. The District has estimated that 288 flares will be subject to this rule, 49 of
which bumn process gas.'

Rule 1118.1{d)(2) would require that existing flares at oil and gas preduction sites installed prior
to the date of adoption of the rule will need to either demonstrate compliance with the emission
limits in Table 1 of the rule, or limit use of the flare to less than or equal to 5% of the flare
capacity. The proposed emission limits for produced gas are listed in Table 1 below:

Table 1: Proposed Rule 1118.1 Emission Limits for Produced Gas

tscaomMD Preliminary Draft 5taff Report, Proposed Rule 11181, September 2018, Table 1 nupyeww.sssd.gouidocydutab.
worarenyrale- repoiad. Fubes 1118, 1pral 18- 3-pdsr sfvramat

Western States Petroleumn Association #4145 L Street, Suite goo, Sacramento, CA g58eq o5 rogies WIDEONE
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Emission Limit (Ib/MMBtu)

NOx co voC

Produced 0.018 0.06 0.008
Gas

SCAQMD anticipates that six (6) process gas flares at oil and gas production sites are used
above the 5% capacity threshold 2

We have the following comments on the preliminary proposed rule language:

1. Annual heat input should be defined. WSPA believes this term needs to be defined in | 31
rule, as it is used to determine percent capacity by heat input in section (g).

2. The process for extensions needs to be clarified. SCAQMD has included an extension .
provision in the rule language, but has not included information on what the process will be if ‘ 3-2
an extension is not granted. This should be clanfied in the proposed rule language.

3. The District Proposal is not cost effective for oil and gas flares. SCAQMD’s analysis
uses an average capital cost of $545,000 along with expected NOx emission reductions at
variable capacity thresholds to determine the cost effectiveness of flare replacement * As
the result of a confidential, de-identified and aggregated member projected cost survey,
WSPA projects that the actual capital cost of a typical flare replacement at a (non-refinery)
oil and gas facility 1s likely to be in the range of $1,200,000 to $1,900,000. Using the
District's Discounted Cash Flow method, a real interest rate of four percent, and a 25-year -
equipment life, along with the average annual cost ($32,350), and the emission reductions 3-3
expected at a 5% capacity threshold presented in the AQMD Staff Report.® the cost
effectiveness for flare replacement at (non-refinery) oil and gas facilities would be between
$80,000 and $113,000 per ton of NOx reduced. The 2016 AQMP established a cost-
effectiveness threshold of $50,000 per ton of NOx reduced. Therefore, replacement of flares
at (non-refinery) oil and gas facilities would not be cost effective at the 5% capacity
threshold. Using the emission reductions expected for the flares operating at or above 20%
capacity,” we estimate that cost effectiveness would be reduced to between $70,000 and
$99,000; still exceeding the District’s cost effectiveness threshold. As such, the District's
proposal should be revised to exclude (non-refinery) oil and gas flares.

4. The requirement for existing flares combusting other flare gas needs to be clarified.
WSPA suggests that the regulatory wording be changed as follows (in bold, underlined
italics) so that the requirement for existing other flares is clear:

F5CAOMD Preliminary Draft Staff Report, Proposed Rule 1118.1, September 2018, Table 11; nre wew somd g astan.

v frali- ook Prupoied- Rubes /9148 4 /pri118-4 pdur pdPahraset

* 5CAQMD Preliminary Draft Staff Report, Proposed Rule 1118.1, September 2018, Table 7: uwouvesw soed goidos/detin
-| L1 ol ik 91181y b,

marcayiale

Western States Petrolaum Association g7o West igoth Street, Suite 304, Torrance, CA gogoz 3108082196 WERQ.OFE
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(d)(2) An owner or operator of a flare or flare station in the categories listed in Table 2 3-4
and installed prior to [date of adoption] shall: (the rest of the language in (d)(2) can
remain the same since Table 2 does not include other flare gas).

5. NOx and CO Limits for New and Replaced Flares in the Other Category. WSPA
requests that source matenals that substantiate emission limits and cost effectiveness be 3
shared with stakeholders. District Staff agreed to share source matenals with stakeholders
for the Proposed Rule 1109.1 working group process, and source materials should be
available to stakeholders in all RECLAIM landing rule working groups.

n

For WSPA’s concemns regarding replacement as a requirement for BARCT, please refer to the 16
attached comments that were previously submitted to SCAQMD on behalf of WSPA by Latham =
& Watkins on August 15, 2018.

For WSPA’s concemns regarding permitting timelines and monitoring, reporting, and
recordkeeping, please refer to WSPA's previous comments on the RECLAIM Transition,
including the attached comments that were submitted to SCAQMD on behalf of WSPA by
Latham & Watkins on September 7, 2018.

WSPA appreciates the opportunity to provide comments related to PR 1118.1. We look
forward to continued discussion of this important rulemaking. If you have any questions, please
contact me at (310) 808-2146 or via e-mail at bndget@wspa.org.

Sincerely,

= P

Cc:

Dr. Philip Fine, SCAQMD
Steven Tsumura, SCAQMD
Tom Umenhofer, WSPA
Christine Zimmerman, WSPA

Western States Petroleumn Association g7o West 1goth Street, Suite 304, Torrance, (A gosoz FiouBob.ziab WIPEArE

Proposed Rule 1118.1 A-36 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

BEQ Town Cenler Drive, 20th Floor
Costa Mesa, Celifomla B2526-1925
Tal: +1.714,540,1235 Fa: +1.714.755.82890

weanw v, cam
FIRM ! AFFILIATE OFFICES
LATHAM&aWATKINSw Baiing Mescow
Bostan Munich
Brussels Mew Yark
Century Gity  Orange County
Chicago Paris
August 15, 2018 Dusal Riyadh
Dissean Rome
Frankfst Zan Dlego
Hamiburg San Francisco
Hong Kang Seoul
Houston Shanghai
V1A EMAIL London Sikcon Vallay
Los Angeles Singapare
Dr. Philip Fine taad Takyo
Milan Washinghan, D.C

Deputy Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re:  SCAOQMD Staff Proposal to Require Equipment Replacement as BARCT
Dear Dr, Fine:

We are submitting these comments on behalf of our client Western States Petroleum
Association (“WSPA™) on an important issue that has arisen in connection with the transition of the
Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (“RECLAIM™) program to a command-and-control regulatory
structure, WSPA is a non-profit trade association representing companies that explore for, produce,
refine, transport and market petroleum, petroleum products, natural gas and other energy supplies in
five western states including California. WSPA has been an active participant in air quality planning
issues for over 30 years. WSPA-member companies operate petroleum refineries and other facilities
in the South Coast Air Basin that will be impacted by the transition out of the RECLAIM program.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD") staff has recently taken the
position that a best available retrofit control technology ("BARCT") standard may require total
replacement of the emitting piece of equipment. SCAQMD staff has articulated this position in | 3.7
various meetings and documents produced in connection with the RECLAIM transition. The
most detailed explanation of the staff’s position of which we are aware is contained in the July
2018 Draft Staff Report in support of proposed amendments to SCAQMD Rule 1135 (*Rule
11335 Staff Report™) at pages 2-1 through 2-2,

In the Rule 1135 Staff Report, staff makes two arguments in support of its position. First,
it cites to dictionary definitions of “retrofit” and concludes that “replacement” is not specifically
excluded from those definitions. Second, it cites to a California Supreme Court case, American
Coatings Ass'n v. South Coast Air Quality Mgt. Dist., 54 Cal 4™ 446 (2012), for the proposition
that a BARCT standard may require replacement of the emitting equipment in its entirety. We
provide a response to each of these arguments below.

US-DOCS102923242.1
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“Common Sense Definition™ Argument

The SCAQMD’s “common sense definition™ argument is flawed in that it focuses on
whether or not “replacements” are specifically excluded from the definitions of “retrofits,” as
opposed to whether or not they are included within the definition. The SCAQMD’s backward
approach to interpreting dictionary definitions is non-sensical. Under this approach, because the
definition of “apple” does not specifically exclude “orange,” an orange may be an apple
notwithstanding the fact that the definition of apple clearly does not include orange. When one
focuses on what is included within the definitions of “retrofit,” as opposed to what is not
excluded, it is clear that while replacement of certain elements of any particular object may be a
“retrofit,” replacement of the object in its entirety is not.

One of the definitions relied upon by the SCAQMD is the following from the on-line
Merriam-Webster Dictionary: 3-7
1: to furnish (something, such as a computer, airplane, or building) Lont
with new or modified parts or equipment not available or
considered necessary at the time of manufacture, 2: to install (new
or modified parts or equipment) in something previously
manufactured or canstructed, 3: to adapt to a new purpose or need:
modify,

This definition makes clear that a “retrofit” involves an existing object — “(something, such as a
computer, airplane, or building)” — upon which the act of retrofitting occurs, and which
continues to exist following that action. The Rule 1135 Staff Report states: “This definition
does not preclude the use of replacement parts as a retrofit.” (emphasis added). This statement is
true, but it does not suppart the position taken by the SCAQMD that a retrofit may include the
replacement of the entire object that is the subject of the retrofit. Note that in the case of
BARCT, we are discussing retrofitting a piece of equipment and thus, the second of the
definitions in Merriam Webster, “to install (new or modified parts or equipment) in something
previously manufactured or constructed,” is the most applicable definition. When one retrofits
equipment, such as a heater, the parts, such as a burner, may be updated, but the original heater
itself remains.

It becomes even more clear that the staffs interpretation of the term *“retrofit” is incorrect
when one considers the definition of the term “replace” from the same source:

2: to take the place of especially as a substitute or successor.

The distinction between these two terms is clear — in the case of “retrofit,” the pre-existing object
that is the subject of the action continues to exist following the action, but in an altered state;
whereas, in the case of “replace.” the pre-existing object of the action no longer exists following
the action. So, if you replace a heater, the original heater no longer exists.

US-DOCS02923242.1
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The other definition relied upon by the staff is from the on-line Dictionary.com:

1. To modify equipment (in airplanes, automobiles, a factory, etc.)
that is already in service using parts developed or made available
after the time of original manufacture, 2. To install, fit, or adapt (a
device or system) or use with something older; to retrofit solar
heating to a poorly insulated house, 3. (of new or modified parts,
equipment, etc.) to fit into or onto existing equipment, 4, To
replace existing parts, equipment, etc., with updated parts or
systems.

Again, this definition makes clear that a retrofit involves the modification of existing
equipment (e.g., airplane, automobile, factory), which continues to exist following such action,
Tao the extent that the term “replacement™ is used in the definition, it clearly refers to the 3-7
replacement of some element of that object (e.g., parts of an airplane, equipment in a factory), Cont
and not to replacement of the entire object altogether,

And again, the distinction between the two terms becomes even clearer when one
considers the definition of “replace”™ from the same source:

1: to assume the former role, position, or function of; substitute for
(a person or thing), 2: to provide a substitute or equivalent in the
place of.

“Replace” and “retrofit” are different terms with different meanings, and to suggest that the use
of one term somehow includes the other, without some explicit statement of intent to do so,
simply ignores the distinction between the two terms.

Furthermore, both “retrofit” and “replace™ or “replacement” are terms commonly used in
air quality statutes and regulations, and the difference between the terms is well understood.
When a statute or regulation is intended to require, or apply to, “replacements,” that intention is
typically clear on its face. When a legislative body means “replacement,” it says so explicitly,
and to suggest that the California legislature intended to include “replacement”™ within the scope
of a definition that uses the term “retrofit,” flies in the face of the distinction between these two
terms that is embodied throughout the universe of air quality statutes and regulations. If the
legislature had intended that equipment be replaced, they would have used the word
"replacement” (best available replacement control technology). The SCAQMD staff cannot
ignore the word "retrofit" in the term "best available retrofit control technology.” It is a
fundamental principle of statutory interpretation that each term be given meaning.

“American Coatings™ Argument

Neither the language from the American Coatings decision quoted in the Rule 1135 Staff
Report, nor anything else in the decision, supports the proposition that a BARCT standard may
require the replacement of the primary emitting equipment to which the standard is being
applied. In fact, this issue is not even addressed in the case.

LS-DOCE02923242. 1
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The American Coatings case addresses the issue of whether or not there are certain
circumstances where an adopted BARCT standard may be more stringent than the currently
applicable best available control technology (“BACT™) standard for the same class or category of
source. The court concludes that it is acceptable for an adopted BARCT standard with a fiture
compliance date to be more stringent than the BACT standard that exists at the time the more ,
stringent BARCT standard is adopted. American Coatings, 467. In explaining its decision, the 3-7
court pointed out that a BARCT standard with a future compliance date need not be met until Cont
some point in the future after which advances in technology have occurred; whereas, a BACT
standard must be met immediately in order for a source to obtain a pre-construction permit. The
court also pointed out that BARCT standards with future compliance dates that could not be
achieved as of the date of adoption are consistent with the concept that BARCT standards may
be “technology-forcing.”

The Rule 1135 Staff Report correctly articulates the American Coatings holdings
described above but does not contain any analysis to support the staff’s position that a BARCT
standard can require the complete replacement of the emission unit. It simply includes the
following conclusery statement: “Therefore, the SCAQMD may establish a BARCT emissions
level that can cost-effectively be met by replacing existing equipment rather than installing add-
on contrals . . ™ Rule 1135 Staff Report, p. 2-2. The staff report is devoid of any legal analysis
or authority, including the American Coatings decision, that supports this conclusion.

Thank you for considering these comments. We look forward to continuing to work with you
on these rulemakings which are critically important to stakehelders as well as the regional economy.
If vou have any questions. please contact me at (714) 401-8105 or by email at
michael.carroll@lw.com, or Bridgit McCann of WSPA at (310) 808-2146 or by email at
bmccann@wspa.org.

Sincerely,

At

Michael J. Carroll
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

ce: Cathy Reheis-Boyd, WSPA
Patty Senecal, WSPA
Bridgit McCann, WSPA
Wayne Mastri, SCAQMD
Barbara Baird, SCAQMD

US-DOCEN02923242. 1
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South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re:  Proposed Amended Rules 2001 and 2002

Dear Dr, Fine:

We are submitting these comments on behalf of our client Western States Petroleum
Association (“WSPA™) on the most recent round of proposed amendments to South Coast Air
Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”) Rules 2001 and 2002. The amendments are being
proposed in connection with the transition of the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market
(“RECLAIM”) program to a command-and-control regulatory structure. WSPA is a non-profit
trade association representing companies that explore for, produce, refine, transport and market
petroleum, petroleum products, natural gas and other energy supplies in five western states
including California. WSPA has been an active participant in air quality planning issues for over
30 years. WSPA-member companies operate petroleum refineries and other facilities in the
South Coast Air Basin that will be impacted by the transition out of the RECLAIM program.

General Comments

The proposed amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002 are primarily interim measures
intended to establish new eligibility criteria for exiting RECLAIM, provide opt-out procedures,
and address, on a temporary basis, unresolved issues surrounding compliance of new source
review (“NSR™) for former RECLAIM facilities once they have transitioned out of the
RECLAIM program. As WSPA and others have expressed in numerous meetings, workshops
and hearings conducted in connection with the RECLAIM transition, we have serious concerns
about the lack of elarity surrounding NSR in a post-RECLAIM regime.

We believe current SCAQMD staff"s (“staff™) proposed approach is premature, as stafT
has not addressed all of the underlying issues surrounding a RECLAIM sunset. RECLAIM is a
comprehensive, complex program that was adopted as a whole. In the development of
RECLAIM, staff not only determined current and future effective best available retrofit control
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technology (“BARCT™), but also examined and addressed NSR, reviewed socioeconomic
impacts, mitigated implications of emissions trading, resolved enforcement and menitoring
issues, and understood a host of other consequences of adopting such a program. This
comprehensive approach ensured the overwhelming success of the RECLAIM program as it was
designed. In contrast for this rulemaking, staff is dismantling the RECLAIM program without
analyzing any of the consequences of the proposed approach. Most importantly, staff has not
addressed NSR, nor the environmental and sociceconomic impacts of a RECLAIM sunset.

Our strong preference is that staff prioritizes resolution of the NSR issues and conduct an
analysis of the entire RECLAIM transition project comparable with the same full analysis that
was done during the implementation of RECLAIM before initiating rulemaking. There is no 3-8
evidence that this has been done to date. We believe that addressing fundamental programmatic Cont
issues that will affect all former RECLAIM facilities, such as NSR, early in the transition
process, and then moving on to the more narrowly applicable landing rules, would result ina
more orderly and efficient transition in the following ways:

s [t would provide facilities with an understanding of the N8R requirements and
procedures that will apply to modifications required to comply with updated BARCT
rules. It is not possible to develop a final and comprehensive plan for implementing new
BARCT requirements without knowing the NSR requirements and procedures and how
those will impact post-RECLAIM operating permits.

e It would result in a more efficient use of staff resources. For example, the proposed
amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002 are essentially “stop-gap™ measures that are
necessary because the NSR and other programmatic issues remain unresolved. If the
NSR and other programmatic issues were addressed, it would not be necessary to develop
and implement such measures,

« [t would aveid the current ad hoc, piecemeal approach to the RECLAIM Transition
Project which results in additional confusion and uncertainty. This is illustrated by the
fact that staff’s positions with respect to certain issues related to the proposed
amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002 are quite different than positions taken when these
two rules were amended in January of this year in what we view as a rush to get the
RECLAIM transition process underway.

« It would avoid legal vulnerabilities that we believe are inherent in the current ad hoe,
piecemeal approach because the environmental and socioeconomic assessments of
incremental rulemaking are disjointed and incomplete.

Should the District continue with this piecemeal approach, we offer the comments set forth
below on the proposed amendments:
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Specific Comments on Proposed Amended Rule 2002(f)(11) — “Stay-In" Provision

The proposed amendments to Rule 2002 would allow facilities to remain in the
RECLAIM program, and thereby avail themselves of the RECLAIM NSR program set forth in
SCAQMD Rule 2005 for some period of time. Qur understanding, which was confirmed by staff
during the RECLAIM Working Group meeting on August 9, 2018, is that the decision of
whether or not to remain in the RECLAIM program is completely within the discretion of the
facility (assuming the facility meets the specified criteria). Some of the language in the proposed
amendments could be read to grant the Executive Officer discretion (beyond merely confirming
that the facility meets the specified criteria) to decide whether or not the facility may remain in 3-8
the program. The following proposed changes are intended to better reflect stafl’s intent, Cont

{11}  Anowner ef or operator of a RECLAIM facility that
receives an initial determination notification may elect that
for the facility te remain in RECLAIM by submitting & a
request to the Executive Officer to remain in RECLAIM is
submitted, together with ineluding any equipment
information required pursuant to paragraph (£)(6).

{A)  Upon receiving a request to remain in
RECLAIM and anv equipment information
required pursuant to paragraph (f)(6), wiitten
approval-by the Executive Officer shall notify the
owner or operator in writing that the facility shall
remain in RECLAIM subject to the following:

(i) The facility shall remain in RECLAIM until
a subsequent notification is issued to the
facility that it must exit by a date no later
than December 31, 2023.

{ii)  The facility is required to submit any
updated information within 30 days of the
date of the subsequent notification.

(iii}  The facility shall comply with all
requirements of any non-RECLAIM rule
that does not exempt NOx emissions from
RECLAIM facilities.

Specific Comments on Proposed Amended Rule 2002(f)(10) — “Opt-Out” Provision

Proposed Amended Rule 2002 includes an “opt-out” provision for those facilities that
may be ready to voluntarily exit RECLAIM prior to the time that they might otherwise be
transitioned out. The current staff proposal differs from previous proposals in that it places
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certain restrictions on facilities after they have exited the program that we believe are unfair and
unwarranted. Specifically, proposed paragraph (f)(10)(B) would prohibit such facilities from
taking advantage of otherwise available offset exemptions in SCAQMD Rule 1304, In the event
that an NSR event requiring offsets were to occur after the facility exited the RECLAIM
program, it would be required to obtain emission reduction credits on the open market, which the
staff acknowledges are “scaree.” (July 20 Preliminary Draft Staff Report, p. 8).! We believe that
it is unnecessary, unfair, and possibly contrary to state law, to deny former RECLAIM facilities
advantages that they would otherwise be entitled to and that are available to all other non- 3-8

RECLAIM facilities. -
Cont

The Preliminary Draft Staff Report expresses concern that the potential impacts
associated with emission increases from facilities that might exit the RECLAIM program, even if
limited to the 37 facilities the staff initially identified as eligible to exit, could impose a demand
on Rule 1304 offset exemptions that could approach or surpass the cumulative emissions
increase thresholds of SCAQMD Rule 1315, (Preliminary Draft Staff Report, p. 8). In other
words, staff is concerned that if former RECLAIM facilities were permitted to utilize Rule 1304
offset exemptions, the demand on the SCAQMI)'s internal emission offset bank, which supports
the offset exemptions, might exceed previously analyzed levels. This concern seems inconsistent
with positions taken by staff in connection with the January 2018 amendments to these two rules,
and with more recent statements by staff suggesting that it believes the internal emission offset
bank is the most viable source of emission offsets for former RECLAIM facilities on a long-term
basis.

The January 2018 amendments established the criteria and procedures pursuant to which
eligible facilities would be identified and exited from RECLAIM. According to the Final Staff
Report, . . . the proposed amendments would remove approximately 38 facilities from NOx
RECLAIM.” (January 5 Final Staff Report, p. 2).% Staff determined that the impact of exiting
the initial round of facilities, including impacts associated with reduced demand for RTCs,
would be minimal:

Given the analysis above and the fact that the 38 facilities—which
are potentially ready to exit out of the NOx RECLAIM program
into command-and-control—account for about one percent of NOx
emissions and NOx RTC holdings in the NOx RECLAIM
universe, staff concludes that the potential impact of PAR 2002 on
the demand and supply of NOx RTC market is expected to be

I References herein to “July 20 Preliminary Draft Staff Report” refer to the Preliminary Draft Staff Report, Proposed
Amendments to Regulation XX- Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM), Proposed Amended Rules
2001 - Applicability and 2002 — Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx), dated
July 20, 2018.

2 References herein to “January 5 Final Staff Report” refer to the Final Staff Report Proposed Amendments to
Regulation XX - Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) Proposed Amended Rules 2001 —
Applicability and 2002 — Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx), dated January 5,
2018.
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minimal and large price fluctuations in the NOx RTC market are
unlikely to result directly from the potential exit of the 38 directly
affected facilities out of the NOx RECLAIM program. Therefore,
PAR 2002 would have minimal impacts on the existing facilities
that are not vet ready to exit the NOx RECLAIM program.
(January 5 Final Staff Report, p. 12.)

To support its conclusion that exiting the initial round of facilities from the program
would have minimal impacts as a result of foregone market demand for RTCs, staff analyzed
three scenarios in which NOx emissions from the subject facilities were: i) 5% below 2015 NOx
emissions; ii) the same as 2015 NOx emissions; and iii) 5% above 2015 NOx emissions,
{January 5 Final Staff Report, p. 11). Staff determined that foregone market demand for RTCs
associated with exiting the initial group of facilities under each of the three scenarios would be
0.073 tons per day (TPD), 0.080 TPD, and 0.086 TPD, respectively. Based on this analysis, staff | 3-8
concluded that the anticipated future demand for NOx RTCs associated with the exiting facilities Cont
was minimal, and that eliminating that demand would not materially impact the remaining
market. In other words, staff concluded that the exiting facilities would have a negligible
demand for RTCs in the future, including RTCs required to satisfy NSR requirements. As stated
in the Summary of the Proposal:

Considering the past market behavior by these facilities, staff
concludes that the potential impact of PAR 2002 on the demand
and supply of NOx RTC market is expected to be minimal and
large price fluctuations in the NOx RTC market are unlikely to
result directly from the potential exit of these facilities out of the
NOx RECLAIM program. (Summary of Proposal, Agenda Item
No. 18, January 5, 2018, p. 3.)

Notably, staff did not even address the impact that the January 2018 amendments might
have on the internal bank even though those amendments were intended to result in precisely the
situation about which staff is now expressing concern — the removal of 38 facilities from the
RECLAIM program that would then be eligible to take advantage of offset exemptions in Rule
1304 like any other RECLAIM facility.

In contrast with the January 2018 Final Staff Report, the July 2018 Preliminary Draft
Staff Report expresses serious concerns about the potential for increased NOx emissions from
facilities exiting the program, stating that “[e]ven among the first 37 facilities identified that may
be eligible to exit, any impacts from potential emissions increases are unknown and if significant
enough, can approach or surpass the cumulative emissions increase thresholds of Rule 1315.7
{July 2018 Preliminary Draft Staff Report, p. 8).

Clearly, the conclusions reached by staff in the January 2018 Final Staff Report, upon
which the Governing Board relied when it adopted the current versions of Rules 2001 and 2002,
are inconsistent with the concerns being raised by staff in the current proposal. Either staff erred
in January by underestimating the impacts on the RECLAIM market and failing to even analyze

US-DOCS0M004188.2

Proposed Rule 1118.1 A-45 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Dr. Phillp Fine
September T, 2018
Page 6

LATHAMsWATKINSur

the potential impacts on the internal bank, or it is overstating the potential impacts associated
with the current proposal. In either case, this inconsistency illustrates the problem with
undertaking the RECLAIM transition in an ad hoc, piecemeal fashion,

California Environmental Quality Act Considerations

WSPA and others have expressed concerns regarding the “piecemeal” manner in which
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™) analysis for the RECLAIM transition is
being conducted. *. .. CEQA’s requirements ‘cannot be avoided by chopping up proposed
projects into bite-size pieces which, individually considered, might be found to have no
significant effect on the environment or to be only ministerial.” [Fn. omitted.]” Lincoln Place
Tenants Assn. v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491,1507 quoting Plan for 3-8
Arcadia, Inc. v. City Council of Areadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 712, 726. Staff explained its Cont
CEQA strategy for the RECLAIM transition in an April 25, 2018 letter to the Los Angeles
County Business Federation in which it stated:

The potential environmental impacts associated with the 2016
AQMP, including CMB-03, were analyzed in Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) certified in March, 2017 . ..
Tn other words, the environmental impacts of the entire RECLAIM
Transition project . . . were analyzed in the 2016 AQMP and the
associated PEIR, which was a program level analysis . . . Since the
SCAQMD has already prepared a program-level CEQA analysis
for the 2016 AQMP, including the RECLAIM Transition, no
additional program-level analysis is required and further analysis
will be tiered off the 2016 AQMP PEIR.
(hutp:/fwww.agmd.gov/does/default-source/rule-book/Proposed-
Rules/regxx/agmd-response-letter-to-bizfed-042518.pdf?sfvrsn=6),

Consistent with the stafl’s explanation described above, SCAQMD staff has prepared a
Draft Subsequent Environmental Assessment (“Draft SEA”) to analyze environmental impacts
from the proposed amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002,
(http://www agmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scagmd-projects). The
Draft SEA attempts to tier off of the March 2017 Final Program Environmental Impact Report
for the 2016 AQMP and tries to obscure the issue by citing to several other previously certified
CEQA documents, including the December 2015 Final Program Environmental Assessment
completed for the amendments to the NOx RECLAIM program that were adopted on
December 4, 2015, and the October 2016 Addendum to the December 2015 Final Program
Environmental Assessment completed for amendments to Rule 2002 to establish criteria and
procedures for facilities undergoing a shutdown and for the treatment of RTCs. Consistent with
the staffs earlier explanation, the Draft SEA states:

“The decision to transition from NOx RECLAIM into a source-
specific command-and-control regulatory structure was approved
by the SCAQMD Governing Board as control measure CMB-05 in
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the 2016 AQMP and the potential environmental impacts
associated with the 2016 AQMP, including CMB-03, were
analyzed in the Final Program EIR certified in March 2017. This
Draft SEA relies on the analysis in the March 2017 Final Program
EIR for the 2016 AQMP.” (Draft SEA, p. 2-3).

The proposed amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002 implement that portion of control
measure CMB-03, written after the Governing Board's adoption of the 2016 AQMP that calls for
the transition of the RECLAIM program to a command and control regulatory structure. As
stated in the July 2018 Preliminary Draft Staff Report, “Proposed Amended Rules 2001 and
2002 will continue the efforts to transition RECLAIM facilities to a command-and-control
regulatory structure . .. (July 2018 Preliminary Draft Staff Report, p. 2). The problem with the
proposal to tier the CEQA analysis for the currently proposed amendments to Rules 2001 and
2002 off from the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP is that control measure 3-8
CMB-05 as proposed at the time the March 2017 Final Program EIR was prepared did not
include a transition out of the RECLAIM program. That language was added well after the
CEQA analysis was complete. Furthermore, no additional CEQA analysis was conducted to
address the changes to CMB-03.

Cont

The Final Draft 2016 AQMP, which was ultimately presented to the SCAQMD
Governing Board, was released in December 2016. Control measure CMB-03 called for an
additional five tons per day of NOx reductions from sources covered by the RECLAIM program
by the year 2031, CMB-05 also called for convening a Working Group to consider replacing the
RECLAIM program with a more traditional command-and-control regulatory program, but did
not include a mandate to undertake such a transition. SCAQMD Governing Board action on the
Final Draft 2016 AQMP was noticed for February 3, 2017. When the 2016 AQMP item came up
on the agenda, SCAQMD staff made a presentation, as is typical. No substantive questions were
asked of the staff by Board Members, and no Board Members indicated an intention to offer
amendments to the staff proposal. The public was then provided an opportunity to comment, and
approximately five hours of public comment ensued,

Following the close of the public comment period, Board Member Mitchell stated her
intention to introduce amendments to the staff proposal for control measure CMB-035 that would:
i) accelerate the additional five TPD of reductions to 2025 from 2031; and if) transition to a
command-and-control program as soon as practicable, Board Member Mitchell did not provide
any specific proposed language and did not make a formal motion to amend the staff proposal.
For reasons that are not relevant here, action on the item was continued to the March 3, 2017
Governing Board hearing. The Governing Board stated its intention not to take additional public
comment on the item at the March 3, 2017 hearing.

At the hearing on March 3, 2017, Board Member Mitchell introduced the following
amendments to CMB-05 that included a direction to staff to develop a transition out of the
RECLAIM program:
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Govemning
Board does hereby direct staff to modify the 2016 AQMP NOx
RECLAIM measure (CMB-03) to achieve the five (5) tons per day
NOx emission reduction commitment as soon as feasible, and no
later than 2025, and to transition the RECLAIM program to a
command and control regulatory structure requiring BARCT level
controls as soon as practicable and to request staff to return in 60
days to report feasible target dates for sunsetting the RECLAIM
program.

There was no Board Member discussion of the proposed amendments, and they were approved
on a vote of 7-6.

The CEQA analysis supporting the 2016 AQMP commenced with a Notice of 3 E
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™) released on July 5, 2016. The Draft Cont
EIR was released on September 16, 2016, with the comment period closing on November 15,
2016. In mid-November 2016, four public hearings related to the AQMP were held in each of
the four counties within the SCAQMD territory, at which comments on the Draft EIR were
taken, After incorporating comments and making miner textual changes, the Final EIR was
released in January 2017, No material changes or additional analysis were undertaken
subsequent to the release of the Final EIR, which was certified by the Governing Board on
March 3, 2017 as the March 2017 Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2016
AQMP, upon which staff now seeks to rely.

Thus, the transition out of the RECLAIM program, which the currently proposed
amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002 seek to implement, was not included in the version of
CMB-05 presented to the Governing Board as part of the 2016 AQMP. The March 2017 Final
Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP, which was completed in January 2018, did not analyze the
transition of the RECLAIM program because that was not prescribed by the CMB-03 measure at
that time. Therefore, tiering off of the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP to
support rule amendments that seek to implement the transition is not possible since there is no
analysis from which to tier off. In the absence of a program level CEQA analysis that includes
the RECLAIM transition, staff’s segmented analysis of each proposed rulemaking action in the
transition process constitutes classic “piecemealing” contrary to the requirements of CEQA.

Staff's attempt to tier without having completed a programmatic analysis of the
RECLAIM Transition Project ignores the fact that RECLAIM is a comprehensive program that
includes an assessment of BARCT for all of the sources in the program. It was adopted as a
whole, a single package, not as a series of individual rules and regulations. There are no separate
BARCT regulations in the RECLAIM program. Because RECLAIM allows for BARCT to be
implemented on an aggregate basis, all BARCT determinations had to be made together.
Furthermore. all RECLAIM rules are dependent upon one another, and none of these can stand
alone. By attempting to analyze the impact of a single RECLAIM rule, i.e., BARCT
determination, staff is ignoring the interdependency of the program, and thus, improperly
disregarding the impacts of the comprehensive program.
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In the draft SEA, staff claims that it is speculative to determine what BARCT may be for
all the various sources under the RECLAIM program. This underscores the fact that a
comprehensive program transitioning RECLAIM sources to command and control rules was
never developed or analyzed. Rather, staff is piecemealing the analysis of the RECLAIM
transition. Such an approach has been rejected by the courts: “Instead of itself providing an
analytically complete and coherent explanation, the FEIR notes that a full analysis of the planned
conjunctive use program must await environmental review of the Water Agency’s zone 40
master plan update, which was pending at the time the FEIR was released. The Board’s findings
repeat this explanation. To the extent the FEIR attempted, in effect, to tier from a future 3.8
environmental document, we reject its approach as legally improper under CEQA.” Vineyard =
Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal 4th 412, Cont
440 [emphasis in original].

Furthermore, RECLAIM is an emissions trading program. [t allows facilities to choose
to implement specific controls or to purchase emissions credits. Staff's piecemealing of the
analysis does not account for those facilities that have implemented othet means to comply with
the program and the additional impacts the transition to individual command and centrol rules
may have on these facilities. Additionally, these impacts cannot be captured in a single rule
analysis. Rather, stafl"s piecemealing further ignores the impacts on facilities that are subject to
multiple BARCT determinations.

Health & Safeiv Code Section 39616

The current staff proposal for amending Rule 2002 to prevent former RECLAIM
facilities from aceessing offset exemptions in Rule 1304 would place former RECLAIM
facilities at a significant disadvantage relative to other non-RECLAIM facilities. California
Health & Safety Code Section 39616(c)(7) prohibits imposing disproportionate impacts,
measured on an aggregate basis, on those stationary sources included in the RECLAIM program
compared to other permitted stationary sources. Creating a new category of sources without
access to either RTCs or Rule 1304 offset exemptions to satisfy NSR requirements runs afoul of
this prohibition.

Statement Pertaining to SCAQMI Rule 1306

The July 2018 Preliminary Draft Staff Report contains the following statement:
“Moreaver, Rule 1306 — Emission Calculations would calculate emission increases of exiting
RECLAIM facilities based on actual to potential emissions, thereby further exacerbating the
need for offsets.” (Preliminary Draft Staff Report, p. 8). It is not clear why this would be the
case. Furthermore, it is premature to make such assertions outside the context of an overall
analysis of what the NSR requirements for former RECLAIM facilities might be, Thisisa
critical issue that must be addressed in the overall development of the NSR program for former
RECLAIM facilities.
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Conclusion

Thank you for considering these comments. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on these rulemakings which are critically important to stakeholders as well as the regional

economy. If you have any questions, please contact me at (714) 401-8105 or by email at 3-8
michael.carroll@lw.com or Bridget McCann of WSPA at (310) 808-2146 or by email at Cont
bmecann@wspa.org.
Sincerely,
\"w»('- s CAC el Q
Michael J. Carro ~lf3 e
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

ce: Cathy Reheis-Boyd, WSPA
Patty Senecal, WSPA
Bridget McCann, WSPA
Wayne Nastri, SCAQMD
Barbara Baird, SCAQMD
Michael Krause, SCAQMD
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Response to Comment 3-1

Staff appreciates the suggestion and since this comment letter, the definition of heat input has been
added to PR1118.1, and the commentator is correct that the total annual heat input is a calculated
field in determining percent capacity. Staff has provided a discussion of how that is calculated in
the staff report and created a recordkeeping form the facilities can use to calculate their total annual
heat input.

Response to Comment 3-2

The commentator raises an important clarity and potential enforcement issue. Since this comment
letter, definitive timelines as to the extensions provided by the SCAQMD have been added to the
proposed rule. Just for clarification purposes, staff envisions any denial of time extension would
be based on the absence of sufficient details identifying the reason(s) a time extension is needed
and the reasons for denying an extension would identify missing data required to approve an
extension. Ultimately, after the extension time offered by staff, the owner/operator always has the
option to seek a variance from the Hearing Board for more time.

Response to Comment 3-3

A capital cost estimate identifies the cost of flare, engineering, and installation. Cost estimates
received from local oil and gas facilities for ultra-low NOx flare installation was not in the
$1,200,000 to $1,900,000 range. However, staff did use one value in that range based on a
comment letter provided by California Resources Corporation (comment letter 1) and the average
still proved the 5% threshold to be cost effective. Regarding exempting oil and gas production,
staff believes there are opportunities that are technically and economically feasible to reduce NOx
emissions; it is a goal set forth in the 2016 AQMP; and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
is seeking a rule to comply with Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM)/Reasonably
Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements.

Response to Comment 3-4

Staff agrees with the suggestion and has changed the proposed rule language to address the
comment. The intent was not to require existing “other flares” to meet the Table 1 NOx emissions
limits or track their percent capacity.

Response to Comment 3-5

Since this comment letter, the proposed NOx emission limits for “other flares” has been changed
to meet current BACT limits.

Response to Comment 3-6

Please see response to comment 3-7 and 3-8.

Response to Comment 3-7
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This August 2018 comment letter on the RECLAIM program has been previously responded to by
SCAQMD staff. Please see SCAQMD response http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-
book/Proposed-Rules/regxx/18_response-100318 michael-carroll-letter-(barct-vs-
bact).pdf?sfvrsn=4.

Response to Comment 3-8

This September 2018 comment letter on the RECLAIM program was previously responded to by
SCAQMD staff. Please see Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended
Regulation XX — Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM): Proposed Amended Rule
2001 — Applicability and Proposed Amended Rule 2002 — Allocation for Oxides of Nitrogen
(NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx), Appendix C, page 216 of the PDF, page C-13 of the document
(http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2018/2018-oct5-
032.pdf?sfvrsn=7).
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Comment Letter #4

Comment Letter 4

A

MARATHON

&

Michael Krause

Manager, Planning and Rules

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Wia e-mail at- mkrause@agmd.gov

Re: Proposed Rule 1118.1 -
Control of Emissions from Non-Refinery Flares

Dear Mr. Krause,

Marathon Petroleum appreciates this opportunity to comment on South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) Proposed Rule 1118.1, Control of Emissions from Non-
Refinery Flares. We understand that non-refinery flares located at refineries will be
regulated under the upcoming rule 1109.1, while non-refinery flares under the Other Flare
Gas category would be covered under PR 1118.1. Following are our comments
concemning the proposed rulemaking.

Existing flares in the Other Flare Gas category

The most recent version of the draft rule language in (d)(2) seemed to inadvertently

change the expectations for existing flares in the Other Flare Gas category, and differed

from the discussion during the September Working Group meeting. To clarify the

proposed rule language, we suggest that the regulatory wording be changed as follows

in red: 4-1
(d)(2) An owner or operator of a flare or flare station in the categories listed in
Table 2 and installed prior to [date of adoption] shall:

Mew / replaced flares in the Other Flare Gas category
- Emission Limits: According to the draft staff report, the NOx and CO limits for

new / replaced flares in the Other Flare Gas category are based on emission
limits included in recently permitted marine loading facilities. However, to our
knowledge, these levels have yet to be demonstrated at these facilities.
Additionally, these emission limits have not been demonstrated to be feasible
when applied to other types of operations included in the Other Flare Gas
category, such as truck loading or tank degassing.
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- Cost-effectiveness: SCAQMD is basing the cost-effectiveness for these limits on
produced gas flares, which are designated as being the most similar to Other 4-2
Flares. We understand that WSPA is commenting that the costs in the draft staff Cont
report are significantly under-estimated for produced gas flares.

Due to these questions, Marathon requests that SCAQMD make available the reference
materials staff used to demonstrate feasibility and to calculate cost-effectiveness of the
emission limits for new Other Gas Flares in the various types of operations covered by
this category.

A recommended alternative to setting specific emission limits for Other Flares that are
new or being replaced is to require that this category of flares meet Best Available
Control Technology standards in effect at the time of permitting.

RECLAIM

PR 1118.1 is included among the RECLAIM transition rules, and the draft staff report
discusses RECLAIM issues such as whether Best Achievable Retrofit Control
Technology includes replacement of equipment. Marathon refers to letters submitted
previously by WSPA on a variety of RECLAIM topics and requests that those topics be
considered in rule development on all RECLAIM transition rules, including PR 1118.1.
We are glad to provide copies of those letters if needed.

4-3

We would like to thank staff for their willingness to meet and discuss issues, and we
look forward to continuing to work with SCAQMD as this rule continues development.
We would be happy to answer any questions regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

Susoun Stk

Susan Stark
Manager, Policy and Regulatory Affairs

Cc:  Dr. Philip Fine, SCAQMD
Steven Tsumura, SCAQMD
Robert Nguyen, Marathon
Donna DiRocco, Marathon
Ruthanne Walker, Marathon
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Response to Comment L etter 4

Response to Comment 4-1

Staff agrees with the suggestion and since this comment letter, the proposed rule has been modified
accordingly. Please see Response to Comment 3-5.

Response to Comment 4-2

The lower emission limits proposed in the preliminary rule were based on an existing permitted
unit; however, that unit has not completed the source test to demonstrate compliance. As such,
SCAQMD staff has decided to propose limits that reflect current BACT determination. BACT
may consider the unit permitted at 30 ppm in the future.

Regarding the cost of the flares, staff relied on local installation and annual maintenance costs for
the oil and gas analysis as provided by existing permitted units in the oil and gas industry, then
averaged to generate a value to apply to the cost effectiveness calculation. The costs provided by
WSPA were based on an installation located outside of the SCAQMD and were considerably
higher than the feedback staff received from local oil and gas sites. In addition, the manufacturer
of the higher cost flare is not known to be in business to corroborate the costs. Nonetheless, staff
included the capital cost in the collection of data points used to derive the average cost. Please see
Response to Comment 3-3.

Response to Comment 4-3

SCAQMD has received the previous comment letters on the RECLAIM program referenced by
the commentator and responses have been prepared. Please see SCAQMD response
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/Proposed-Rules/regxx/18 response-
100318 michael-carroll-letter-(barct-vs-bact).pdf?sfvrsn=4.
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Comment Letter #5

Comment Letter 5

(“ CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION of SANITATION
CASA ,\GEnCIES

1225 8% Street, Suite 595- Sacramento, CA 85814 - TEL: (216) 448-0388 - www CASAweb org
October 19, 2018

Mr. Steve Tsumura, Air Quality Specialist
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765

Dear Mr. Tsumura:

The California Association of Sanitation Agencies (CASA) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments on proposed South Coast AQMD Rule 1118.1 covering non-refinery flares. CASA is an
association of local agencies, engaged in advancing the recycling of wastewater into usable
water, as well as the generation and reuse of renewable energy, biosolids, and other valuable
resources. Through these efforts, we help create a clean and sustainable environment for
Californians.

CASA recommends the approach advanced by the Southern California Alliance of POTWSs (SCAP)
in which the District would adopt a limit of 0.06 b NOx/MMBtu and temporarily exempt any
facility co-digesting food waste or digesting at thermophilic temperatures. The rationale is
based on the following:

1. CASA has been working proactively with CalRecycle, the California Air Resources Board,
and others in order to maximize the use of the existing anaerobic digestion
infrastructure at wastewater treatment plants for the receipt of food waste for co-
digestion and thereby diverting it from landfills. CASA has conservatively estimated that
more than 75% of the food waste currently landfilled could be accepted using this
infrastructure, but only if assurance exists that the biogas and bicsolids produced can be
effectively utilized and recycled. Flares are a last resort for biogas produced at
wastewater treatment plants but are mandatory emergency outlets.
Black & Veatch (BV) recently identified the potential for higher ammonia concentrations
in digester gas as the result of food waste digestion or thermophilic digestion, which
could make the proposed Rule 1118.1 limit unachievable for such facilities. 1 am
including a link to a presantation which loerg Blischke (BV) recently provided to the
SCAQMD 1118.1 team outlining those issues. https://casaweb.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/10-19-18-MH3-in-BG Fuel-born-MOx-Emissions-at-
Flares SCAP-Meeting-w SCAQMD-120ct18 BV FINALZ.pdf
3. Air Districts throughout California have expressad interest in adopting the limits set in
SCAQMD Rule 1118.1. Whatever is done in the South Coast could have far reaching and
unintended consequences statewide.

on
]

[ ]
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Mr. Steve Tsumura

Cctober 19, 2018
Page 2 of 2

4. As menticned above, wastewater treatment plants already attempt to maximize
beneficial use of produced biogas, but flares will always be needed for
standbyfemergency purposes. These flares must be 100% reliable. Our members have
reported that the proposed 0.025 Ib NOx/MMEBtu flares have not been reliable, so as
essential public service providers we have concerns about this technology.

(TJ_!

For all of the reasons stated above, we respectfully request the SCAQMD establish an Cont
achievable NOx limit for flares until we can fully assess the potential impact of food waste
co-digestion and thermophilic digestion. Specifically, we request the rule establish 2 0.06 Ib
N /MMBtu limit and temporarily exempt any facility co-digesting food waste or those

digestion systems operating in the thermophilic temperature range.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide these comments and we stand ready to
work proactively with the District in developing needed information on the impacts of
receiving food waste for co-digestion or for operating at thermophilic temperatures. Please
feal free to contact me at gkester@casaweb.org or at 916-844-5262 to discuss these issues
or to answer any questions.

Sincerely,

they ) Wi

Greg Kester
Director of Renawable Resource Programs

ce: Michael Krause — SCAOMD
Heather Farr — SCAQOMD
Philip Fine — SCAQMD
Susan Nakamura — SCAQMD
Steve lepsen — SCAP
David Rothbart — LACSD
Bobbi Larson — CASA
Sarah Deslauriers - CASA
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Response to Comment L etter 5

Response to Comment 5-1

Staff acknowledges there is a concern that food waste digestion may cause an increase in ammonia
generation, but there is not sufficient information at this time to draw a firm conclusion on the
impacts of food digestion. Staff agrees more research is necessary. To ensure PR1118.1 is not a
road block to the efforts to maximize the use of existing anaerobic digestion for food diversion,
emission limits will reflect current BACT limits for major polluting facilities and minor facilities.

Thermophilic digestion is a newer digestion process that requires higher temperature, produces
more biogas, and recent research suggests generates increased ammonia concentrations.
Thermophilic digestion is a separate issue from the state goals of food waste diversion as there are
other means and processes for digestion. Research is needed specifically on thermophilic digestion
to determine conclusively if this process results in combustion equipment exceeding permit limits
or whether there is a need to establish new BACT determinations.

Due to the uncertainty, staff is proposing to include a Resolution to work with the CAPCOA,
applicable state agencies, and the waste management industry to conduct a technological and cost
assessment within 12 months of rule adoption. Staff will also resolve to amend the rule if a
determination is made that the BACT NOXx limits need to be modified or a new category created.
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Comment Letter #6

O R & T

Comment Letter 6
@ENVENT

October 26, 2018

Attention: Mr. Steve Tsumura

Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-0944

Subject: Comments on the PR 1118.1
Dear Sir:

Per our discussion on September 26, 2018, comments are provided by Envent Corporation for
the definition of flare and other issues related to the Proposed Rule 1118.1 (PR1118.1) as
follows:

Comment 1. The fare definition in PR1118.1 is foo broad (or foo loose), covering some
unintentional sectors including thermal oxidizers and similar air pollution control devices. The
flare definition in PR1118.1 is different from the flare definitions in the rules of USEPA and
other Air Districts. The flare definition in PR1118.1 is even different from the one in SCAQMD
Rule 1118. Similar rules from other Air Districts define flares as “a direct combustion device in
which air and all combustible gases react at the burner with the objective of complete and
instantaneous oxidation of the combustible gases. Flares are used either continuously or
intermittently and are not equipped with devices for fuel-air mix control or for temperature .
control”. Some of the definitions of flares from other Air Districts describe the combustion air as 6-1
uncontrolled ambient air or uncontrolled volume of air. In fact, some of the other Air Districts’
rules do provide an entirely separate definition of thermal oxidizer. Thermal Oxidizers and
other similar air pollution control devices operate with wvery high YOC destruction efficiency and
are different from flares in design and operation. Attached is a sample CARB test result on
thermal oxidizer for your reference. The purpose of PR1118.1 is to regulate the emissions
generated from actual flares, but not air pollution control devices which are regulated by other
rules. We respectfully disagree that the existing flare definition of PR1118.1 does include
thermal oxidizers in the grouping as flare and urge SCAQMD to remain consistent with the rule
language from SCAQMD, surrounding Air Districts, and USEPA by adopiing the same
definition.

Please find the attached documents for your review:
+ 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart Ja (50.101a)
40 CFR Part 63 Subpart CC (63. 641)
BAAQMD Regulation 12-11
BAAQMD Regulation 12-12
+ SCAQMD Rule 1118
+ SJIVAPCD Rule 4311

3220 East 29* Streer, Long Beach, California 90806-2321

PHOMNE: 8B88.997.946> + FAX: 3629979485 « www.enventcorporation.com + www.tankdegassing.com

MARTINEZ, CA » LONG BEACH, CA » DENVER, CO « HOUSTON, TX = NEWARK, NJ
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* SBCAPCD Rule 359
s« Sample CARB Test Result

Comment 2: The Capacity Threshold reguirement is not practical for a mobile rental device

operated per a fixed location permit. If a “flare” (read: Thermal Oxidizer) is permitted by a
various locations permit, then under (h)(1}E) of PR1118.1, it is exempt. However, if the same
“flare” (read: Thermal Oxidizer) has a fixed location permit, it is subject to PR1118.1. The
operation of a rental device, even if by a fixed location permit, is non-routine just the same as
the one operated by a various locations permit. The emissions from the source(s) have no
beneficial use for either case because their occurrence is sporadic, they vary in composition,
they vary by heating value, and are generally considered a waste product. Moreover, the
capital expenditure to route vapors to a receiving facility is not practical for such inconsistent
use.

Comment 3: The applicability of PR1118.1 to organic bulk terminal loading and tank farms

should be modified due to the fact that the potential impact is very minimal In general, air
pollution control devices are used to destruct fugitive emissions from the source. Based on the

analysis conducted by the Air District and shown in Preliminary Draft Staff Report, “The volume
of gas flared and the NOx emissions are low for this source category. ... Some of the vapors
sent to the flare have a low heating value, therefore, may require the use of assist gas to
facilitate combustion. Challenges with this source category includes the less opportunities for
beneficial use and no market incentives.”

Comment 4 To comply with PR1118.1 is too costly for a short term project A cost
effectiveness analysis was conducted to justify the investment in low-NOx flare for a short term
(2-year) project. The same method (Discounted Cash Flow Method) applied in PR 1118.1
Preliminary Draft Staff Report ("Report”) was utilized in the analysis below. In addition, all the
information, like capital cost and annual cost related to low-NOx flares were obtained from the
Report. The result shows the cost per ton of emissions reduced is at the range of $126,000 -
$423,000 which is larger than the maximum feasible cost effectiveness. The 2016 AQMP
establishes a cost-effectiveness threshold of 550,000 per ton of NOx reduced. For a long term
(25-year) project, it is feasible to install a low-NOx flare. However, this is not the case for a
short term project. The details of the analysis are provided in Table 1 for reference.

Table 1. Cost Effectiveness Analysis

6-2

8-3

6-4

Unit

Low NOx
Unit Capital
Cost

Low MNOx
Unit Annual
Cost (PV)

Project
Duration
[yrs est.)

Capital Cost
+ Present
Value

Permitted
MOx
(tons/yr)

Low

N

Unit
(tonsfyr)

Emission
Reduction
[tons/project)

Estimated
Cost
Effectiveness

(5/ton)

EMECS
70

$758,339.00

$229,852.70

2

$988,191.70

7.3

6.132

2.336

$423,027.27

EMECS
42

$410,000.00

$56,582.84

2

$466,582.84

2.75

0.91152

3.677

$126,893.64
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In addition to the modification of the fare definition used in PR1118.1, we are seeking the
exemption of fixed-location permitted air poilution control devices operated in organic liquid
terminal loading or tank fanms. Should you have any questions regarding our comments, you
may contact me by any of the following means:

G-5

Phone: (562) 997-9465, Extension 156.
Email: Jerry Ren@Envent net

Sincerely,

Jerry Ren

Jerry Ren
Senior Compliance Engineer
Envent Corporation

3220 East 29 Street, Long Beach, California 90806-2321
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CFR : Titke 40 : Chapter | » Subchapter C » Part 60 : Subpart Ja » Section 60.101a

40 CFR 60.101a - Definitions.

§ 60.101a Definitions.
Terms used in this subpart are defined in the Clean Air Act (CAA), in § 60.2 and in this
section.

Air preheat means a device used to heat the air supplied to a process heater generally by use
of a heat exchanger to recover the sensible heat of exhaust gas from the process heater.

Ancillary equipment means equipment used in conjunction with or that serve a refinery
process unit. Ancillary equipment includes, but is not limited to, storage tanks, product loading
operations, wastewater treatment systems, steam- or electricity-producing units (including
coke gasification units), pressure relief valves, pumps, sampling vents and continuous
analyzer vents.

Cascaded flare system means a series of flares connected to one flare gas header system
arranged with increasing pressure set points so that discharges will be initially directed to the
first flare in the senes (ie., the pamary flare). If the discharge pressure exceeds a set point at
which the flow to the primary flare would exceed the primary flare’s capacity, flow will be
diverted to the second flare in the senes. Similarly, flow would be diverted to a third (or fourth)
flare if the pressure in the flare gas header system exceeds a threshold where the flow to the
first two (or three) flares would exceed their capacities.

Co-fired process heater means a process heater that employs burners that are designed to
be supplied by both gaseous and liquid fuels on a routine basis. Process heaters that have
gas burners with emergency oil back-up burners are not considered co-fired process heaters.

Coke burm-off means the coke removed from the surface of the FCCU catalyst by combustion
in the catalyst regenerator. The rate of coke bum-off is calculated by the formula specified in
§60.104a.

Contact material means any substance formulated to remove metals, sulfur, nitrogen, or any
other contaminant from petroleum denvatives.

Corrective action means the design, operation and maintenance changes that one takes
consistent with good engineering practice to reduce or eliminate the likelihood of the
recurrence of the pn'rrrary cause and any oiher contrbuting cause(s) of an event idenﬁﬁed by

excess of specified thresholds.

hitps:/fwww law cornell edw/cfritext/40/60.101a 10/17/2017
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Corrective action analysis means a description of all reasonable interim and long-term
measures, if any, that are available, and an explanation of why the selected corrective action
(s) is/are the best altemative(s), including, but not limited to, considerations of cost
effectiveness, technical feasibility, safety and secondary impacts.

Delayed coking unit means a refinery process unit in which high melecular weight petroleum
denvatives are thermally cracked and petroleum coke is produced in a series of closed, batch
system reactors. A delayed coking unit includes, but is not limited to, all of the coke drums
associated with a single fractionator; the fractionator, including the bottoms receiver and the
overhead condenser; the coke drum cutting water and quench system, including the jet pump
and coker quench water tank; and the coke drum blowdown recovery compressor system.

Emergency flare means a flare that combusts gas exclusively released as a result of
malfunctions (and not startup, shutdown, roufine operations or any other cause) on four or
fewer occasions in a rolling 365day penod For purposes of this rule, a flare cannot be
categonized as an emergency flare unless it maintains a water seal.

alztion devies that uzes an uneontralled wolum
cLndation, fla
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Flare gas header system means all piping and knockout pots, including those in a subheader
system, used to collect and transport gas to a flare either from a process unit or a pressure
relief valve from the fuel gas system, regardless of whether or not a flare gas recovery system
draws gas from the flare gas header system. The flare gas header system includes piping
inside the battery limit of a process unit if the purpose of the piping is to transport gas to a
flare or knockout pot that is part of the flare.

Flare gas recovery system means a system of one or more compressors, piping and the
associated water seal, rupture disk or similar device used to divert gas from the flare and
direct the gas to the fuel gas system or to a fuel gas combustion device.

Flexicoking unit means a refinery process unit in which high melecular weight petroleum
denvatives are thermally cracked and petroleum coke is continuously produced and then
gasified to produce a synthetic fuel gas.

Flurd catalytic eracking unit means a refinery process unit in which petroleum denvatives are
continuously charged and hydrocarbon molecules in the presence of a catalyst suspended in
a fluidized bed are fractured into smaller molecules, or react with a contact material
suspended in a fluidized bed to improve feedstock quality for additional processing and the
catalyst or contact material is continuously regenerated by buming off coke and other
deposits. The unit includes the riser, reactor, regenerator, air blowers, spent catalyst or
contact material stripper, catalyst or contact matenal recovery equipment, and regenerator
equipment for confrolling air pollutant emissions and for heat recovery. When flurd catalyst

https:/www.law_cornell. edu/cfr/text/40/60.101a 10/17/2017
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40 CFR 63.641 - Definitions.

§ 63.641 Definitions.

All terms used in this subpart shall have the meaning given them in the Clean Air Act, subpart
A of this part, and in this section. If the same term is defined in subpart A and in this section, it
shall have the meaning given in this section for purposes of this subpart.

Affected source means the collection of emission points to which this subpart applies as
determined by the criteria in § 63.640.

Aliphatic means open-chained structure consisting of paraffin, olefin and acetylene
hydrocarbons and denvatives.

Annual average true vapor pressure means the equilibrium partial pressure exerted by the
stored liquid at the temperature equal to the annual average of the liquid storage temperature
for liquids stored above or below the ambient temperature or at the local annual average
temperature reported by the National Weather Service for liquids sfored at the ambient
temperature, as determined:

(1) In accordance with methods specified in § 63.111 of subpart G of this part;
(2) From standard reference texts; or
(3) By any other method approved by the Administrator.

Assist air means all air that intentionally is infroduced prior to or at a flare fip through nozzles
or other hardware conveyance for the purposes including, but not limited to, protecting the
design of the flare tip, promoting turbulence for mixing or inducing air into the flame. Assist air
includes premix assist air and perimeter assist air. Assist air does not include the surrounding
ambient air.

Assist steam means all steam that intentionally is introduced prior to or at a flare tip through
nozzles or other hardware conveyance for the purposes including, but not limited to,
protecting the design of the flare tip, promoting turbulence for mixing or inducing air into the
flame. Assist steam includes, but is not necessarily limited to, center steam, lower steam and
upper steam.

Baoiler means any enclosed combustion device that extracts useful energy in the form of
steam and is not an incinerator.

By compound means by individual stream components, not by carbon equivalents.

https://www. law.comnell edw/cfr/text/40/63.641 10/26/2017
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Car-seal means a seal that is placed on a device that is used to change the position of a
valve (e.g., from opened to closed) in such a way that the position of the valve cannot be

open to the atmosphere and is configured of piping, ductwork, connections,
accumulators/knockout drums, and, if necessary, flow inducing devices that transport gas or
vapor from a process vessel to a control device or back into the process.

Closed vent system means a system that is not open to the atmosphere and is configured of
piping, ductwork, oc-nnedions and, 'rfner,essary flow inducing devices that transport gas or
regulated eqmpmentlsmuled toa pmcess {e g to a petroleum refinery fi fuel | gas system), the
process shall not be considered a closed vent system and is not sub]ect to -::Iosed vent
system standards.

Combustion device means an individual unit of equipment such as a flare, incinerator,
process heater, or boiler used for the combustion of organic hazardous air pollutant vapors.

Combustion zone means the area of the flare flame where the combustion zone gas
combines for combustion.

includes all flare vent gas, total steam, and premix air.

Connector means flanged, screwed, or other joined fitings used to connect two pipe lines or
a pipe line and a piece of equipment. A common connector is a flange. Joined fittings welded
completely around the circumference of the interface are not considered connectors for the
purpose of this regulation. For the purpose of reporting and recordkeeping, connector means
Joined fittings that are accessible.

Continuous record means documentation, either in hard copy or computer readable form, of
data values measured at least once every hour and recorded at the frequency specified in §
63.655(1).

Continuous recorder means a data recording device recording an instantaneous data value or
an average data value at least once every hour.

Controf device means any equipment used for recovering, removing, or oxidizing organic
hazardous air pollutants. Such equipment includes, but is not limited to, absorbers, carbon
adsorbers, condensers, inl:ineratﬁrs, flares, boilers, and process heaters. For miscellaneous
process vents (as defined in this section), recovery devices (as defined in this section) are not
considered control devices.

Cooling tower means a heat removal device used to remove the heat absorbed in circulating
cooling water systems by transfernng the heat to the atmosphere using natural or mechanical
draft.

Cooling tower return line means the main water trunk lines at the inlet to the cooling tower

Page 20f 13

10/26/2017

Proposed Rule 1118.1 A-65

December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

40 CFE.63.641 - Definitions. | US Law | LII / Legal Information Institute Page 3 0f 13

before exposure to the atmosphere.

Decoking operations means the sequence of steps conducted at the end of the delayed
coking unit's cooling cycle to open the coke drum to the atmosphere in order to remove coke
from the coke drum. Decoking operations begin at the end of the cooling cycle when steam
released from the coke drum is no longer discharged via the unit's blowdown system but
instead is vented directly to the atmosphere. Decoking operations include atmosphernic
depressunng (venting), deheading, draining, and decoking (coke cutting).

Delayed coking unit means a refinery process unit in which high molecular weight petroleum
derivatives are thermally cracked and petroleum coke is produced in a senes of closed, batch
system reactors. A delayed coking unit includes, but is not limited to, all of the coke drums
associated with a single fractionator; the fractionator, including the bottoms receiver and the
overhead condenser; the coke drum cutting water and quench system, |nclud|ng the jet pump
and coker quench water tank; and the coke drum blowdown recovery compressor system.

Delayed coker vent means a miscellaneous process vent that contains uncondensed vapors
from the delayed coking unit's blowdown system. Venting from the delayed coker vent is
typically intermittent in nature, and occurs pnmarnly during the cooling cycle of a delayed
coking unit coke drum when vapor from the coke drums cannot be sent to the fractionator
column for product recovery. The emissions from the decoking operations, which include
direct atmosphernic venting, deheading, draining, or decoking (coke cutting), are not
considered to be delayed coker vents.

Distillate receiver means overhead receivers, overhead accumulators, reflux drums, and
condenser(s) including ejector-condenser(s) associated with a distillation unit.

Distillation unit means a device or vessel in which one or more feed streams are separated
into two or more exit streams, each exit stream having component concentrations different
from those in the feed streamis). The separation is achieved by the redistnbution of the
components between the liquid and the vapor phases by vaporization and condensation as
they approach equilibrium within the disillation unit. Distillation unit includes the distilate
receiver, reboiler, and any associated vacuum pump or steam jet.

Emission poinf means an individual miscellaneous process vent, storage vessel, wastewater
stream, equipment leak, decoking operation or heat exchange system associated with a
petroleum refining process unit; an individual storage vessel or equipment leak associated
with a bulk gasoline terminal or pipeline breakout station classified under Standard Industrial
Classification code 2911; a gasoline loading rack classified under Standard Industnial
Classification code 2911; or a marine tank vessel loading operation located at a petroleum
refinery.

Equipment leak means emissions of organic hazardous air pollutants from a pump,
compressor, pressure relief device, sampling « ounnechon system, open-ended valve or line,
valve, or instrumentation system “in organic hazardous air pollutant service™ as defi ned in this
section. Vents from waslewater collection and conveyance systems (including, but not limited
to wastewater drains, sewer vents, and sump drains), tank mixers, and sample valves on
storage tanks are not equipment leaks.

https:/fwww law.cornell edu/cfr/text/40/63.641 10/26/2017
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Flame zone means the portion of a combustion chamber of a boiler or process heater
occupied by the flame envelope created by the primary fuel.
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Flare purge gas means gas introduced between a flare header's water seal and the flare tip to
prevent oxygen infiltration (backflow) into the flare tip. For a flare with no water seal, the
function of fiare purge gas is performed by flare sweep gas and, therefore, by definition, such
a flare has no flare purge gas.

Flare supplemental gas means all gas introduced to the flare in order to improve the
combustible charactenistics of combustion zone gas.

F.fare sweep gas means, for a flare with a ﬂare gas recovery system, the gas intentionally
header in order to prevenl oxygen buildup in the flare header; flare sweep gas in these flares
1s infroducad prior to and recovered by the flare gas recovery system. For a flare without a
flare gas recovery system, flare sweep gas means the gas intentionally infroduced into the
flare header system to maintain a constant flow of gas through the flare header and out the
flare tip in order to prevent oxygen buildup in the flare header and to prevent oxygen
infiltration (backflow) into the flare tip.

Flare vent gas means all gas found just prior to the flare tip. This gas includes all flare waste
gas (Le., gas from facility operations that is directed to a flare for the purpose of disposing of
the gas), that portion of flare sweep gas that 1s not recovered, flare purge gas and flare
supplemental gas, but does not include pilot gas, total steam or assist air. .

Flexible enclosure device means a seal made of an elastomeric fabric (or other maternial)
which completely encloses a slotted guidepole or ladder and eliminates the vapor emission
pathway from inside the storage vessel through the guidepole slots or ladder slots to the
outside air.

Flexible operation unit means a prc
by alternating raw materials or opera
campaign plants or blocked operations.

unit that manufactures different products periodically
conditions. These units are also referred to as

Flow indicator means a device that indicates whether gas is flowing, or whether the valve
position would allow gas to flow, in a line.

Farce majeure event means a release of HAP, either directly to the atmosphere from a
pressure relief device or discharged via a flare, that is demonstrated to the satisfaction of the
Administrator to result from an event beyond the refi inery owner or operator's control, such as
natural dlsasters acts of war or terrorism; loss of a utility external fo the refinery (e.g.,

external power curtallment] excluding power curtailment due to an interruptible service
agreement; and fire or explosion orginating at a near or adjoining facility outside of the
refinery that impacts the refinery’s ability to operate. -

https:/fwww law._cornell edu/cfr/text/40/63.641 10/26/2017
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REGULATION 12
MISCELLANEQUS STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE
RULE 11
FLARE MONITORING AT PETROLEUM REFINERIES

{Adopted June 4, 2003)
GENERAL

Description: The purpose of this rule is to require monitoring and recording of
emission data for flares at petroleum refineries.

Exemption, Organic Liquid Storage and Distribution: The provisions of this rule
shall not apply to flares or thermal oxidizers used to control emissions exclusively
from organic liquid storage vessels subject to Regulation 8, Rule 5 or exclusively
from loading racks subject to Regulation 8 Rules 6, 33, or 39,

Exemption, Marine Vessel Loading Terminals: The provisions of this rule shall not
apply to flares or thermal oxidizers used to control emissions exclusively from marine
vessel loading terminals subject to Regulation 8, Rule 44.

Exemption, Wastewater Treatment Systems: The provisions of this rule shall not
apply to thermal oxidizers used fo confrol emissions exclusively from wastewater
treatment systems subject to Regulation 8, Rule 8.

Exemption, Pumps: The provisions of this rule shall not apply to thermal oxidizers
used o control emissions exclusively from pump seals subject to Regulation 8, Rule
18. This exemption does not apply when emissions from a pump are routed to a flare
header.

Limited Exemption, Total Hydrocarbon and Methane Composition Monitoring
and Reporting: The provisions of Sections 12-11-401.2, 401.3, 401.5, 5022 and
502.3 that require monitoring and reporting of fotal hydrocarbon and methane
composition shall not apply to a flare that exclusively bums flexicoker gas with or
without supplemental natural gas, provided that the owner or operator demonstrates
by weekly sampling and analysis, verified by the APCO, that the methane content
and the non-methane content of the vent gas flared are less than 2 percent and 1
percent by valume, respectively.

DEFINITIONS

Flare Monitoring System: All sample systems, fransducers, transmitters, data
acquisition equipment, data recording egquipment, video monitoring equipment, and
video recording equipment involved in flare monitoring.

Flaring: A high-temperature combustion process used to bum vent gases.

Gas: The state of matter that has neither independent shape nor volume, but tends
to expand indefinitely. For the purposes of this rule, “gas” includes aerosols and the
terms “gas” and “gases” are interchangeable.

Petroleum Refinery: A facility that processes petroleum, as defined in the North
American Industrial Classification Standard No. 32411, and including any associated
sulfur recovery plant.

Pilot Gas: The gas used to maintain the presence of a flame for ignition of vent
gases.

Purge Gas: The gas used fo prevent air backflow in the flare system when there is
no vent gas.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District June 4, 2003
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12-12-206

12-12-207

12-12-208

REGULATION 12
MISCELLANEOUS STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE
RULE 12
FLARES AT PETROLEUM REFINERIES

(Adopted July 20, 2005)
GENERAL

Description: The purpose of this rule is to reduce emissions from flares at
petroleum refineries by minimizing the frequency and magnitude of flaring. Mothing
in this rule should be construed fo compromise refinery operations and practices with
regard to safety.

Exemption, Organic Liquid Storage and Distribution: The provisions of this rule
shall not apply to flares or thermal oxidizers used fo control emissions exclusively
from organic liquid storage vessels subject to Regulation 8, Rule 5 or exclusively
from loading racks subject to Regulation 8 Rules 6, 33, or 39.

Exemption, Marine Vessel Loading Terminals: The provisions of this rule shall not
apply to flares or thermal oxidizers used to confrol emissions exclusively from marine
vessel loading terminals subject to Regulation 8, Rule 44.

Exemption, Wastewater Treatment Systems: The provisions of this rule shall not
apply to thermal oxidizers used fo control emissions exclusively from wastewater
treatment systems subject to Regulation &, Rule 8.

Exemption, Pumps: The provisions of this rule shall not apply to thermal oxidizers
used to control emissions exclusively from pump seals subject to Requlation 8, Rule
18. This exempflion does not apply when emissions from a pump are routed to a flare
header.

DEFINITIONS: Forthe purposes of this rule, the following definitions apply:

Emergency: A condition at a petroleum refinery beyond the reasonable confrol of the
owner or operator requiring immediate comrective action fo restore normal and safe
operation that is caused by a sudden, infrequent and not reasonably preventable
equipment failure, natural disaster, act of war or terrorism or extemal power
curtailment, excluding power curtallment dus fo an interruptible power senvice
agreement from a utility.

Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social
and technological factors.

Flars LS

W TS

NE 1 nafae

Flare Minimization Plan (FMP): A document intended to meet the requirements of
Section 12-12-401.

Gas: The state of matter that has neither independent shape nor volume, but tends
to expand indefinitely. Gas includes asrosols and the terms “gas” and “gases” are
interchangeable.

Petroleum Refinery: A facility that processes petroleum, as defined in the North
American Industrial Classification Standard No. 32411 and including any associated
sulfur recovery plant.

Prevention Measure: A component, system, procedure or program that will minimize
or eliminate flaring.

Reportable Flaring Event: Any flaring where more than 500,000 standard cubic
feet per calendar day of vent gas is flared or where sulfur dioxide (502) emissions
are greater than 500 pounds per day. For flares that are operated as a backup,

Bay Area Air Quality Management District April 5, 2006
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(Adopted February 13, 1998) Amended November 4, 2005)

RULE 1115. CONTROL OF EMISSIONS FROM REFINERY FLARES

(@)

(®)

Purpose and Applicability

The purpose of Rule 1118 is to monitor and record data on refinery and related
flaring operations, and to confrol and minimize flaring and flare related emissions.
The provisions of this mule are not intended to preempt any petroleum refinery,
sulfur recovery plant and hydrogen production plant operations and practices with
regard to safety. This rule applies to all flares used at pefroleunm refineries, sulfur
recovery plants and hydrogen production plants.

Definitions

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

(1) CLEAN SERVICE FLARE is a flare that is designed and configured by
mnstallation to combust only natural gas, hydrogen gas and/or liquefied
petrolenm gas. or any other gas(es) with a fixed composition vented from
specific equipment which has been determined fo be equivalent and
approved in writing by the Executive Officer.

(2) EMERGENCY is a condition beyond the reasonable control of the owner
or operator of a flare requiring immediate corrective action to restore
normal and safe operation. which 1s caused by a sudden. infrequent and
not reasonably preventable equipment failure, natural disaster, act of war
or ferrorism or external power curtailment, excluding power curtailment
due to an mterruptible power service agreement from a wtility. For the
purpose of this mle, a repetitive event from the same equipment caused by
poor maintenance, or a condition caused by operator error that results in a
flare event shall not be deemed an emergency.

(3) EMERGENCY SERVICE FLARE is a flare other than clean service flare
that is designed and configured by installation to combust only vent gases
as a resulf of any sitwation ansing from sudden and unforeseeable events
beyond the reasonable control of the owner or operator of the gas flare
which require immediate corrective action to restore normal and safe
operation including emergency process upset condifion, equipment
malfinction or breakdown, electrical power failure, steam failure, cooling

1118-1
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Rule 1118 {Cont.)

)

(Amended November 4, 2005)

arr or water farlure, instrument air failure, reflux failure. heat exchanger

tube failure. loss of heat. excess heat. fire and explosion.
ESSENTIAL OPERATIONAL NEED is an activity determined by the
Executive Officer to meet one of the following:

(A)

(B)
(©)

D)

(E)

)

Temporary fuel gas system imbalance due to:

(1) Inability to accept gas compliant with Rule 431.1 by an
electric generation unit at the facility that produces
electricity to be used in a state gnd system, or

(1)  Inability to accept gas comphiant with Rule 431.1 by a third
party that has a contractual gas purchase agreement with
the facility, or

(111}  The sudden shutdown of a refinery fuel gas combustion
device for reasons other than poor maintenance or operator
EIror;

Relief valve leakage due to malfunction;
Venting of streams that cannot be recovered due to incompatibility
with recovery system equipment or with refinery fuel gas systems,
including supplemental natural gas or other gas compliant with
Rule 431.1 that is used for the purpose of maintaining the higher
heating value of the vent gas above 300 British Thermal Units per
standard cubic foot. Such streams include inert gases. oxygen.
gases with low or high molecular weights outside the design
operating range of the recovery system equipment and gases with
low or high higher heating values that could render refinery fuel
gas systems and/or combustion devices unsafe;

Venting of clean service streams to a clean service flare or a

general service flare;

Intermittent minor venting from:

(1) Sight glasses;

(i)  Compressor bottles:

(i)  Sampling systems; or

(v}  Pump or compressor vents; or

An emergency sifuation in the process operation resulting from the

vessel operating pressure rising above pressure relief devices™ set

points, of maximum vessel operating temperature set point.

1118 -2
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Rule 1118 (Cont.) (Amended November 4, 2005)

(3) FLARE iz a combnpstion device that nses

ien of vent gases i1 a flare device
/ 15 any intentional or umntenfio combustion of vent
6 FLARE EVENT is any 1 ional i ional busti f
gas in a flare. The flare event ends when the flow velocity drops below

Whenvsed as a verh means the combustion of ve

0.12 feet per second or when the owner or operator can demonstrate that
no mere vent gas was combusted based upon the monitoring records of the
flare water seal level and'or other parameters as approved by the
Executive Officer in the Flare Monitoring and Recording Plan. For a flare
event that continues for more than 24 hours, each day of venting of gases
shall constitute a flare event.

(7) FLARE GAS RECOVERY S5YSTEM i1s a system compnsed of
compressors, pumps, heat exchangers, knock-out pots and water seals,
installed to prevent or minimize the combustion of vent gas in a flare.

(8) FLARE MINIMIZATION PLAN is a document intended to meet the
requirements of subdivision (e).

(%7 FLAERE MONITORING SYSTEM iz the monitoring and recording
equipment used for the determination of flare operating parameters,
mcluding higher heafing value, total sulfur concentration, standard
volumetric flow rate, and/or on/off flow indication.

(10y GENERAL SERVICE FLARE is a flare that is not defined in paragraphs
(0)(1) or (b)(3) that is designed and configured by installation to combust
vent gases as a result of any situation including, but not limited to, relief
of excess operating pressures. tank wapor displacement. start-ups,
shutdowns, process unit fturnarounds and blowdowns, and scheduled and
unscheduled maintenance and clean up.

(11) HYDEROGEN PRODUCTION PLANT is a facility that produces
hydrogen by steam hydrocarbon reforming, partial oxidation of
hydrocarbons, or other processes, using refinery fuel gas. process gas or
natural gas, and which supplies hydrogen for petroleum refinery
operations.

(12) NWNATURAL GAS is a mixfure of gaseous hydrocarbons, with at least 80
percent methane (by volume). and of pipeline quality, such as the gas sold
or distributed by any wtility company regulated by the California Public
Utilities Commission.

1118-3

Proposed Rule 1118.1 A-72 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

RULE 4311 FLARES (Adopted June 20, 2002; Amended June 15, 2006; Amended June 18,
2009)

1.0 Furpose

To limit the emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and
sulfur oxides (SOx) from the operation of flares.

2.0  Applicability
This rule is applicable to operations involving the use of flares.
3.0  Definitions

3.1  Air-Assisted Flare: a combustion device where forced air is imjected to promote
turbulence for mixing and to provide combustion air.

3.2 An Pollution Control Officer (APCO): as defined m Rule 1020 (Definitions).
3.3 A Resources Board (ARB): as defined in Rule 1020 (Definitions).

3.4  British Thermal Unit (Biu): the amount of heat required to raise the temperature of
one pound of water from 39°F to 60°F at one atmosphere.

3.5  Calendar Day: any day starting at twelve o'clock AM and ending at 11:59 PM.

3.6  Coanda Effect Flare: A flare in which the high pressure flare gas flows along a
curved surface inspirating air into the gas to promote combustion.

3.7 Emergency: any situation or a condition arising from a sudden and reasomably
unforeseeable and unpreventable event beyond the conirol of the operator. Examples
include, but are not limited to, not preventable equipment failure, natural disaster, act
of war or terrorism, or external power curtailment, excluding a power curtailment
due to an interruptible power service agreement from a wtility. A flaring event due to
improperly designed equipment, lack of prevenfative maintenance, careless or
improper operation, operator error or willful misconduct does not quality as an
emergency. An emergency sifuation requires immediate corrective action to restore
safe operation. A planned flaring event shall not be considered as an emergency.

3.8  Enclosed Flare: a flare composed of multiple gas burners that are grouped in an
enclosure, and are staged to operate at a wide range of flow rates.

SIVUAPCD 4311 -1 6/18/0%
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3.9  EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency.

3.10 Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking info account ecomomic, emvironmental, legal, social, and

technological factors.

311 = 11 wineh aw and all combuenbls gase: r=ace ac the
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3.12  Flare Evenf: any intentional or unintentional combustion of vent gas in a flare. The
flare event ends when the flow velocity drops below 0.12 feet per second or when the
operator can demonsirate that no more vent gas was combusted based upon the
monitoring records of the flare water seal level and/or other parameters as approved
by the APCO in the Flare Monitoring and Recording Plan. For a flare event that
contines for more than one calendar day, each calendar day or venting of gases shall
constitute a separate flare event.

3.13  Flare Gas: gas burned in a flare,

3.14 Flare Mimmization Plan (FMP): a document intended to meet the requirements of
Section 6.5 of this Rule.

3.13 Flare Monitoring System: all flare monitoring and recording equipment used for the
determination of flare operating parameters. Flare moniforing and recording
equipment includes, but is not limited to, sample systems, transducers, transmitters,
data acquisition equipment, data recording equipment, and video monitoring
equipment and video recording equipment.

3.16 Flexigas: a low BTU fuel gas produced by gasifying coke produced in a fluid-bed
Coker. Due to the air used in the gasifying process, Flexigas is approximately 30 %
nitrogen.

3.17 Gaseous Fuel: any gases used as combustion fuel which mchude, but are not limited
to, any natural, process, synthetic, landfill, sewage digester, or waste gases. (Gaseous
fuels include produced gas, pilot gas and, when burned, purge gas.

3.18  MMBtu: million British thermal units.

3.19 Non-Assisted Flare: a combustion device without any auxiliary provision for
enhancing the mixing of air info its flame. This definition does mot mclude those
flares that by design provide excess air at the flare tip.

SIVUAPCD 4311 -2 61809
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RULE 359, FLARES AND THERMAL OXIDIZERS. (Adopted 6/28/1994)
Al Applicabilitv

The provisions of this Rule shall apply to the use of flares and thermal oxidizers at oil and gas
production sources (SIC code 13), petroleum refinery and related sources (SIC code 29), natural gas
services and transportation sources (SIC code 49) and wholesale trade n petrolenm/petroleum products
(SIC code 51). This Fule shall. on the date of its adoption, supersede the fiel combustion provisions
of Rule 311 only insofar as these fuel combustion provisions apply to flares and thermal oxdizers.

B. Exemptions

1. The provisions of this Fule shall not apply to the burning of sulfur, hydrogen sulfide, acid
sludge or other sulfur compounds in the manufacturing of sulfur or sulfur compounds. For oil
and gas sources (SIC Code 13) that recover sulfur as a by-product of gas treating/sweetening

processes, the exemption for manufactunng shall apply only to those specific processes, e.g..
sulfur recovery plant.

2 The provisions of this Rule, with the exception of Section D.2 (Technology Standards), shall
not apply to the buming of any gas with a net heating value of less than 300 British Thermal
Unit (Btu) per standard cubic foot (scf) provided the fuel used to incinerate such gas does not
contain sulfur compounds in excess of the following:

a 15 grains/100 cu_ft. (calculated as H;5 at standard conditions) in the Southem Zone,
and
b. 30 grains/100 cu ft. (calculated as H,5 at standard conditions) in the Northem Zone of

Santa Barbara County.

3. The provisions of this Fule, with the exception of Sections D.1 {Sulfur Content in Gaseous
Fuels), D.2 (Technology Standards), G (Momtoring and Fecordkeeping) and H (Feporting)
shall not apply to flare or thermal oxidizer units rated, per their operating permits, at 1.7
MMBtwhour or less. However, if the total cumulative rating of all such rated units at a source
exceeds 5 MMBtwhr, then the exemption shall not apply.

4. The following are exempt only from Section D.3 (Flare Minimization Plan) of this Fule:
a. Flare and thermal oxidizer units rated, per their operating permits, at less than 15
MMBtwhour. However, if the total cumulative rating of all such rated wmits at a
source exceeds 50 MMBtu'hr, then this exemption shall not apply.

b. Flares and thermal oxidizers whose flaning operations solely consist of planned,
continuous flanng due to the non-availability of a produced gas pipeline outlet.

C. Definitions

For purposes of this Rule, the following definitions shall apply. See Rule 102 (Definitions) for
definitions that are not restricted to interpretation of this Rule only.

"Burn” means combustion of any fuel including a gaseous fuel, whether for useful heat or by
mcimeration without heat recovery.

"Day” or "days" means calendar day(s) unless otherwise stated.

Santa Barbara County APCD Rule 359 359-1 June 28, 1994
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"Emergency” means any situation ansing from sudden and reasonably unforeseeable events beyond
the control of the permuttee, including acts of Ged. An emergency situation requires immediate
comrective action to restore normal, safe operation. It also causes an exceedance of an emission
standard or a limat stipulated in this Rule, due to unavoidable increases in emissions attnbutable to the
emergency situation only. Events which have been deemed as planned events (for defimtion, see later
mn this section) by a federal regulatory agency shall be precluded from bemng considered as emergency

events.
"Emergency Flare Event" means the combustion (flaring) of gaseous fiuels caused by an emergency
avent.

"Flare Gas" means produced gas or natural gas bumed 1n a flare or thermal oxidizer.

"Gaseous fuel" means gases used as combustion fuel which include, but are not limited to, any natural,
process, synthetic, landfill, sewage digester, or waste gases. Gaseous fuel includes produced gas, pilot
gas and, when bumed, purge gas.

"Month" or "monthly” means calendar month or refers to calendar month.

"Net heating value" means the heating value of the flare gas being combusted, as specified under 40
CFR 60.18(f)(3) [1992 Edition].

"Northern Zone of the Santa Barbara County” means that porfion of Santa Barbara County
described in Section 60103(b) of Title 17 of the California Administrative Code as written on
December 21, 1968 (Fegister 68, No.48). The Northern Zone also mcludes (a) State waters and. (b)
those areas of the OCS waters for which the Distnict has been designated the commesponding onshore
area by the USEPA -~ which are located offshore of that portion of Santa Barbara County lying north
of the latimde of the mouth of Jalama Creek.

"Pilot Gas" means gas that is used to ignite or continually ignite flare gas. Pilot gas may be PUC-
quality gas, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) or produced gas.

"Planned Flaring” means a flaring operation that constitutes a designed and planned process at a
source, and which would have been reasonably foreseen ahead of its actual occurrence, or is scheduled
to occur. Planned flanmg mcludes, but 15 not limited to, the following activities:

1. Flarmg durmg well tests, well-related work, tests ordered by applicable regulatory agencies;

2 Flaring due to equipment depressunzation for preventive maintenance that includes: (a)
routine engine overhauls (b) turbine start-ups (c) compressor start-ups (d) engine exchange/
removal (e} platform modification/constuction (f) hot-jobs (welding, ete.). (g) new
platformfwell start-up, (h) well work-over, (1) maintenance at onshore source supporting
offshore production, (j) Installation of Sulferox etc., system, (k) planned plant shut-downs, (1)
unloading from new well, (m) rupture disc maintenance, (n) acid job, (o) source testing, and
(p) any pipeline depressurization not due to breakdown conditions (2.g., pigging);

i Flaring of produced gas at production sources for which no gas handling, gas injection, or gas
transmission facilities currently exist;

Santa Barbara County APCD Rule 359 350-2 June 28, 1994
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California Environmental Protection Agency

@= Air Resources Board

MONITORING AND LABORATORY DIVISION
Vapor Recovery and Fuel Transfer Branch
Vapor Recovery In-Use Section

SOURCE TEST REPORT
TEST NUMBER 16-02

Chevron Products Company
San Diego Terminal
2351 Harbor Drive

San Diego, California 82113

UNIT TESTED: Envent Corporation Mobile Emission Control System (EMECS)
Model 42-4 Portable Thermal Oxidizer Unit

Envent Corporation Model VBS-1 F'ortabl.e Bladder Unit
TEST DATES: March 16, 2016

REPORT DATE: March 25, 2016

Approved:

B T
Basharat Igbal;’P.E.
Project Engineer

- Merrin J. Wright, nager& }
Wapor Recovery In*dse Se

Monitoring and Labératory Division

This test report has been reviewed and approved by the Alr Resources Board (ARB) staff. Approval does not
necessariy signify the contents reflect the views and policies of ARB, nor does the mention of trade names or
commercial products constifute endorsement or recommendation for use,
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INTRODUCTION

On March 16, 2016, the Air Resources Board (ARB) staff conducted a 6-hour vapor
recovery certification test of the Envent Corporation Mobile Emission Control System
(EMECS) Model 42-4 portable vapor recovery thermal oxidizer unit and Envent
Corporation Model VBS-1 portable bladder unit at the Chevron Products Company’s
San Diego Terminal facility. The unit was tested in normal (bladder) mode with a
portable vapor thermal oxidizer and portable bladder replacing the facility’s normal
carbon bed vapor recovery system. The rating of the Envent 42-4 thermal oxidizer is 42
MMBTU/Hr. The capacity of the Envent VBS5-1 bladder is 3,500 cubic feet.

The purpose of the test was to determine whether or not the portable vapor recovery
unit (portable thermal oxidizer and portable bladder) complies with the emission factor
listed in CP-203, Certification Procedure for Vapor Recovery Systems of Terminals.
The project engineer for this test was Basharat Igbal who was assisted by Ray
Hemandez.

FROCESS DESCRIPTION

Chevron operates a petroleum products distribution terminal in San Diego, California.
At the terminal’s truck (cargo tanks or gasoline delivery vehicles) loading rack,
displaced gasoline vapors (from the loading of gasoline into the truck) are collected.
During normal operation, the collected vapors are routed directly to the dual carbon bed
vapor recovery unit. There is no bladder or holding tank at the facility.

Chevron requested certification of their vapor recovery system using a configuration
that replaces the facility's normal dual carbon bed system with a portable thermal
oxidizer and portable bladder system. Upcoming repairs and maintenance to the
Chevron carbon beds necessitated the certification of the portable thermal oxidizer and
portable bladder system so the facility could stay in operation during the repairs and
maintenance.

AFPPLICABLE RULES AND REGULATIONS

Section 4 of CP-203 requires that the vapor recovery system shall comply with a
maximum emission factor of 0.29 pounds of non-methane hydrocarbon per 1,000
gallons of gasoline liquid dispensed (0.29 Ibs/1000 gallons) to obtain cerification. The
emission factor of 0.29 1bs/1000 gallons comesponds to 96.5% control efficiency by
weight. The San Diego County Air Pollution Control District {District) requires this
terminal to comply with an emission factor of 0.08 Ibs/1000 gallons. The test was
conducted per TP-203.1, Determination of Emission Factor of Vapor Recovery Systems
of Terminals, to verify compliance with both emission factors.

At Chevron’s request, ARB staff also determined the exhaust nitrogen oxides (NOx)
emission factor from the thermal oxidizer by employing ARB Method 100, Procedures
for Continuous Gaseous Emission Stack Sampling.

FPage 1
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TEST RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Test results are summarized at the end of this report. The results for the exhaust
hydrocarbon and NOx concentrations were determined directly from the data recorded
from gas analyzers. Mass of hydrocarbon is determined from the outlet hydrocarbon
concentration and outlet volume. Outlet volume is determined with a carbon balance
using the inlet hydrocarbon concentration, inlet volume, outlet hydrocarbon
concentration, outlet carbon monoxide (CO) concentration, and outlet carbon dioxide
(CO2) concentration. The amount of product loaded in terms of gallons during the test
was provided by Chevron.

Dwuring the unit's certification test, the following information was recorded:

inlet propane and methane concentrations

inlet temperature and pressure

outlet propane, NOx, CO, and CO; concentrations
inlet volume and barometric pressure

pwN =

The inlet propane, methane, temperature, and pressure data were recorded on a
continuous basis by strip chart, while the volume and barometric pressure were
recorded throughout the test. A Quad type turbine volume meter, which only reads in
the forward direction, was used to measure the inlet volume and insured against
erroneous volume readings (backflow).

Mational Instruments data acquisition hardware and Labview software were used to
acquire, record, and reduce data from the analyzers, temperatures and pressure
monitors, and Quad type meter. Labview corrected the volume to standard conditions
(14.7 pounds per square inch absolute (psia) and 68° F); and calculated and summed
total non-methane hydrocarbon mass out of the stack. Labview repeated this process
every second.

The certification test started at 0943 hours on March 16, 2016 and concluded at 1548
hours on March 16, 2016 (6 hours and 5 minutes total test duration). The test started
and ended with no fueling activity at the loading racks and with the pretest bladder tank
levels and the postiest bladder levels at the same point. During this time span, a total
of 217,450 gallons of gasocline were loaded at the truck racks and 2.70 pounds on non-
methane hydrocarbon were emitted from the vapor recovery system. These values
result in an emission factor of 0.012 |bs/1000 gallons and a throughput of 857,885
gallons (extrapolated to 24 hours).

Due to distribution fluctuations in gasoline marketing, ARB has traditionally granted an
increase in throughput of 10 percent when the vapor recovery unit performs well below
the certification emission limit. Increasing the 24 hour throughput of 857,883 gallons by
10 percent yields a 24-hour throughput of 943,673 gallons.

Page 2
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During the test period, 2.95 pounds of NOx were emitted from the vapor recovery
system. These values result in a NOx emission rate of 0.48 Ibs/hour.

The test results show that the portable vapor recovery thermal oxidizer with portable
vapor bladder was in compliance with the District's hydrocarbon emission standard for
these units of 0.08 Ibs/1000 gallons (gasoline products).

Also, the facility did not exceed 18 inches of water column backpressure performance
standard at the loading rack during the certification test. The following table gives
information about the loading rack at the facility:

Normal Mode:

Number of Loading Lanes 3

Number of Vapor Recovery Arms/Lane 203

Maximum Pressure Observed at Loading Rack | 2 inches water column

The maximum pressure observed was demonstrated with 2 loading lanes in operation
and 3 vapor recovery arms in use, and was measured at the furthest arm from the
processor.

CONCLUSION

ARB staff verified through testing that the hydrocarbon emission factor of the Chevron
Products Company’s San Diego Terminal was 0.012 Ibs/1000 gallons when operating
with the Envent Corporation Mobile Emission Control System (EMECS) Model 42-4
portable thermal oxidizer unit and Envent Corporation Model WBS-1 portable bladder
unit. This complies with the emission factor of 0.29 Ibs/1000 gallons referenced in
Section 4 of CP-203 and San Diego County Air Pollution Control District emission
standard of 0.08 Ibs/1000 gallons.

To ensure compliance with the emission factor of 0.29 I1bs/1000, the following
conditions are included as part of ARB’s certification:

1. The vapor recovery unit at the Chevron San Diego Terminal includes the
portable thermal oxidizer and portable bladder units operating together.

2. When operating with the portable thermal oxidizer and portable bladder units, the
maximum daily truck loading throughput (gasoline products only) shall be limited
to 943,673 gallons.

3. The maximum back pressure of any truck loading lane shall not exceed 18
inches of water column. The facility shall be equipped with alarms that shall be
activated when the unit exceeds 18 inches of water column.

Page 3
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4. The vapor recovery thermal oxidizer unit shall be equipped with alarms that shall
be activated when the unit is not able to comply with emission factor
performance standards.

5. The District may establish more stringent conditions in accordance with their
rules.

Page 4
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
AIR RESCURCES BOARD
MONITORING AND LABORATORY DIVISION
5T-16-02
SUMMARY OF SOURCE TEST RESULTS
(with portable thermal oxidizer and portable vapor bladder)

Source Name and Address: Source Representative:
Chevron Products Company Justin Lewis
San Diego Terminal Terminal Environmental Safety & Health
2351 Harbor Drive Chevron San Diego Terminal
San Diego, California 82113 2351 Harbor Drive
San Diego, California 92113
Tel 714-843-0866

Device Tested: ARB Representatives:
Envent Corporation Mobile Emission Control System (EMECS) | Basharat Igbal
Maodel 42-4 Portable Thermal Oxidizer Unit Ray Hernandez
Test Dates:
Envent Corporation Model VBS-1 Portable Bladder Unit March 16, 2016
Test Results: ' Overall | Applicable Limits
Test Times
0943 to 1548 for a Test Duration of § hours and 5 minutes
Emissions
Total Outlet HC Mass  (lb NMHC) (as Propane) 2.70 :
HC Emission Factor (Il NMHC/Kgal) (as Propane) 0.012 0.29 and 0.08
HC Emission Rate {le NMHC/hr) _(as Propane) . 0.44
Total Outlet NOx Mass  (lb NOx) {as NO.) 2.95
MNOx Emission Rate {le NOx/hr) {as NO3) 0.48
Backpressure
Maximum System Backpressure (in HaQ) 2 18
Throughput
Total Gasoline Products Loaded (Test) (Gallons) 217,450
Gasoline Products 24-hour Throughput (Gallons) 857,885
Maximum Gasaoline Products 24-hour Throughput (Gallons) 943,673
"
- 3
Wi D.mmm il B 0 Date:. - 25 -\l
Merrin J. ﬁﬂ[ght,@anager Basharat lqbal, P.E.
Vapor Recovery In-Use Section Project Engineer
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Response to Comment L etter #6

Response to Comment 6-1:

Staff agrees with the challenge in determining the distinction of a flare compared to an afterburner,
thermal oxidizer, and incinerator. These are different types of equipment and their operational
purposes are different. To clarify, staff prepared a robust discussion and highlighted the
differences in Chapter 3 of this staff report. It was critical to ensure a specific definition is provided
so there would be no confusion as to rule applicability. In addition, it is not the intent for PR1118.1
requirements to overlap with existing Rule 1147 (NOx emissions from miscellaneous sources) or
the upcoming PR 1109.1 (NOx emissions from refinery equipment). During the rule development,
staff reviewed all existing definitions of flares and had numerous meetings with permit engineers,
compliance staff, stakeholders from all affected industries, flare manufacturers and other
regulatory agencies. The definition was amended several times due to stakeholder feedback. Staff
even sent out a notice of rulemaking highlighting the proposed flare definition in case a facility
operated equipment that matches the flare definition but was under the impression it was
considered something else such as an afterburner or thermal oxidizer. Staff acknowledges that
advanced flares have similar characteristics to traditional thermal oxidizers, and again, this is
further described in Chapter 3 of this staff report. Further, staff found that certain applications,
such as bulk terminal loading, use the exact same combustion device (e.g. a flare) as a landfill,
wastewater treatment plant or oil and gas production site but views those devices as thermal
oxidizers. Staff wanted to ensure what characterizes a flare, particularly in context to rule
applicability, and the manner in which the gases enter the burner.

Response to Comment 6-2:

Flares that are permitted as “various location” are exempt from this rule. However, it should be
noted that any mobile device that remains at a fixed location longer than one year to be considered
a stationary source of pollution. For those instances, the capacity would have to be monitored and
if the percent capacity is greater than the applicable capacity threshold, would have to be replaced.
If the percent capacity is not exceeded, the rental would revert to the exemption provisions under
Subparagraph (h)(1)(E) once it moved.

Response to Comment 6-3:

Organic bulk terminal loading and tank farms are considered “other flaring” under PR1118.1. The
existing units will not have percent capacity threshold requirements under the proposed rule. New
flares at bulk terminals and tank farms will be subject to Table 1 — Emission Limits in PR1118.1,
which is consistent with current BACT limits. No additional requirements would be imposed
because of this rule.

Response to Comment 6-4:

A short-term project that does not exceed two years would never trigger action in PR1118.1. The
percent capacity would have to be measured and records maintained but it takes two consecutive
years of surpassing the percent capacity threshold to require action to be taken. In the event the
project, and the percent capacity, is greater than the capacity threshold for two consecutive
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calendar years, the flare would need to be replaced with a cleaner one, or meet the Table 1 —
Emission Limits, or the percent capacity would have to be reduced below the Table 2 — Annual
Capacity Threshold. Knowing these considerations and options, it will ultimately be a business
decision on how best to proceed with a short-term project to be profitable.

Response to Comment 6-5:

Staff disagrees and intends to include fixed-location permitted air pollution control devices
meeting the definition of flare. Flares with a Various Location permit will be exempt.
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Comment Letter #7

Comment Letter 7

Bloomenergy

September 11, 2018

Chairman William A. Burke

South Coast Air Quality Management Disfrict
21865 Copley Dr.

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re: Proposed Rule 1118.1

Dear Chair Burke,

Bloom Energy (Bloom) appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on
Proposed Rule (PR) 1113.1. We strongly support the South Coast Air Quality
Management District's {SCAQMD or District) efforts to protect public health, improve
air quality, and reduce emissions from non-refinery flares as specified under the 2016
Air Quality Management Plan. Our comments specifically focus on the henefits fuel
cells can provide in assisting SCACQMD in reaching these goals.

Fuel cells provide substantial air quality benefits while providing reliable, always-on
power. For example, Bloom is a provider of a breakthrough all-electric solid oxide fuel
cell technology that produces reliable power using a highly resilient and
environmentally superior non-combustion process. By virtue of their non-combustion
process, Bloom Energy Servers virtually eliminate emissions of criteria air pollutants
including NOx, S0x, CO, YOCs, and particulate matter that are associated with
traditional combustion and diesel back up power configurations while providing onsite
power 24x7x365.

Bloom's fuel cells are fuel flexible and can operate on either natural gas, as well as
biogas or biomethane, including from a variety of sources that are under
consideration with this proposed rule such as landfills, wastewater treatment facilities,
and organic waste digestion. The result is a significantly lower air emissions profile
as compared to the maximum emission levels under consideration in this nule—
reducing localized impacts in disadvantaged and vulnerable communities.

Additionally, fuel cells are a superior air quality solution compared to potential
electricity generating fechnologies that could he deployed on-site to take advantage
of the biogas that is currently being flared. See Figure 1 for a comparison. Given their
extremely low emissions, Bloom is a valuable altemative compliance mechanism that
aligns perfectly with SCAQMD’s mission to “clean the air and protect the health of all
residents in the South Coast Air District through practical and innovative strategies.™

" "Boals and Pricrty Objectives,” South Coast Air Quality Management District,
hittpeliyourstory. agmd. gov/naw about/goals-prionty-objectives

12908 Oreans Drive, Sunnyvale CA 54020 T 408 543 1500 F 408 543 1501 www.bloomenergy.com
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Figure 1°

Emissions by Technology Type (Ibs/MWHh)
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The emissions from microturbines, gas turbines, and reciprocating engines are
displayed before treatment of the exhaust after combustion. Adding these cleaning
systems to improve the emissions profiles is possible but adds substantial cost: For
example, selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems can add $300/KW to combined-
heat-and-power (CHP) electricity generation 3

Finally, fuel cells provide several addifional benefits that are consistent with the
Districts goals: Bloom's all-electric solution can be deployed at sites where it is not
necessary to match an on-site thermal load, thereby expanding the opportunities
available to address energy needs with clean, reliable distributed generation; it
inherently allows for higher efficiency while simultaneously producing a low heat rate;
our modularity (50K module size) allows us to remain online and manage
replacements at scale without affecting the facility electricity load requirements.

With more than 200 MW installed across over 475 sites in California, Bloom has a
proven technology with a strong track record of providing cost-compedtitive, clean,

= Amendments to the Distributed Generation Certification Regulation,” California Air Resources Board, pg
5, https:ifwans. arb. ca. govienergyidgf2008regulation. pdf; “Bloom Energy Serser ES5-3006W,” Bloom
Energy. k_rngﬂbbumnm.mﬂdaﬂskeeﬁfenemaener—es&mﬂm “Catalog of CHP Technologies,”
Environmental Protection Agemy page '1-6 i cm'sit roductionifiles/2015-

= = B5_SEd n.pdfs "Combined Heat and Power

Rﬁecxpm-c:ﬂhngEnglnes LIS.DeparunerrtofEnergypage#
hhpshwenergygm‘srbesfpmd‘ﬁles.m1mﬂ4p Hec:p%Z‘EEnglnE pdf E‘nasTurtxnes. LS.
M. EES 2 0

Department of Emergy. page

hﬂps:.'hww.energy gﬂm‘srhesfpmd'ﬁles.’m1 B/OBF3IANCHP- Mc:uturblnes CI pdf.
* Boicea, Valentin A, Essentials of Matural Gas Microturbines, 2014, page 103.

1288 Ordeans Drive, Sunnyvale CA 84088 T 408 543 1500 F 408 543 1501 www.blcomenergy.com Be
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reliable energy solutions. We encourage the SCACQMD to explore incorporating the
maost efficient, non-combustion fuel cell solutions as part of PR 1118.1 to protect
public health and improve air quality.

Respectfully,

Erin Gnzard
Senior Director, Policy

.i"- .l' -
Lpn. Gtfrn
Sam Schabacker
Palicy Manager

1288 Oreans Drive, Sunnyvale CA 34088 T 408 543 1500 F 408 543 1501 www.blocomenergy.com Be
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Response to Comment L etter #7

Response to Comment 7-1:

Staff appreciates the data provided through the comment letter and recognizes the importance of
alternative technologies to reduce NOx and other criteria air pollutant emissions and gaining co-
benefits from gas handling such as energy production and cost savings.
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Comment Letter #8

Comment Letter 8

“5 RIVERSIDE COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF

WASTE RESQUR

Hans W. Kernkamp, General Manager-Chief Engineer

October 29, 2018

Mr. Steve Tsumura,

Air Quality Specialist

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

RE: Comments Regarding SCAQMD Proposed Rule 1118.1 and Staff Report
Dated September 21, 2018

Dear Mr, Tsumura:

The Riverside County Department of Waste Resources (RCDWR) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the proposed Rule 1118.1. The RCDWR has eleven (11) landfill gas flares at active and inactive landfill
sites that would have potential implications under the requirements of proposed Rule 1118.1. During this
rule making process, the RCOWR has participated in the eight working group meetings and worked with
SCAQMD staff in providing specific landfill gas data and source testing reports,

The RCDWR has the following comments on the proposed rule and draft staff report dated September 21,
2018:

Preliminary Draft Staff Report for PR 1118.1

Upon review of the preliminary draft staff report for rule 1118.1 provided by the SCAQMD on September

21, 2018, the RCDWR contacted SCAQMD staff and clarified that our Badlands Landfill (SCAQMD

Facility ID 6979) flaring activity was in compliance with the proposed rule during the 2015-2017 period as
otherwise indicated by Table 11 on pages 3-16 of the staff report. The primary flare at the Badlands Landfill

is already an ultra-low emission flare that has demonstrated achieving the emission standards proposed in 8-1
this rule. The RCDWR requests that the Badlands facility be removed from this list in the next version of

the staff report.

PR 1118.1 (g) Monitoring, Recordkeeping, and Reporting Requirements:

The RCDWR requests language to be added to the rule to clarify the flow meter requirements. In section
(gX1)(E)i}A) of the proposed rule, reference is made to a “flare-specific non-resettable fuel meter”;
however, this does not appear to be further defined anywhere within the rule. Specifically, the RCDWR
requests a statement be included that states **Any fuel meter complying with the requirements of SCAQMD
Rule 1150.1 section (e)(7)(A)(ii) are approved for compliance with Rule 1118.1". The RCDWR believes
that the fuel meters used to comply with Rule 1150.1 are a form of “non-resettable fuel meter” in that the
flow is recorded every 15 minutes and the data log can easily be used to find a total throughput over a
specified time period.

8-2

14310 Frederick Street « Moreno Valley, CA 92553 - {951 486-3200 o Fax (951) 486-3205 « Fax [951) 486-3230
www.rewaste.org
&% Printed on recycled paper
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The RCDWR appreciates the time taken by SCAQMD to collaborate with stakeholders and formulate a
rule that takes into consideration the industry’s various needs and requirements allowing for reasonable
compromises to be identified and agreed upon.

If you would like to discuss this matter further, please call Noah Rau of my staff at (951) 486-3200.
Sincerely,

o
Hans W, Kemkam;f
General Manager-Chief Engineer
HWK:acc:nmr
cc: Joe McCann/Angela Dufresne/Noah Rau/Alexander Carry

PD#223230v2
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Response to Comment L etter #8

Response to Comment 8-1:

Staff reviewed the data and noted the throughput to the ultra-low NOx flare was mistakenly being
attributed to the conventional flare. Badlands Landfill was removed from the list of potentially
affected flares.

Response to Comment 8-2:

In response to the stakeholder’s concern in comply with installation of a “flare specific non-
resettable fuel meter,” staff has modified the requirement. Some fuel meters account for a
number of flares (i.e., flare station) so “flare specific” requirement would be challenging to
comply. Most existing fuel meters are not equipped to be “non-resettable” so new equipment
would need to be purchased delaying the recordkeeping and adding an extra fiscal burden. Since
there has not been many known enforcement issues with the current existing fuel meters, the
“non-resettable” requirement has also been removed. As such, the new requirement provides
flexibility for the facilities to use their currently installed fuel meters.
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Comment Letter #9

Comment Letter 9

California Independent Petrolenm Association
1001 K Srreer, Sixeh Floor

Sacramenro, CA 95814

Phone: (016) 447 1177

Fuax: (916) 447-1144

CIPA

October 31, 2018
By Email:

Michael Krause, Planning & Rules Managar
{Email: mkrause@agmd.gov)
Heather Farr, Program Supervisor

{Email: hfarr@agmd.gov)

Steve Tsumura, Air Quality Specialist
(Email: stsumura@agmd.gov)
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Dear Michael, Heather and Steve:

CIPA and its member companies have been actively working with SCAQMD Rule Development
Staff since April 2018 and have attended all of the Rule 1118.1 Working Group Meetings and
have provided written comment letters. We are very disappointad to learn, at the very last
minute, that a new provision limiting New Qil & Gas Flares to 800 hours /year was added to the
rule language without any consultation or review with the affected industry sources. CIPA
member companies were not made aware of the proposed change until the SCAQMD
Presentation made on October 30, 2018. The Revised Preliminary Draft Rule language was just
released earlier today, which does not give us adequate time make a meaningful review of the
new draft and provide comments to the District before the comment period deadline and
befaore the Rule Language is finalized. Today's comments have been provided under a very tight
time frame, and we expressly reserve our right to provide additional comments as we further
analyze the brand new proposed draft.

1) SCAQMD already has a very effective procass in place to limit the development of
new Oil & Gas facilities, including new flare equipment. The SCAQMD CEQA Gas
(GHG) thresheld of 10,000 MT CO2 EQ (equivalent to produced gas volume of
approximately 146,000 MCFY or 400 MCFD) requires stationary sources permitting -
new flare equipment to go through the CEQA process. This rigorous public process
includes an evaluation of alternatives to flaring such as use microturbines or fuel
cells and requires mitigation of environmental impacts to extent feasible. Because of
this, there is no need for SCAQMD to place a rule limit on new oil & gas production
flare operating hours. This is already being done via the CEQA process. A blanket
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800 hours/year limit does not take into account the many varying factors / 0-1
limitations, including the safety of personnel and the community, that exist at Cont
individual oil & gas facilitias. on

2) Because SoCal Gas is working on upgrading their aging gas pipeline system
equipment, oil & gas Facility gas sales connections are frequently shut-in. In order to
keep a company oil sales income stream it is necessary to flare the co-produced gas 02
during these time frames. The SoCal Gas connection are often down for time-frames
= 800 hours/ year. It is not cost effective to install alternative beneficial use projects
for these limited, but possibly lasting longer than 800 hours/year, types of shut-
ins. We strongly recommend that the District exclude SoCal Gas connection outages
from the 800 hour/year limit.

3) Many oil & gas facilities remaining in operation in the SCAQMD area are near the end
of their operating lives. It is not cost effective to install beneficial use projects for the
small amount of gas that is being produced. There should be a Rule Exemption for g-3
facilities with routine flaring less than 400 MCFD or 145,000 MCFY (the CEQA Praoject
GHG threshold) with no SoCal Gas Sales connection point. The end result of this
proposed new Rule Language will be closure of small oil & gas facilities and a loss of
jobs. (A similar argument has been made by public utilities for closed landfill flaring
operations.)

4) What is significant about 800 hours? Is there a public health risk? Permit applications
already require Health Risk Assessment Screening for new devices that take into
account nearby Sensitive Receptors. If the routine flaring is conducted with BACT 0-4
devices that are also shielded from view, what is different about this from any other
air pellution source in the basin that is controlled? SCAQMD can control air emission
sources but cannot just prohibit them entirely unless they pose a public health
threat. Oil & gas companies that permit new Flare equipmeant provide the necessary
ERCs to offset emissions as required by SCAQMD. It is not a fair practice to impose
this flaring limitation requirement only on oil & gas facilities and not impose this on
all business processes across the board in the SCAQMD basin. Qil and gas facilities
must already adhere to the most stringent emission limits and capacity thresholds

for any other industry.

5) An hourly limit cannot be quantified into a specific emission reduction. Isn't that the
goal of the AQMP -- to achieve a specific quantifiable emission reduction? You would -
only be able to quantify the emissions if you give either a specific emission limit or a 9-
volume limit due to the varying gas flowrates across the various facilities affectad
and even within one facility depending on the reason for flaring. An hourly limit
cannot guarantee a facility will stay under any sort of emission limit — this would

vary by facility.

6) In some cases, oil & gas Facility daily gas production will result in too much electricity 0-6
generation via microturbines or fuel cells than the facility operations can consume.

Page 2 0f 3
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; . - . 9-6
In cases where there is no connecting electrical infra-structure available to sell the 20

excess power back to the grid flaring of excess gas is the only option. Cont

7) Current beneficial use technologies such as microturbines and fuel cells are currently
not very reliable and a back-up flaring option is required to keep oil & gas facilities 0.7
operational. The proposad 800 hours fyear limit for new flares is not enough to
cover beneficial use equipment maintenance and upsets.

8) The proposed rule requirement for new flares disincentives companies from
upgrading their existing higher emitting flare equipment to BACT equipment in order
to preserve their existing permitted flaring volumes.

3) There is other non-routine flaring that takes place at oil & gas facilities for start-up,
shut-down, emergency upsets, maintenance and testing purposas and that should 0-9
not be included in the proposed 800 hourfyear limit.

10) As local oil & gas production is increasingly limited by more restrictive regulatory
requirements, it results in more and more oil & gas being imported into the basin
via oil tankers (Morth Slope and International) and interstate gas pipelines to supply 9-10
our local energy demands. The ever-growing GHG footprint of this “importing”
activity should be taken into account by a SCAQMD CEQA Analysis on their
collective Rule Davelopment Activity impacting local oil & gas operations.

11) Removal of “Assist Gas” from the Definitions in former section (c)(2) of the Draft
Rule will create a problem for operators using CEBs that are intermittently
operated. Subsection H of the Rule should clarify that Assist Gas is exempted from
the 5% capacity throughput threshold for flare use.

12} Under Section (d){1) of the Draft Rule, moving an existing flare, permitted under
pre-Rule requirements, should not make that flare subject to the Rule's NOx, CO or
VOC emission limits. That could require replacement of relatively new and 9-12
expensive pre-Rule flares long before the end of their useful lives.

We trust you will take seriously these concerns, as they are provided by the operators who have
substantial experience with flare operation and who will be required to comply with the ultimate
Rule text. Please don't hesitate to contact me with any questions. Thank you.

Best regards,

Willie Rivera
Director of Regulatory Affairs

Page 30f 3
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Response to Comment L etter #9

Response to Comment 9-1:

Since this comment letter, SCAQMD staff is not proposing an 800 hour per year limit for new
flares of “produced gas.” Staff does recognize the technical difficulties of setting a limit based on
a time threshold including potential enforceability issues. So, in lieu of an 800 hour per year limit,
staff is proposing a limit for replacement flares of 10 percent higher than the average throughput
of the prior two years. This will allow businesses to maintain the same level of flaring but with a
flare that is 70 percent cleaner than the existing flare. For a new flare, since there is no baseline
of previous activity levels to derive a limit, staff is proposing to use the average throughput from
all applicable oil and gas production sites in 2015 and 2016, which is 40 MMscf/year plus an
approximate 10 percent growth factor for a proposed limit of 45 MMscf/year. With regard to the
suggestion of using the SCAQMD CEQA GHG threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO2eq per year
for all new permits, the equivalent annual hour cap would be over 4,000 hours of flaring per year,
which is much higher than the proposed 800 hour annual limit, and would not be an effective path
in encouraging beneficial use opportunities in the future.

Response to Comment 9-2:

Staff acknowledges the important beneficial use of pipeline injection and agrees flaring due to
utility pipeline curtailment should be excluded from the throughput limit on flaring. Utility
pipeline curtailment is beyond the control of the facility conducting the flaring as long as that
curtailment can be verified and documented to substantiate the need for flaring.

Response to Comment 9-3:

Staff disagrees with this comment as oil and gas sites have more discretion with the closure of a
well or site and control of the gas than landfills. The gas generation at a closed landfill that no
longer accepts organic waste will decline according to a predictable curve. As been previously
discussed in working group meetings, the oil and gas market is cyclical and an increase in the price
of a barrel of oil could lead to further exploration and an increase in production.

Response to Comment 9-4:

Staff proposed the 800 hour per year limit on new flares of “produced gas” based on direction
received from the October Stationary Source Committee meeting. Staff did not propose a percent
capacity limit similar to the threshold for existing flares because a facility could just oversize their
flare to circumvent the limit; therefore, an hour limit was proposed. It was designed to allow for
flaring equivalent to approximately 10 percent of the capacity, or double the capacity threshold
limit on existing flares of “produced gas.” As mentioned above, staff has changed this proposed
limit due to stakeholder feedback.

Response to Comment 9-5:

Staff is no longer proposing an hour limitation as mentioned above.
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Response to Comment 9-6:

Staff recognizes that existing beneficial uses may be at capacity for certain sites. The proposal is
intended to encourage a facility to install additional beneficial use equipment instead of replacing
flares. There are other options beyond energy generation, such as cleaning, compressing, and
selling the gas for use as a transportation fuel, or provide to a local municipal gas company.

Response to Comment 9-7:

As discussed above, staff is no longer proposing the 800 hour limit.

Response to Comment 9-8:

The current proposal will allow facilities to maintain the level of flaring of the average prior two
years plus 10 percent to allow for future business growth. This will provide a limit to the amount
of flaring allowed and ensure emission reductions will be achieved.

Response to Comment 9-9:

Staff is proposing to exclude the throughput attributed to source testing and utility pipeline
curtailment as those two activities are beyond the control or interest of the company, and should
not be a burden to substantiate the activity occurred. All other flaring events will be included in
the throughput limit.

Response to Comment 9-10:

There are many other options than flaring produced gas. Even if the 800 hour limitation was
maintained, staff does not believe that would lead to significant reductions in the amount of oil
and gas extracted in the SCAQMD. That said, the current proposal will allow flaring to be
maintained at the current level with the allowance of a 10 percent increase to allow for growth.
Response to Comment 9-11:

Staff discussed the use of assist gas for the ultra-low NOXx flares with the flare manufacturers and
was informed assist gas in not required for intermittent flaring. Further, staff was never informed
of the use of assist gas during the numerous site visits conducted during rule development. To
exempt assist gas from potentially being regulated would allow for unnecessary flaring and
corresponding increase in NOx emissions contrary to the rule objective.

Response to Comment 9-12:

A facility can relocate an existing flare within their facility without triggering Table 1 — Emission
Limits. If that flare is moved to another non-contiguous facility, Table 1 — Emission Limits would
apply. This is noted in the definition of relocated flare in PR1118.1.
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Comment Letter #10

Comment Letter 10

SIGNALHILLPETROLEUM American Energy.
American Jobs,

October 31, 2018

Michael Krause, Planning & Rules Manager
Heather Farr, Program Supervisor

Steve Tsumura, Air Quality Specialist

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

RE: PAR 1118.1 Comments

Dear Michael, Heather and Steve:

Signal Hill Petroleum, Inc. has been following the development of Proposed Rule 1118.1.
We have drafted comments on the recently changed draft rule language. Please see our
comments below:

1) SCAQMD staff and industry worked in cooperation to achieve emission limits and
capacity thresholds that promote efficient operation and overall decreased emissions. An
additional usage capacity of 800 hours per year on new flares does not take into
consideration Industry’s value of natural gas and its beneficial use to its operation. 10-1
Industry holds produced gas as a valuable resource for revenue andfor for beneficial uses.
For example, produced gas into a gas turbine to create electricity in a safe and effective
way to mitigate emissions. Flaring is a last resort method for industry. Planned
maintenance and testing for SCAQMD and other agencies requires our turbine to be
turned off. During this time a flare would be necessary to safely control vapors and gas
streams. Additional unplanned interruptions to the turbine creates a significant safety
hazard if there is 800 hours per year limit. SHP strongly urges to removal of the
additional 800 hours per year condition to new flares.

2) Within Industry flaring is used as a last resort. The CEB (clean enclosed burner) has
history of not operating effectively without consistent gas flow. Many flaring events
using a CEB will require “Assist gas” to allow the equipment to operate continually and
effectively. As a secondary piece of equipment, the CEB is not a reliable source to

2633 Cherry Ave. Signal Hill, CA 90765 | T: 562, 595.6440 | F: 562, 426.4587 | W: shpl.net
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mitigate emissions in uncertain operation period without Assist gas. The continual use of

Assist gas may create unforeseen emissions, SHP would like to have “Assist gas™ back in 10-2
the definitions of PAR 1118.1 and remove the amount of Assist gas when determining

total capacity thresholds,

Please let me know if vou would like to discuss our comments further. You can contact me at
beruziE@shpi.net or ($62) 326-5257 or my colleague Shannon Smith ssmithfshpi.net or (562)
326-5246

Sincerely,
6&; 6/’
Brian Cruz

Regulatory Compliance Technician
Signal Hill Petroleum, Inc.
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Response to Comment L etter #10

Response to Comment 10-1:

Staff acknowledges produced gas is a valuable resource for revenue, and has witnessed and
documented many beneficial use projects at oil and gas production sites. Staff is proposing to
modify the limitation for replaced flares (see Response to Comment 9-1) and exclude source
testing (see Response to Comment 9-9).

Response to Comment 10-2:

See Response to Comment 9-11 regarding assist gas.
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Comment Letter #11

Comment Letter 11

From: Mike Shaffer [mailto:shafferenv@pacbell.net]
Sent: Thursday, Movember 1, 2018 2:31 PM

To: stsumura@agmd.gov

Cc: Ivan Tether <ivan@tetherlaw.com:

Subject: PAR 1118 1 Additional Comments

Steve,

I'm a consultant and California Independent Petroleum Association (CIPA) member who has permitied numerous
oil & gas flares in SCAQMD over the last 25 years (DCOR, Matrix, Bridge Energy/Linn/Blacksand, Sentinel Peak/
Freeport-McMoRan/PXF, Bridgemark, Aereon/Flare Industries, and several others). Since | was out of the office
yesterday and didn't get a chance to add my comments fo the CIPA letter submitted yesterday, I'm providing the

following two (2) comments to support/supplement the CIPA comment letter dated October 31, 2018.

1. I'min complete agreement with CIPAs comments regarding the District’s last-minute proposal to add an 800

hour limit for new and relocated oil & gas flares. A few follow up questions... Why is the 800 hour proposal ONLY o
applicable to produced gas flares? Why not apply to other gas streams? Has a review been included in a revised 11-1
staff report? Has a socioeconomic analysis been prepared for this proposal? Has the District contacted applicable
stakeholders and discussed with them?

Since the oil & gas flaring universe is one of the smallest categories addressed by PAR 1118.1 (0.05 tons NOx/day)
and the proposed amendments (prior to 800 hour limit) yield nearly 30% reduction in NOx, and greater reductions
for VOC and CO, | urge the District to hold off on the 800 hour proposal and address it during a future
revision when it can be fully reviewed/assessed by the District and stakeholders.

2. | am not aware of many oil & gas flares that are equipped with a “calibrated non-resettable totalizing time meter”.

Most (if not all) are equipped with fuel flow meters in order to monitor flaring event throughputs and report emissions

pursuant to the AER Program and, if applicable, RECLAIM. In addition, every flare | have permitied has a

throughput limit, and most “emergency/standby” flares have 200 hour equivalent throughput limits pursuant to the

Rule 1204{a)(4) language “or equivalent method.” Existing emergency flares with these 200 hour equivalent 11-2
throughput limits should not be required to modify their permits and add calibrated non-resettable totalizing time

meters. | believe this would be a poor use of SCAQMD resources processing these applicafions for zero emission
reductions__plus a few thousand dollars in equipment & fees for the permit holders. Therefore, please add wording

to the (h)(3) exemption language to allow “emergency flares with existing permitted throughput limits.”

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Mike Shaffer

Shaffer Environmental Consulting
80 M. Crocker Avenue

Ventura, CA 93004-3845

(B05) 659-1744 office

(805) 207-1945 cell

(B05) 435-1634 fax
shafferenvi@pacbell.net
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Response to Comment L etter #11

Response to Comment 11-1:

Since this comment letter, staff has removed the annual 800 hour limitation for new flare
installations at oil and gas production sites from the proposed rule, so the suggestion has been
satisfied. Please see Response to Comment 9-1.

Response to Comment 11-2:

Staff removed the reference to non-resettable totalizing fuel meters and included the following
language for the 200 hour exemption: “An owner or operator of a flare or flare station subject to
this rule that operates less than 200 hours per calendar year, or the fuel gas usage limit equivalent
to 200 hours per year, shall not be required to meet the applicable emission limits in Table 1 —
Emission Limits”. Staff believes that satisfies the commentator’s recommendation and request.

Proposed Rule 1118.1 A-102 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Comment Letter #12

Comment Letter 12
From: Nygaard, Renee K [mailto:RENEE.NYGAARD@ pbfenergy.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 4:00 PM
To: Steve Tsumura <stsumura@agmd.gov>
Cc: Jung, Melissa <Melissa.Jung@pbfenergy.com>; Flaniken, Nelson A <NELSON.FLANIKEN @ pbfenergy.com>
Subject: PR 1118.1 Comments

Steve,
We would like to submit the following comments to the Proposed Rule 1118.1 (PR).

| 12-1
12-2

1. We second Cathy Obergfell comments during the October 17, 2018 PR 1118.1 public workshop.

2. We support WSPA’s comment in letter addressed 10 16, 2018 to Mr. Krause of SCAQMD, that PR 1118.1(d)(2)
be revisedto include: An owner or operator of a flare or flare station in the categories listed in Table 2 and
installed prior to....”.

3. Finally, we would like further clarification from the District regarding the flare definition. WSPA has previously
proposed definitions that specifically exclude thermal oxidizers. In the October 17, 2018 presentation, slide 12-3
#12, the District outlines that considerable effort has been made “to develop flare definition that distinguishes
flares from afterburners, thermal oxidizers, and incinerators. Would you please clarify and provide detail on
how the District believes the current proposed definition removes thermal oxidizers from this definition? We
want to ensure our understanding is consistent.

| appreciate your time and effort during this rulemaking process.

Regards,

Renee Nygaard

Environmental Manager
Torrance Logistics Company LLC
12851 E. 166™ Street

Cerritos, CA 90703

Phone 310-212-4190
Cell 310-709-9484
Fax 310-212-1788

DISCLAIMER: This e-mail message and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
confidential or legally privil If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or other use of this message or its
attachments ig sfrictly prohibited. If you have received thizs message in ermor, please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete this message and any
attachments.

[1=]
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Response to Comment L etter #12

Response to Comment 12-1:

See Response to Public Workshop Comment 4-1

Response to Comment 12-2:

Staff agrees with the comments and have changed the rule language such that only flares
combusting gas listed in Table 2 — Annual Capacity Thresholds have to monitor their percent
capacity and thus, those not listed in Table 2 (e.g., “other flares”) do not need to monitor and record
percent capacity.

Response to Comment 12-3:

See Response to Comment 6-1 and the discussion of the description and characterization of flares,
thermal oxidizers, afterburners, and incinerators in Chapter 3 of this staff report.
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Comment Letter #13

Comment Letter 13

Yorke

ENGINEERING, LLC

www.YorkeEngr.com

November 13, 2018
Mr. Steve Tsumura
Air Quality Specialist
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 01765
Work: (909) 306-2549
E-mail: STsumura@ agmd_gov

Subject: Proposed Rule 1118.1 — Control of Emissions from Non-Refinery Flares
Preliminary Analvsis for Hoag Hospital (Facility ID) 11245) Based on October
31, 2018 Draft Rule Language

Dear Mr. Tsumura:

On behalf of Hoag Hospital (Facility ID 11245). Yorke Engineering. LLC 1s submuffing this
follow-up letter to the two previously submitted on September 19 and October 17, 2018 illustrating
the unique case of the flare at Hoag Hospital in Newport Beach and the impacts of PR1118.1. This
analysis 1s based on draft mule language dated October 31, 2018, our email to SCAQMD on October
30, 2018, and our conversations on November 2 and 7, 2018,

HISTORY

For a historical summary of the flare at Hoag. please refer to the previous comment letter submitted
on October 17, 2018.

UPDATED RULE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Based on an October 2, 2018 phone conversation between Corey Luth of Yorke Engineering, LL.C
and Mike Krause, Heather Farr, and Steve Tsumwura of SCAQMD, the SCAQMD is now
considering the flare gas at Hoag to be “Other Flare Gas™ for rule applicability purposes. Mr.
Krause acknowledges that the situation at Hoag is an “interesting story.” We maintain the naturally
occurring methane flared at Hoag should be uniquely classified in Table 1 of the proposed rule
language dated October 31, 2018. The purpose of the flare at Hoag is to control potential odors
and mitigate health risks and fire hazards. Imposing overly-restrictive emission limits may
needlessly force the facility to incur excessive costs in the future to upgrade the equipment. In
addition, it may cause compliance issues in the future as the composition of the gas is highly
variable. A subset of gas analysis results is provided in Aftachment 1. Emissions data provided
by flare manufacturers mav not be achievable and demonstrated via source testing. We request
that an additional category be added to Table 1 named “Naturally Occurring Methane™ with a
requirement to maintain a low NOx burner. rather than a numerical emission limit. or 2 by-name
exemption 1n subdivision (k).

In the October 2. 2018 phone call, Best Available Control Technology (BACT) emission limits
were discussed. SCAQMD asserted that the flare should have been subject to the 0.06 IbMMBTU
MNOx limit m the past. This 1s incorrect as m the Rule Evaluation for A/N 329157 the SCAQMD
acknowledged that there 15 no specific BACT listed for this type of waste gas flare. Nor were there

= PPgpRpPpEEEpE PSSP ——
LOS ANGELES/OFRANGE COUNTY/RIVERSIDE/VENTURA/SAN DIEGO/FRESNO/BEREELEY/BAEERSFIELD
31726 Rancho Viejo Foad Swte 218 v San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 v Tel: (949) 248-8480 v Fac: (949) 248-8499
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Mr. Steve Tsumura
MNovember 13, 2018
Page 2 of 6

source specific rules establishing an emission limit on the flare. As such, the source test conducted
in 1998 should be viewed only for baseline informational purposes.

In addition, SCAQMD acknowledges there is no data to support the 0.06 Ib/MMBTU BARCT
limit for Other Flare Gas. During a phone call with Mr. Steve Tsumura on November 2, 2018, he
acknowledged the SCAQMD is unable to locate a similar flare in different districts to determine
if other districts have set a precedent for this fype of flare.

A Public Records Request was submitted by Yorke to the SCAQMD on October 19, 2018
requesting source tests and any other information used for the establishment of the PR1118.1 Table
1 emission limits for Other Flare Gas be released. On October 25, 2018, Public Records returned
a completion letter stating, “No requested records were found.” A copy of the letter is provided
as Aftachment 2.

In a follow-up call on November 7. 2018, Mr. Tsumura indicated the emphasis of Working Group
Meeting #9 scheduled for November 15, 2018 would be Oil & Gas and Wastewater. Mr. Tsumura
also informed us that a consultant named Kathy Obergfell with R A Nichols has been relaying 13-2
information to the SCAQMD to better define the Organic Liguid emission linuts in Table 1.
formerly part of the Other Flare Gas category. We are concerned that the flare at Hoag may be
grouped with flares at other dissimilar industries with little attention being given to Hoag’s unique
characteristics.

13-1

We understand the SCAQMD may be considering alternate rules for equipment subject to Rules 13-3
1110.2 and 1134 that combust biogas. Apparently, there is some acknowledgment that variabilities
in gas compositions affect emissions performance.

Finally, we suggest that the rule include a definition of flare “replacement”™. Subdivision (d)
specifies the Table 1 emission limits take effect when an operator of a flare “installs, replaces, or
relocates an existing flare.” The term “relocate” is defined, but it is not clear what constitutes the 13-4
replacement of a flare. We propose that the definition would include “complete replacement of
the flare” and not replacement of parts for maintenance. In Hoag’s case the flare 1s a component
of a larger waste gas collection and treatment system permit and we would like to verify that
modification of the associated permit unit does not trigger Table 1 emission limits.

! Orke cgneing e
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Mr. Steve Tsumura
MNovember 13, 2018
Page 3 of 6

CONCLUSION

We request that PR1118.1 include a separate gas category in Table 1 for “Naturally Occurring
Methane™ with a requirement to maintain a low NOx burner, rather than a numerical emission
limit, or a by-name exemption in subdivision (h). We also request that the rule include a defimtion
of flare replacement. Hoag operates the flare as a benefit to the citizens of Newport Beach by
mitigating odors, health risks, and fire hazards. The quality and variability of the gas composition
make establishment of numeric emission limits unreasonable without supporting documentation.
of which there is none af this time.

In Attachment 3. we have a marked-up version of PR1118.1 with our proposed edits to Table 1
and subdivision (h).

Should yvou have any questions or comments, please contact me at (949) 556-7074.

Sincerely.

b

Corey Luth

Engineer

Yorke Engineering, LLC
CLuth@YorkeEngr.com

e Erik Lidecis, Hoag
Duane Suby, Hoag
Peter Moore, Yorke Engineering
Corina Chang, Yorke Fngineering
Dixie Richards, Yorke Engineering

Attachments:
1. Gas Analysis Results
2. Public Records Completion Letter (October 25, 2018)
3. Marked-up PR1118.1 (October 31, 2018)

! Orke cgneing e

Proposed Rule 1118.1 A-107 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Mr. Steve Tsumura
MNovember 13, 2018
Page 4 of 6

ATTACHMENT 1 - GAS ANALYSIS RESULTS

! Orke cgneing e
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Attantion:
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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT PAGES PAGE
. 7 4
STATIONARY SOURCE COMPLIANCE DIVISION APPL NO DATE
: 329157 B/29/97
PERMIT APPLICATION EVALUATION AND CALCULATIONS | PROCESSED BY CH%EEBY
GCR i

Recently, concerns were raised regarding the applicability of Rule 43 1.1 for the sulfur content of the waste
gas being burned in existing flare that may have approx. 4000 ppm of H,S. Disirict Prosecutors Office was
contacted for the interpretation and applicability of Rule 431.1, ard it was determined that the operations

will be subject to Rule 431.1. A waste gas sample analysis run by the AQMD Source Testing branch
~confirmed H,3 level in excess of 3500 ppm (Source Test Report Mo, 97-0026).

On May 14, 1997, a meeting between Hoag Memorial Hospital representatives {and Counsel) and Distret
staff and Counsel was conducted at the District headquarter. As a result it was agreed to have HOAG
expedite the proposed construction project to bring the source in Rule 431.1 compliance, minimize
potential violations of Rule 402 and Health and Safery Code Section 41700, In the meantime; District to
prepare and file for the order for abatement (stipulated O/A). District had filed a petition for an Order for
Abatement under O/A # 4444-] (scheduled hearing date of July 15, 1997). For further details please refer
to the Order for Abatement Case No. 4444-1. ty

. Upon approval and issuance of this new Permit to Construct (A/N 329157), previously issued P/C under
’ AN 320316 will be cancelled. 1 .

' PROCESS DESCRIPTION:

Proposed new construction consists of waste gas collection from the existing well #5; #3, #74 and Balboa
Cove well. Two identical pas blower packages, No. 1 and No. 2 {one being a stand by unit} will be
installed for gas transport through the sulfur treatment serubber unit and finally to the new flare. -

Maximum waste gas flows, over a twenty year period and mcludmg future lie-ins from support services -
buildings , is estimated at 20,100 SCFH (335 scfm), average being 8,500 SCFH ( 140 scfm). Typical waste
gas sample analysis (composite sample), September 3, 1996@01‘ the project design is (given by

applicant); -
COMPONENT - MOL. %
: METHANE - , 61.9
. CARBON DIOXIDE 14.2
OXYGEN ols
NITROGEN 23.01‘.
HYDROGEN SULFIDE, 0.4* (4000 ppm)

TOTAL = 100%

Note: Aromatic and chlorinated hydrocarbons’ analysis indicates some of the toxic compounds at level
below detection level (< 1.0 PPB), and Benzene = 30.8 PPB. (Please refer to letter from GeoScience
Analytical Inc., dated September 5, 1996, Table-3).

Mol. Wt. =220
Specific Gravity = 0,79
BTWSCF (HHV) =627.5

Max. waste gas rate (Flare design) = 20,100 SCFH = 335 scfm.
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GeoScience Analytical, Inc. cestabished M 1081

B0E EATLEY COURT SIMIVALLEY, CA 03065 (B05) 526-6530 FAX 5858081 EMALL GEOSCILO@ADL COM
September 1, 2015

Hoag Memorial Hospital Presbyterian
One Hoag Drive
Newport Beach, CA 92658-6100

Aftn: Tim Caldwell
Supervisor Plant Operations

RE: Gas Flare Chemical Composition
Dear Mr. Caldwell:

On August 20, 2015 GSA personnel collected flare gas for chemical speciation in a
Certified Laboratory under Chain-of-Custody. Samples were collected and analyzed in
accordance with EPA and ASTM methodology specifically described in the attached Case
Narrative.

Flare gas was analyzed for Fixed (Gases, hydrogen sulfide and C1-C6+
hydrocarbons. A complete laboratory report 15 attached hereto. The following table
summarizes the gas composition identified by the subject report:

Compound Concentration W
Methane 608.000.0
Ethane 1.400.0
Propane 36.0
n-Butane 12.0
n-Pentane ND
n-Hexane ND
n-Hexane plus 240
Hydrogen ND
Oxygen 156,000.0
Argon 11,3000
Nitrogen 135,000.0
Carbon Monoxide ND
Carbon Dioxide 15.6
Hydrogen Sulfide 0.0077

Methods, laboratory analytical data, QA/QC and Chain-of-Custody are attached
hereto.
Sincerely vours,

Louis J. Pandolfi
President

Emironmental Audits ~ Hazardous Gas Mitigation  Litipation Consultmg  Petroleum Geocharmistry
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ATTACHMENT 2 - PUBLIC RECORDS COMPLETION LETTER (OCTOBER
25, 2018)

! Orke cgneing e
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Information Managenment
Public Records Unit

et Diad (9) 396-3T1H
Fas:(909) 303350

COMPLETION LETTER

October 25, 2018

COREY LUTH

YORKE ENGINEERING, LLC

31726 RANCHO VIEJO RD # SUITE 218
SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO, CA 92675

Ref.: CONTROL NO. 97342
Received 10/19/2018

Re: PROPOSED RULE 1118.1 SOURCE TESTS FOR ESTABLISHING "OTHER FLARE
GAS" EMISSIONS LIMITS.

After a thorough search of this agency's records:
NO REQUESTED RECORDS WERE FOUND FOR THE ABOVE-REFERENCED FACILITY
OR FACILITY SITE.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me, Tuesday through Friday, §:00
a.m. 1o 4:30 p.m.

Sincerely,

LISA RAMOS x3211
For COLLEEN PAINE
Public Records Coordinator
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ATTACHMENT 3 - MARKED-UP PR1118.1 (OCTOBER 31, 2018)

! Orke cgneing e
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| Rule 1118.1 (Cont.)

(TBD)

Table 1 — Emission Limits

NOx cCO VoC

Flare Gas pounds/MMBtu
Digester gas® gp2s 006 0038

Major polluting facility 0.025 0.06 0.038

Minor facility 0.06 N/A MN/A
Landfill gas"' 0.025 0.06 0.038
Produced gas 0.018 -5&0.01 0.008
(Other flare gas 0.06 N/A MN/A
Other Organic liquid storage 0.25 0.37 0.15
SthesfaregasOroanic liquid Efficieneypounds/1.000 gallons loaded
loading and unloading 300.034 | +80.05 20240.02

biegasie-gwith g et Sas)
(2) An owner or operator that submits an application to install a flare or flare

station after [date of adoption] to combust Produced Gas or replaces of
relocates an existing flare or flare station to combust Produced Gas shall not
operate the flare(s) more than 800 hours per year.

(23) An owner or operator of a flare or flare station with a capacity threshold
listed inm Table 2 Capacity Threshold- and an application deemed complete

(A)

(B)

sastallad-prior to [dafe of adoption] shall:

Demonstrate compliance with #he—esissen—tuwnis—in—Table 1
Emission Limits, or

Calculate the percent capacity pursuant to subparagraph (g)(1)(BE)

for each flare or flare station. The owners or operator of a flare or

flare stations with an annual percent capacity that surpasses the

Table 2 Capacity Thresholds sa—Tablaz2-shall

(1) Submit a sedfieatea—Notification of Flare Surpassing
Capacity  Threshold to  the Executive Officer
(1118 1Nofifications@agmd.gov), no later than 30 days
after the end of the calendar year.

(11) Submut a Noiification satement-of Intent fo the Executive
Officer_(1118 1Notifications{@agmd gov), no later than 60

1118.1-4
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Rule 1118.1 (Cont.) (TBD) |

()

Exemptions

(1)

@

(ED) Provide the manufacturer’'s maintenance instructions, maintenance |
records, and the source test report(s) to the Executive Officer upon

request.
(EE)  Massdss-Fetam all wrtten or electronic records required by this rule
for at least five years, which shall be made available spenreguastno

later than two business days from date requested.

The provisions of this rule shall not apply to owners or operators of a flares
or flare station-

(A) At asphalt plants: biodiesel plants: hvdrogen production plants

(B) FRouting onlv 100% natural gas directly into the flare burner—te

exrhEe—combhstble—Eases—af—vapers aad—ihat are subject to
SCAQMD Rule 1147 — NOx Reductions from Miscellaneous
Sources NOxX emission limits;

©

onlv 100% propane or 100% butane directly into the flare bumer:
(D) At alandfill that collects less than 2 000 MMscf of landfill gas per
calendar vear and has either ceased accepting waste or is classified

by CalRecvle as an Imert Waste Disposal Site or an Asbestos
Contaminated Waste Disposal Siteand—pensratas—less—than—2 000
B T e e i

(E)  Pemmitted as a Various Location Flares—thati—are—operated—in
rpretbm i DO T T e e o

(F} Combusting regeneration gas.

An owner or operator of a flare or flare station subject to this rule that emits

less than 30 pounds of NOx per monih estesdasrsrearshall not be required

to meet the asvissionbimitein-Table 1 Emission Limits provided:

(A)  The flare or flare station has a permut that specifies conditions that
limits the applicable NOx emissions; and

(B)  The flare_or flare stafion operates in compliance with the permit
condition;

(C)  This exemption shall no longer apply in the event the flare or flare

station surpasses the 30 pound per month NOx emission limit.

1118.1-13
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| Rule 1118.1 (Cont.) (TBD)

| ©)

@

)

An owner or operator of a flare or flare stafion subject to this rule that
operates less than 200 hours per calendar year shall not be required to meet
the esstssteptisattess Table 1 Emission Limits provided:
(A)  The flare has a permit that specifies conditions that limits the
operating hours; and
(B)  The flare operates i compliance with the permit condition;
(C)  This exemption shall no longer apply in the event the flare surpasses
the 200 hours per calendar year.
An owner or operator of an open flare
shall not be required to conduct source testing
pursuant to subdivision (f).
Throughput, heat input, NOx emissions and time accrued during source
testing pursuant to subdivision (f) maybe omifted &om the calculation of
percent capacity pursuant to subparagraph (g)(1)(ED), emissions pursuant
to paragraph (h)(2), or hours pursuant to paragraph (h)(3).

1118.1 - 14
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Response to Comment L etter #13

Response to Comment 13-1:

Since this comment letter, staff revised the proposed limit in Table 1 — Emission Limits for “other
flare gas” from 30 ppm to 0.06 pounds/MMBTtu consistent with current BACT limits. To clarify,
the initial proposed 30 ppm limit was based on an existing permitted unit for organic liquid
handling, however, it was later discovered, the source testing has yet to be completed to verify the
unit has achieved the 30 ppm. The current rule proposal separates organic liquid handling from
“other flare gas” category and the proposed NOXx limit is consistent with the permit limit of the
current flare in operation at Hoag Hospital, which has been the BACT limit since 1988.

Response to Comment 13-2:

To support the commenter’s concern, organic liquids handling has been separated from the “other
flare gas” category with limits consistent with current BACT limits.

Response to Comment 13-3:

Staff agrees that gas composition has an impact on flare emissions; however, gases as dissimilar
as landfill gas, digester gas, and produced gas can meet similar emission limits particularly when
the control equipment is similar. The gas produced at Hoag Hospital has been able to operate
boilers at their site and they have produced no evidence that would indicate the 30 year old BACT
standard cannot be achieved. In fact the current permit for the existing flares states it was
retrofitted with ultra-low NOXx burners meeting the 0.06 pound/MMBtu limit proposed in Rule
1118.1.

Response to Comment 13-4:

Staff agrees with the comment and has included a definition for “Flare Replacement” in the
proposed rule.
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Comment Letter #14

Comment Letter 14

SCAP

SOUTHERH CALECRMA ALLIANCE OF
PLELICLY CVANED TREATMENT VHORHS

MNovemnber 13, 2018

Mr. Steve Toumura, A Cuality Specialist
Plannng, Eule Development and Area Sources
South Coast Aw Cuality Management Dhstnet
21363 Copley Dhive

Dhamond Bar, Califorma 917635

Dwear Mr. Tounna:

Re: Comment: on Proposed Rule 1118.]1 — Non-Eefinery Flares

The Southern Cahformia Alliance of Publhiely Oramed Treatment Works (SCAP) appreciates this
opportunity to provide comments on Proposed Bule 11181 SCAP represents 83 public agencies
that provide essenfial water supply and wastewater freatment to nearly 1% milhion people in Los
Angeles, Orange San [hego, Santa Barbara, Fiverside, San Bemardino and Venhwra counties.
SCAP s wastewater members provide environmentally sound, cost-effective management of more
than two billon gallons of wastewater each dav and, in the process, convert wastes mto resources
such as recyeled water and biogas.

Chur members provide an essential pubhic service by operating wastewater treatment plants for the sole
purpose of safely and rehably manammg zocety’s sewage Biogas 15 a by-product of the anasrobie
sewage treatment process and must be managed confinuously. This waste zas cannot be managed as
a commodity, which s the objective of for-profit industnes. Accordingly, our comments are focused
on mamtaimng & safe and reliable method to manage biogas.

We would like to take this opporfumity to recogmze SCAQMIDY s efforts to address our co; b
restuctunng proposed rule language. While we support the current concept of the mle and proposed
lmmts, SCAP remains concerned that the October 31% version of the mle contam= a number of
outstanding 155ues that zhould be rechfied. Char commients and recommendad revizions are outlined m
the attached redhme/smkecut version of the rule. Some of these outstanding 15zues have the potential
to matenally alter rule requirernents, so we respectfully request that an updated version of the mle be
provided to stakeholders for a final review prnor to the 30-day package deadlme.

As illustrated m the attached comments, our members have relatively minor concems pertaming to
the major elements of the mle. Much of owr angst has been alleviated by SCAQMD commutment to
work with stzkeholders and other regulatory agencies to holistically balance ar quality requirement= 14-1
with the state-wnde effort to divert orgames from landfills a= requred under 5B 1383, As we have
dizenszed, our mizsion 15 to provide a public service by treafing zociety’s waste. With the recent

P.0. Box 231565

Encinitas, CA 92074-1565

Fanz 760-475-48E61 Tel: 7T60-479-4EB0 ‘Website: warw.scapl.org Email: jinfoi@smpl ore

Proposed Rule 1118.1 A-119 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Mr. Tsumura November 13, 2013

revelation that food waste diversion and advanced digestion processes could generate greater
concentrations of ammonia, we need to ensure that major and minor source BACT remains achievable
for essential public services. SCAP believes that new BACT determinations will be required for
specific digestion scenarios, which may require increasing limits contained in the cument generic
BACT determinations for digester gas flares. Due to the importance of the technology assessment that
will be described in the Governing Board Resolution for Rule 11181, SCAP respectfully submits the
attached draft resolution for your consideration.

Thank vou again for the opportunity to comment on Proposed Rule 1118.1. Please do not hesitate to
contact Mr. David Rothbart of the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, SCAP Air Quality
Committee Chair, should you have any questions regarding this transmiffal at (562) 908-4288,
extension 2412,

Sincerely,

) /)

Steve Jepsen, Executive Director

ce: Dr. Philip Fine, SCAQMD
Ms. Susan Nakamura, SCAQMD
Mr. Michael Erause, SCAQMD
Ms. Heather Farr, SCAQMD
Mr. Greg Kester, California Association of Sanitafion Agencies
Mr. Ray Arthur, Central Valley Clean Water Association
Mr. Randy Schmidt, Bay Area Clean Water Agencies
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Faule 1118.1 {Cont ) (TBD)

(L1017 OTHEE. FLAEE GAS Mmim—hmtﬂhguﬁmmbw-ed in
Wﬂ.ﬁﬂm

desabrRgnroc e ses of sources other than landfills, wastewater, ol and zas
production, or erganic liquid bandlins.

(310 OMIDES OF NITROGEN (0% means nitric oxide and nitvogen dioxide.

(1813 PRODUCED GAS is orgamic compounds that ars hoth gaseons at standard
temperature and pressure and are associated with the production,
gathering, separation or processing of crods il

(214 PROTOCOL means a SCA0ME sporeredtest protocel for determining
compliance with emizsion limits for applicable equipment.

(++15) EEGENEFRATIVE ADSORPTION SYSTEM means a system used to
Temowe Imparities from combnastible gases or vapors consisting of several
media frains that are regenerated by purgpng with gas, typically used with
biogas or produced gas.

(#R15) EEGENERATION GAS means the purge gas ffom a regenerafive
adsorption system.

(28] FEELOCATE means 0 remove an existing source from ope facilify in the
SCAQMD and to install that seurce on another non-confignous facility.
Pelocate doees not inchode afares E'mrhmu: i Various Location Flare

Li—JVARIOUS LOCATIONS FLARE means any portable flare permitted to
operate at different locations in the SCAGMD e 14-2
(231%) VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) is as defined in Rule 102 -
Definition of Temms.

()  Fegquirements
{1} An owner or operator thaf submits an application to mstall a flare after
[date of adoption] or replaces or relocates an existing flare shall s=aeooq
pxceed the applicable MO, VOO, and carbon menoxides (C0) emiszion
limits specified in Table 1 Emission Limits. » Emissions defermined to

11181-3

Proposed Rule 1118.1 A-121 December 2018



SCAQMD

Draft Staff Report

Rule 1115.1 (Cent.) (TBD)

Table 1 — Emission Limits

Flare Gas MMEMm

NOx Co VOC

Diigester gas L4035 006 o038

Major palhsting facility! 0.025 0.06 0.038

Miner facility 0.06 N/A N/A

Landfill gas*™ 0025 0.0 0,038

Produced gas 0.018 woel 0] 0.0:08

Sisharalaga-gae T zanic Houid : (1K)
loading and unloading 00 034 S0 5 s 02

Ie Fa {06 A HA
i s 025 032 015

: II. - i e : -

(=)

siation afier [daie of adoption] i combust Produced Gas or replaces or

relocates an exisone flare or flare siation o combust Produced Gas shall

equipment; of upses fhat lead fo safely concems shall oot be incheded as

par of the B0 hours per vear.

An owner of operabar of a flare or flare station Witk 3 copadty threshold

WﬂMﬂlmu—w

complete ikssaleadprior to [dare of adoption] shall-

(A) Demonstrate complisnce with Shi—ssrisa——mse——-1aole 1
Emission Limits. or

(B)  Calculate the percent capacity pursuant to subparagraph (£)(1)EL)
for each flare or flare stafion. The ewners of operator of a flare or

flare stabone with an apnual percemt capacity that surpasses the
Iable 2 Capacity Threshalds is-Table2-shall:

11181-4

14-3

14-4
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Raule 1118.1 (Coat )

(T} Demopsiaie easprbe-she-compliance with Table | Emissions

(TBD)

i

approved source fest profocoldstamamation.

Table 4_Flare Replacement

Eeguirement

Schedule
Submi t applica : BelE0.d ]E | ; he epd of the

calendar vear afier SeE-surpassing the . T b= 14-5
2 Capacity Threshold for two consequtive calendar

FEATS

Complete flare installation 18 months after SCAQMD permit issusd

P o a1 1B0 Gavs afteT s i 14-8
jance by letine ._.I.li...] |

. o

(&) An owner or operator of a flare or flare station subject to this mle shall

perform maintenance in accordance with the manofacnrer's schadnls and
- cations -

Display in an sccessible location on the flare the mode] pumber and the

(8]

rafed heat imput capacity of the flare on a permaneni w 14-7
amm - _] - |] . ] | i - |.iiﬂ :&i-

-

¥ 4 SnrtTan

The Motificatons submitied mnder clanses (SICNENTD and (@EWBIGD

and subparapraphs (d)(43(A) and (d)1(43(B) shall be sabject to notification

-

-] | — ]

(e}  Extension prowision

An owner or operator of a flare or flare stadon subject to this mle may
submiit a request to the Exscutive Officer for an extension from the
scheduls in paragraphs ()3 and (d)43). af least &0 days prier to the
schedule deadline for the requirement. The time extension reguest shall

{1

inchude:

[A) The permit umber or application mumber of the flare or flare
(B} Thereasen(s) a time extension is needed;

(T}  Increments of progress completsd and yet to be completed

pursaant fo the compliance schedole; and

1mME1-7
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Faule 1118.1 (Cent.) (TED)

(0}  The lengrh of time requested.
(I}  Approval of Time Extensions

The Exequtive Officer or desigmee shall review the request for the tims

extension and shall orgyide wifien approwey] eesesect-thesequactfathin

60 days of receipfurbased-exif the following criteria gge met: 14-8

(A) The owner of operator provides sofficient detadls identfyving the
Teasonfs) a fime extension is needed s

B MMHHMHWEM'&EMDEEEM
ﬂlﬂ'Eﬂl'EM.ﬁ: - : e e tha ao-rer oo
mﬂﬂn&:&mﬂt&mﬂmﬂmmmnmly ‘:T-“m'_lla
demonstration may inchade, but is oot limited to, providing
detailed schedules, engineering designs, construction plans, permit
applications, purchaze orders, ecopomic burden, and fechmical

L[] Faihare 1o satisfy tf

of the request.

14-0

(£ Source Tests
(1)  Within 12 months from [Diane gf ddoprion] an owner or operator of a fare
o flare SHion sl ——— I plving  with
subparazraph (d)(=3(A) oo paragraph (E)2) shall defermine the applicabls
Nw, VOO, and 00 emissions by conducting ap indtial searce test, and
sonrce testing every five vears thereafter, pursnant to paragraph (f3(4). Ao
owner of operator of a flare subject to paraeraph {d}(1) shall condect the
imifial source fest according fo the schedule in Table 4 Flare Replacement.

(A} At least 30 days poor to a scheduled somrce fest, submit a sounce

test protocol to the Executive Officer for approval -aad
(B1 At least one week pror o the stheduled source test, nofify the

testing; and
(B) Conduct a source test accerding to the approved protocel. If prior
to male adoption, a source fest was conducted pozuant o oan

approved prodecol apd demensirated compliance with Table 1
Esmiszsion [Hmits, the owner or operator may mesed opt o

11181 -8
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Raule 1118.1 (Cont) (TBD)

(T} The conbimmous electmc power to a foel meter required under
subparagraph (Z)(1(A) and (£)(1)(B) shall-zatmay oplv be shut off
apless the flare s not coarating o 2 chut dean for maintenance ar
safery.

(L)  Each fuel meter shall be calibrated based omn the mamifacharer
recommended procedurss within 90 days of insallation or [Dare gf
Adoption]. whichever is soenarlater, and annually thereafter [may
be performed using an in-situ calibration med'_gnn. If the fissl
meter was calibrated poor to mile adoption  conduct  pext
il . ] : “ate of
calibration

(E) [Begimning Jamuary 1. 204820, or when fuel meter is installed | 14-11
pursuant to subparagraph (g)(1){A). determine the percent capacity
of the flare or flare station and maintain records doommenting the
percent frawcapacity determinations as follows:

(i) Total anmual throughpat in units of MMecfvear andfor total

aomual heat gt in units of MMBto'year shall be

calonlated by summing throughpat andfor heat input of the

gas at the end of each calemdar year as follows:

(A) Moothly Hhreoghput shall be measared and
reconded at least omce per moenth by the S
spesifeson-recairable fel meter(s),_and

(B) Heat input of the flars zaz shall be meazured and
recarded at least once per month porsuant to (£3(5)
ar calculassd and recorded menthly by measuring
1he methans copcenmtion weelhy using a portable
nondispersive mfrared detector, or  eouwivalsnt
detectar, calibraied per mamafactarer’ s
specifications.

(ifi Capacity shall be based on:

(4) Mamfactorer desippation and if not Enowm or
available, the permit limits will be desmed the
CApacity,

(B) The combined capacify of all flares in a flare
station

14-10

11181-11
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Rule 11151 {Cont) (TBD)

(GI) Aromaal percemt capacity shall be caloolated at the end of
each calendar year by one of the following metncs:

(A) EBywolome:
Total Amnmai Throwghmot [}'L;:L]I
S25.600 year
Pereent CapacltFuwey= (W=l erte) x 100%
(B) Byheat nput
TmtAMMHme["Hm}
H760 :;—'f:
Peroemt Copackt Feysm = by (MMBE hour) x 1005

(E} An owner or operater of the fare or flare station that fails
to maasure or record the monthhy throughpat or heat iopat
vahe in compliance with the provisions abewve, the percent
capacity <kald-may |io o be presumed o be one-hundred 14-12
percent (1)
OWREr of aperator of a or flare station sobject »
() The of a flare ar ion subj this rule shall-
(A) Morpitor and mainin WO emission records St

Eab&aﬁ-uféeiﬂale{w}m flare smnnnm—eaﬁ—mn—iﬂ-pmm&

exersh as follows:
(1) W% emizsion shall be determined bazed op B most
recenily aeeapproved source test condocted pursnant fo

pamgmph-ciity SCAOMD approved source test probocal;
(O)  MMoghly Trhrenshput shall be measured and recorded at
least once per month by the SasespociBe nep seseaable
foel meter(s];
(i) Heat inpuat of the flare zas shall be measured and recorded
atlznst mogtly pursuant to paragraph (£{5)_or calglated
and recorded momthly by measnng the methaps

11181-12
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Faule 11181 {Cont) (TBI)

conceniration wsine a3 porable  mondispersive  infrared
L - Lalil i
mamifachmer's specifications or estimated usinz the
applicable Table 5 Diefmult Heat Input; and

Table 5 — Default Heat Input

Flare (as Crefault Heat Input (Bow'scf)
Crigsstar zas [
Landfill pas S0
| Bpduced s 1000

{iv) Calculated as follows:

pounds NOx MMscf u fru

Monthly pounds of MOy Emitted = NN b ef

(B) Semsasase-Ilonitor and mamtain hours of operation reconds

pabiatg-sgae= [ 2 flare or flare station complying pursuAnt et

(C) Maintain a copy of the mamfacturer’s, dismibutor's, installer’s ar
maimtenancs company’s Widien maintepamce schedule and
. . ] 3 ois . >

e
(E) Provide the mamfacnmer”s maimtenance instruction:s, maintsnance
recards, and the source test repart{s} to the Exscotive Officer upon
Tequest.
(EL)  Mhistas-Feiam all written or electronic records required by this
rule for at least five years, which shall be made available spes
sagaestnn later than besefivelumz) business davs from r'.a're| 14-13

TESJaBEsiEd.

11181-13
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Eule 11181 (Cont.) (TED)
(h} Exemptions
(I3  The prowisions of this role shall not apply to owners or operators of 3
flares or flare station:
(A) At asphalt plamis; biodiess] plants; hvdrogen production plants
fusled in part with refinery zas; peiroleum refineries,; and solfir
(B) Fowing ooly 100% namural zas dimectly iobo the flare bumer-ss
ehmiizecemhesdhle Saces o Sapess amdhor ame subject fo
SCAQMD Fule 1147 - WOx Redoctions from Miscellaneous
Sources WO emission limits;
(C) Ae-Deslibe-mutac-it-liili-tliil-—Relaar-haupmantl outins
(O At a landfill that collects less than 3 00 M scf of landfll zas per
calendar year and has gither ceased acceptng waste or is classified
by L‘aEenle as an Imert 'Iila:te Diisposal 'E-1ta or_an Ashestos
(E)
{G) _[When e methane comtent of ladiill ar digester gas falls below | 1414
mamifacharer’s minimmm specifications) -
{H} Lan-:]:ﬂlm:iﬁ:edla:e mamfu]:ﬂlt&ﬁu—*.-w SOICE o
test plans for that i F_nud mﬂur.e 1t|E consiiients
specified in Table Ty,
(I}  An owner or operator of a flare or flare siation sabject to this mile thai
emits less than 30 pounds gf [N0% per mopth seleedas sreazchall mot be
required to meet the sodssion Hoits in Tabls 1 Enission Linyts prowided-
(A) The flare or flars station has a peroait that specifiss conditions that
(B)  The flare_gr flage =fatiop operates n compliance with the permit
condition;
11181-14
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, SCACMD staff shall work with CAPCOA, CalRecycle, California
Association of Sanitation Agencies and Southern California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment
‘Works to holistically balance air quality requirements with the state-wide effort to divert
organics from landfills as required under 5B 1383 and report back to the Stationary Source
Committee within 12 months of rule adoption to present findings and recommendations.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, SCACMD staff shall work with stakeholders to establish minor and
major source BACT for flares receiving bicgas derived from advanced digestion (such as thermal 14-16
hydrolysis process, thermophilic process and other anaerobic digestion processes) andfor
organic waste digestion or co-digestion especially as it relates to the state-wide effort to divert
organics from landfills as required under 5B 1383. The BACT technical assessment shall consider
costs, including possible field testing, technology achieved in-practice and a description of
potential reliability impacts to essential public services. SCAQPD staff shall report back to the
Stationary Source Committee within 12 months of rule adoption to present findings and
recommendations.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the BACT Guidelines and Rule 1118.1 shall be amended, if
necessary, to reflect the BACT technical and cost assessment.

Response to Comment L etter #14

Since comments were embedded in the electronic version of this comment letter, they have been
provided before the response.

Response to Comment 14-1:

Please see discussion in Chapter 3 and response to Public Workshop Comment 1-2 and Response
to Comment 5-1 regarding industry concerns with future impacts from food waste diversion.

Comment 14-2

The term Various Locations Flare is used elsewhere, so including a definition would be
helpful.

Response to Comment 14-2:

Staff changed the reference from a “various location flare” to a flare with various location permit.
This will also, in part, address a comment received during a working group meeting regarding
other combustion units that meet the flare definition but may not be permitted as a flare. This
wording change also eliminates the need for a definition.

Comment 14-3

The rule should provide clarity regarding the intent of the technology review that will be
performed to assess the potential impact of advanced digestion and food waste diversion
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(i.e., the resolution does not effectively notify stakeholders about this study or the potential
ramifications). Without this transparency potential projects could be negatively impacted.

Response to Comment 14-3:

PR1118.1 will include the following footnote after Table 1 — Emission Limits to address this
concern:
Table 1 - Emission Limits shall continue to apply unless amended or otherwise superseded
following a technology assessment, caused to be performed by the Executive Officer, to determine
potential alternative limits appropriate for digester gas generated from food waste diverted from
landfills.

Comment 14-4

What happens to existing flares without an application that was deemed complete?
Depending on the answer to this question, then the rule might need to be revised to ensure
that existing minor sources are not required to source test as expressed by SCAQMD staff
during rulemaking workshops.

Response to Comment 14-4:

The current rule concept is for a flare to either meet the Table 1 — Emission Limits or measure
the percent capacity to demonstrate the flare is below the applicable Table 2 — Annual
Capacity Threshold. Since the rule was changed to allow a higher NOx limit for minor source
flares combusting digester gas, the owner or operator of those flares will have to either
demonstrate compliance with Table 1 — Emission Limits through source testing or they will
have to measure the percent capacity. For some applications, this would be a change from
current practice but would be the only enforceable method to ensure the proper limits are
being met. Enforceability is important not just locally but for approval by USEPA in
achieving credit for reductions in the State Implementation Plan.

Comment 14-5

6-months is insufficient for a public agency to obtain detailed information needed for a
complete permit application.

Response to Comment 14-5:

Staff recognizes the challenge to municipal agencies potentially subject to several layers of
an approval process that could delay their ability to comply with tight enforceable deadlines.
So the latest proposed rule will include an additional six months for publicly-owned facilities
to submit the permit for a new flare and to submit the Notification of Flare Throughput
Reduction.
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Comment 14-6
If the installation of the flare is part of a larger expansion project, it’s possible the flare
installation could be complete but not ready for startup. Aiso, using the term “initial

Startup” is consistent with current permit conditions.

Response to Comment 14-6:

That line was removed from Table 4 — Flare Replacement and staff chanced the reference in
subdivision (f) Source Test to states the initial source test shall be conducted according to the
conditions set forth in the permit to construct.

Comment 14-7

If the manufacturer fails to provide the specified rating plate, the owner/operator should
be allowed to install the required plate. Also, flexibility needs to be provided in the event
a manufacturer goes out of business.

Response to Comment 14-7:

Staff agrees there may be instances especially with older equipment that might be difficult to
comply as is currently written. In response, staff has removed the reference to “issued by the
manufacturer.”

Comment 14-8

To provide certainty to the owner/operator, there should be some deadline for a response.
Please retain the 60-day deadline.

Response to Comment 14-8:

Staff agrees as facilities should be aware if an extension will be granted before the expiration
of the legal deadline, so the proposed rule will retain the 60 day deadline for the Executive
Officer to review and provide written approval or rejection of the time extension.

Comment 14-9
This provision should be less stringent because the above criteria is not specific. Changing
“shall” to “may” mimics the above criteria and would provide the Executive Officer

flexibility, if needed.

Response to Comment 14-9:

Staff agrees with the comment and prefers the consistency, so the proposed rule will include
“failure to satisfy the above criteria may result in a denial of the request.”
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Comment 14-10

Many manufacturers recommend flow meters to be removed and sent to a remote facility
for calibration, which would make the flare inoperable. SCAP members rely on flares to
avoid venting to the atmosphere, so removal of the flow meter could cause venting to the
atmosphere in violation of existing requirements. The initial calibration can be performed
prior to commencing operation of the flare, but once installed owner/operators must be
provided an in-situ calibration option regardless of manufacturer recommended
procedures.

Response to Comment 14-10:

Staff addressed this concern by allowing an alternative calibration method to the
manufacturers recommended procedures, provided that alternative method is approved in
writing by the Executive Officer.

Comment 14-11

This is based on annual throughput, therefore the percent capacity cannot be calculated
until the end of the first year (i.e., January 1, 2020).

Response to Comment 14-11:

Staff agrees that the annual percent capacity is not determined until after the first year of data
collection so the rule language will need to be modified to be appropriate such as to calculate
the monthly percent capacity. In addition, due to the delay in approval of the proposed rule,
the January 1, 2019 date should be modified to “date of adoption.”

Comment 14-12

Please replace “shall” with “may.” In the event of missing data some flexibility should
be provided. Landfills and treatment plants can estimate flows and methane
concentrations fairly accurately. Penalizing an innocent omission should be a judgement
call rather than an absolute.

Response to Comment 14-12:

Staff does not agree and will include “shall” as enforcement will have no method as to verify
the intent and reasoning for missing data. Therefore, missing data will result in 100 percent
capacity for each missing month.
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Comment 14-13

In certain situations, it could take a few days to transmit the requested records (e.g., the
responsible person is out-of-the-office, etc.).

Response to Comment 14-13:

Staff acknowledges the concern and has amended the proposed rule language from two to five
days from date requested.

Comment 14-14

At a certain point landfill flares will have such low methane levels that the flare will not be
able to perform as designed. Due to Rule 1150.1, gas collection rates may still exceed
2,000 MMscf per year.

Response to Comment 14-14:

Staff is aware of those concerns which is why an exemption for those facilities operating less
than 2,000 MMscf per year was established. However, newly closed landfills in the future
might exceed that exemption threshold which would be a concern to the SCAQMD from the
perspective that NOx emissions would be high from constant flaring, and yet there are
opportunities to still control emissions effectively and economically. The landfill industry
provided data at the working group meeting showing how a majority of the closed landfills
are currently under the proposed limit so staff plans to maintain the 2,000 MMscf threshold
as it will not cause undue burden on existing sites.

Comment 14-15

An exemption should be provided to avoid redundant source testing requirements already
required by Rule 1150.1.

Response to Comment 14-15:

Staff concurs with this request and made changes in the proposed rule to allow compliance
with the source testing requirement if the data is generated through Rule 1150.1 and if the
required pollutants are tested.

Response to Comment 14-16:

Staff appreciates the feedback and will consider the suggested language for the resolution.
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Comment Letter #15

Comment Letter 15

From: Steve Tsumura

Sent: Tuesday, Movember 27, 2018 558 AM

To: Angela Kim

Subject: FW: comments on Rule 11181 staff presentation for Mov 15 Working Group

Michael Salman

From: Michael Salman [mailto:salman@history.uda.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, Movember 13, 2018 9:47 AM

To: Philip Fine <pfine@ agmd.gov=; Michael Krause <MErause @agmd.govs; Heather Farr <HFarr@agmd . govs; Steve
TsUMmura <stsumura&agmd.govs

Subject: comments on Rule 11181 staff presentation for Mov 15 Working Group

Dear Phal, Michael Heather, and Steve

I just revnewed the staff presentation to be shown at the Thursday, Movember 15 meeting of the Fule 11181
working group.

I am concerned about the changes being made for flares at oil well zites, which the prezentation
describez in two siznificantly different ways on pazes § and 17.

1) Concerns about the revizions dezcribed on page § of the prezentation:

In the summary diseussion of staff changes, on page &, the presentation states that following changes will be
made to the proposed rls:

| New flares at an oil and gas site would be limited to 300 hours:
| Operator would be required to notify the Executive Officer if anmmal operating hours exceeds 800
hours;
| Operator can provide information to substantate that the exceedance of the 800 hours was due to:
& Source testing;
6lkty prpehme curtanlments;
| Information to substantiate activities occmred during the year of the exceedance mcludes but is not
hnuted to:
Slnvoice from source teshng company;
fInformation from uhhty regarding curtailment

I have no objection to exemphng source testing from the count of allowed howrs of operation per vear.

But I de have concerns abour allowing an exempion for "unly pipeline currmilments. " Without any
defiminions or imitanens, such curtailments could petennally include changes ro SoCal Gas's Bule 70 on
Fas compasifon reguirements or any other policy decision by SoCal Gas thar conld resule in reduced or
terminared allowance ef gas sales through the SoCal Gas pipeline. This could resuls in the permirang of
unlimited ronnne flaring af oil well sites in the Dismict, contrary fo the stared goal of the 2016 AQMP.

Any exemprion for SeCal Gas service interrupions needs e be carefully defined and limired.

15-1
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I know of ondy ene insiance of prolonged service dsruprion conse by SaCal Gas eguipment fulmre (Rancho
Puark, November 200 7) whick was a four montk dirupidon. That was a rare and pessibly nrnigue svent. It was
handled by shuiing down off pumps, and char is whar should be done again i any similar case.

Sharter disrupdens ought fo be hondled wirkin the honrs per vear Emitatiore Jf the howrs per year Smif was not
designed o allow fMares fo be wsed as back-up for other seetems when ey go down, them what & the purpoese af

allowing 800 honrs per year af flaring?

A Mamker evempiion due fo nndeffmed “pipelme cnrieilmens” opens the door foo wide, witkows Fmits or
deffnidons.

Tt alve avmmes fhat SeCal Gas pipeline sales are the only form of bengffcial nse, and o alw avnmes il
Jlaring iv e only possible responze (orher back-up fechreologies are available, including oiher beneffeial nses
and the opiton of shuiing down pamps)

1) Concerns abont the proposed role langnage on paze 17 of the presentation

Page 17 presents "Mew Flare Reguirement Langiage —parazraph (17" which iz very different from the summary
dezcriptton from page 8 discussed above Hers is the text of proposed mle lanpuage from page 17:
An owner o operator that submits an application to install, replace, or relocans a flare or flare station
after [date of adeption]:
(A)5hall not operate that flare(s) so as to exceed the applicable NO=, VOC, and carbon monoxide (CO)
emission limits specifisd in Table | -Emiz=ion Limits; and
(B)5hall nat operats that fare(s) mors than 300 hours per calendar vear if # combusts Produced Gas.

i. Flanng conducted during source testing mainfenance upsTades, ar breakdowns of squipment;
utility pipeline cartailment; or upsets that lead to safety concems peed not be incloded in the BOO
bivars

fi. The ownoer or opsrator of a flare that excesds 300 hours shall submit a WodScation of Anmual
Ciperation Greater than 200 bours and provide decumentation subsantadng the
boars during aoy of the allowable exceptions pursaant clagse (d3C10(E )T,
The exempdons delinegted i chis propesed rule lamguage go far beyond source resting (Imited and clear) and
“pipeline currgilmens” fwhich i nndefTned and poreniially unlimited). Now rhe exemprions melnde
mupnienanes, upgrades, and npsets with wqfery comcerns - nene o which are defimed, none of which are Tmited
Whetkowr definifon, these are poteniially nnlimied exempiions, and they are nnenforesable.

Upgrades of equipmens conld be defined and thereby limited.
Muaintenance would be harder fo deffne and imir

A "sgfery comeern' exemption would be exrremely difficnls fo define and enforce. Well sites are nos refineries
and do nov have the same kind of sgfedy ivenes. Nor are wells like lareafEll thar canmel be shar down. T am nor
persuaded that there is a “sqfery comeern ™ argumen that could soand examinaion. Any atvempr fo deffne a
“sqfery concern” would be lengrly and froughe Exempring “sgfery” withont any definition would be an open fo
door fo renime [Taring, conirary fo the AQMP.

The himitotion of howrs per pear of alowable flormg shonld by itvelf cover mainienance, egummend
breakdowms, and sgfesy comcern ivsnes [ there are any. [ the allowable kowrs of larimg are ot meant for these
purpazes, then what are Sy meand fo cover?

The diference between the rule language presenied on page 17 and the very differens summary descripiion on
page § iz povable in ard of ieelf
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3) I think altemative solutons alr=ady suspested in other communicatons could achieve consensus suppart

A modest increase in allowable hours per vear of flaring conld be agreeabls if coupled with a gradual phass out of
exising BACT flare permits and replacement with new permuits that are limited as per the new roles

I think such a proposal could achiewve consensus.

Phazing out the existing permits for BACT flares that alkow routine flanng is eminently possible. WO reductions
at the point of flaring might be small, but the AQMP also considered GHG emissions and the benefits of utlizing
beneficial use produced low emission fuels for mobile sources. The AQMP was clear in calling for a priantizaton
of beneficial nses over flaring. Allowing existng permits for routine flanng to continne indefinitely conflicts
with the AQMP.

A modestly increased allowable hours of flarmz would be enforceable, without the kind of problems kicked up by
most of the proposed exemptions (except for a source testing exemption). But the need for such an increase needs
to e clearky demonstrated and any such increase should be balanced by a phase out of permits that allow routine
flaring.

This alternative would be enforceable, much easier to write mio role lanzuage, I think i would pamer consensas
support, and it would mest the AQMP's directions for action.

Yours

Mirhasl

Response to Comment Letter #15

Response to Comment 15-1:

As stated in Response to Comment 9-1, staff is proposing to remove the annual 800 hour limit in
lieu of an alternative limit on new flares of “produced gas.” Staff is still proposing to exclude
utility pipeline curtailment from the proposed limitation and included a definition to clearly define
what activity will not be included toward the proposed throughput limitation. Those activities
include, monitoring equipment breakdown or gas pipeline upgrades and maintenance. Including
an exception for utility pipeline curtailment does not preclude the use of other beneficial use of the
gas.

Response to Comment 15-2:

Staff agrees with the concern that the initial list of exclusions was too broad and potentially not
enforceable. As such, staff is now proposing to limit those activities that can be excluded from
the throughput limit to verifiable ones such as utility pipeline curtailment and source testing.
Staff was also concerned that excluding activities that cannot be substantiated could lead to rule
circumvention.

Response to Comment 15-3:

The 2016 AQMP did include a goal to encourage beneficial use over flaring and for others to
replace older flares with cleaner ones; however, it did not state there should be further limits
imposed on all flares. Staff is not proposing to change the permit conditions of currently installed
flares meeting the Table 1 — Emission Limits. These flares were permitted in good faith and are
meeting the current BACT limit. It should be noted, there are only eight flares currently permitted
for oil and gas production that meet the lower NOx emission limits. Those flares only emit
approximately 0.01 tons/day NOx (based on the average throughput from 2015 — 2017). Even if
those facilities began flaring 24/7, the NOx emissions would only be about 0.04 tons/day NOX.
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Those flares will eventually be phased out once they are replaced and permit limits will be imposed
at that time.
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APPENDIX B - RULE 1118.1 FORMS

Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity

South Coast Air Quality Management District
R1118.1 Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity

Submit this form via email (1118.1Notifications@agmd.gov) within 30 days from rule adoption.
AQIVIL

Section A - Operator Information Section B - Equipment Location Address

1. Facility Name (Business Name of Operator): 4. Equipment Location Is:

2. SCAQMD Facility ID

Address
3. Owner's Business Name (If different from Business Name of Operator): City State Zip
Section C - Business Mailing Address
5. Correspondence Information: D Check here if same as equipment location address
Contact Name Title Address
Phone # Ext E-Mail City State Zip

Section D - Flare Inventory and Capacity

Maximum Rated Capacity Fuel Meter
MMscf/ | MMBtu/ Installed?

Flare Number . Date of Flare Type of Gas
(Serial # or LD.) | PEMILNUMDEr | oialiation | Combusted*

Fuel Meter Description
Size

Date of Last
Source Test

hour hour
Yes[ ] No O

YesD No |:|

ves (1 no [

ves (1 no [

YesD No |:|

YesD No |:|

ves[] no [

o
I:II:II:I‘EIEIEI‘EII:I

YesD No |:|

Attach additional forms to report more flares.
*1 — Any gas in an open flare; 2 — Digester Gas; 3 — Landfill Gas; 4 — Produced Gas

Section E - Authorization/Signature | hereby certify that all information contained herein and information submitted with this application are true and correct.

6. Signature of Responsible Official: 7. Title of Responsible Official:

8. Print Name: 9. Date:

D South Coast Air Quality Management District, Rule 1118.1 Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity Form (2018.11.27)
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Notification of Annual Percent Capacity Greater Than Threshold

South Coast Air Quality Management District
R1118.1 Notification of Annual Percent Capacity Greater Than Threshold

Submit this form via email (1113.1MNotifications@agmd.gov) within 30 days from the end of the calendar year.

AQMD
Section A - Operator Information
1. Facility Mame [Business Mame of Operator): 2. SCACQMD Facility ID

3. Owmer's Business Name (If different from Business Mame of Operator):

Section B - Equipment Location Address Section C - Business Mailing Address
4. Equipment Location Is: 3. Correspondence Information:
|:| Check here if same as equipment kocation address

Strest Addrass FAddress
CA = . =
City Zip City State  Zip
Contact Mame Title Contact Mare Title:
Phone # Exi. E-M=i Phone # Ext. E-Mail
Section D — Surpassing Capacity Threshold
6. Year flare surpassed capacity threshold: 7. Capacity threshold surpassed previous calendar year?
[] ves []Ne
8. Number of Flares 5. Source Category 10. Capacity Threshold

11. List the flare identification, the annual percent capacity for each flare, and mark whether the determination was
based on throughput or heat input. if more line items are needed, please attach an additional form.

Throughput Heat Input
Flare ID Annual Percent Capacity [MMscf) {MMBiu)

N |
N

Section E - Authorization/ Signature
I hereby certify that all informafion confained herain and mfonmstion submifted with this spplicstion are fue snd comect

12. Signature of Responsible Official: 13. Title of Responsible Official:
14. Print Name: 13. Date:
[N i LIL = APPLICATION TRAGKING I EQLIPMENT CATEGORT | FEE WALIDATION
CHNLY COOE &
A R ENGA R CLASE| ASSIGHMENT CHECKMONEY AMOUNT TRACHKING #
DATE DATE m | uinit Enginer ORDER # 3

1 Soulh Coast Air Suality Marsgemant Distacl, Rule 11781 Naolilication of Flars Surpassing Capscty Theeshald Famn (2018.10)
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Notification of Intent Form

South Coast Air Quality Management Disirict
Form R111&.1
Statement of Intent

e EE  Submit this form via email (1118.1Notifications@agmd.gov) within 60 days of surpassing the capacity
AQM D threshold for two consecutive years.

Section A - Operator Information
1. Facility Mame (Business Mame of Operator]: 2. SCAGQMD Facility ID

3. Owner's Business Name (If different from Business Mame of Opsrator]):

Section B - Equipment Location Address Section C - Business Mailing Address
4. Equipment Location Is: 5. Correspondence Information:
l:‘ Check here if same as equipment location address

Street Address Address
. CA _ .
City Zip City State  dp
Caontact Mame Title Contact Name Title
Phone & Ext E-Mail Fhone # Ext. E-Mdail

Section O — Statement of Intent

6. For each flare at the above facility that surpassed the Rule 1118.1 capacity threshold, please indicate the intended compliance
pathway.

Tentative Flare Reduction Plan

Flare Flare Replacement Flare Reduction i
[e.g. fuel cell, transportation fuel, etc.)

1 L]
2 L
3 |
4 L]
5 L]

If there are more than 5 units please attach an additional form.

|

Section E - Authorization/Signature
1 hereby cerfify that all information contained hersin and informalion submitfed with thiz applicalion are frue and comect.
T. Signature of Responsible Official: 8. Title of Responsible Official:

8. Print Mame: 10. Date:

O South Coast Al Qualty Management District, Rule 11131 Statement of Intent Form (2013.10)
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Notification of Flare Throughput Reduction Form

Siouth Coast Air Quality Management District

R1118.1 Notification of Flare Throughput Reduction

L Submit this form via email (1118.1Notifications@agmd.gov) within & months of surpassing the capacity

threshold for two consecutive years.

Section A - Operator Information

1. Facility Name (Business Mame of Oparator):

2. SCAGMD Facility ID

3. Owmer's Business Name (If different from Business Mame of Operator):

Section B - Equipment Location Address

Section C - Business Mailing Address

4. Equipment Location Is:

5. Correspondence Information:
Check here if same as equipment location address

Street Address Address
CA _

City Zip City State  Zip
Contact Mame Title Contact Name Title
Phane £ Ext. E-Mail Phone # Ext. E-Mail
Section D — Current Flare Throughput
6. Flare capacity:

MMsciiyear or MMBtuw!'year

7. Flare throughput the prior fao consecutive years:
Total Annual Throughput the first year surpassing threshold:

Total Annual Throughput the second year surpassing threshobd:

MMscflyear or MMBtwyear MMscfiyear or MMBtwyear
&. Percent Capacity the prior two consecutive years
First Year % |Sec-und Year %
Section E - Flare Throughput Reduction
9. List the alternative methoed(s) propesed to reduce flare throughput:
. Projected .
Amm:}_::%g;e o Description Throughput Injlrlrlr::r::nt
{MMsciiyear) P
Energy Generation
Gas compression
Transportation Fuel
Pipeline Injection
Other
Section E - Authorization/Signature
10. Signature of Responsible Cfficial: 11. Title of Responsible Official:
12. Print Name: 13. Date:
SCAQMD USE |[CEENRIGT] EQUIFMENT CATEGORY | FEE VALIDATION
ONLY TRACKING # CODE: 5
R ENGA R CLASS | ASSIGMMENT CHECK/MOMEY ORDER| AMOUNT TRACKING #
DATE DATE 1 W | unit Enginesr 7 ¥

0 South Coast A Qualty Management District, e 1118.1 Motieabion of Flare Througnput Reduetion Form (2018.10)
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Notification of Increments of Progress Form

South Coast Air Quality Management District
R1118.1 Notification of Increments of Progress

L Submit this form via email (1118.1Notifications@agmd.gov) within 6 months of surpassing the capacity

L=ty threshold for two consecutive years.
AQMD

Section A - Operator Information
1. Facility Name (Business Mame of Operator): 2. SCAGMD Facility ID

3. Oemer's Business Name (if different from Business Mame of Operator):

Section B - Equipment Location Address Section C - Business Mailing Address
4. Equipment Location Is: 5. Correspondence Information:
Check here if same as equipment location address

Street Address Address
CA
City Zip City State  Zip
Contact Mame Title: Contact Name Title
Phone # Ext E-Mail Phone # Ext E-Mail

Section D - Incremenﬁ of Progress

6. List the actions completed and yet to be completed fo reduce flare throughput:

Projected Throughput Reduction
Actions Completed [MMscfiyvear)

Actions Yet to be Completed Projected Time to Implement

Section E - Authorization/Signature
1 hereby cerdify fhat all information contained henein and informafion submitted with thiz appiicafion are frue and cormect.

7. Signature of Responsible Official: 8. Title of Responsible Official:
9. Print Mame: 10. Date:
L1 0rl IR S APPLICATION EQUIPMENT CATEGORY FEE VALIDATION
OHLY TRACKING # CODE: 5
A R ENG.A R CLASS | ASSIGNMENT CHECK/WMONET DROER] AMOUNT TRACKING #
DATE DATE 1o o Enginesr # 5

O Sowth Coast Al Qualty Management District, Rule 111581 NotScation of Ingrements of Progress Fom (2018.10)
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South Coast
AQMD
Reporting Year:
Facility 1D:
Facility Name:
Flare ID

Flare Capacity:

Source Category
Capacity threshold

Total Annual Throughput Recordkeeping Sample

SAMPLE RECORDKEEPING FORM

Rule 1118.1 Percent Capacity Recordkeeping
Total Annual Throughput

Month

Throughput (MMscf/month) Percent Capacity

January (Example)

February

March

April

May

June

July

August

September

COctober

MNovember

December

Annual Throughput

vi02418
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Total Annual Heat Capacity Recordkeeping Sample

SAMPLE RECORDKEEPING FORM

. Rule 1118.1 Percent Capacity Recordkeeping
South Coast Total Annual Heat Capacity

Reporting Year: | |

Facility 1D:
Facility Name:
Flare 1D

Flare Capacity: MMEBtu/year

Source Category:
Capacity threshold:

Measured Values Calculated Values

Throughput Heat Value Heat Input
Month {MMscffmonth) [Btu/scf) (Btu/Month) Percent Capacity
January (Example)

February
March
April
May

June

July
August

September
COctober
November

December

Annual Heat Input 0

V102418
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Chapter 5
REFERENCES

“Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan”, South Coast Air Quality Management District, March
2017

“Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District Rule 359 — Flares and Thermal Oxidizers”,
Adopted June 28, 1994

“San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Rule 4311 — Flares”, Adopted
June 20, 2002; (Amended June 15, 2006; June 18, 2009)

“South Coast Air Quality Management District — Best Available Control Technology Guidelines”
Adopted August 17, 2000 (Revised June 6, 2003; December 5, 2003; July 9, 2004; July 14, 2006;
December 2, 2016; February 2, 2018)

“Bureau of Land Management Waste Prevention, Production Subject to Royalties, and Resource
Conservation”, 43 CFR Parts 3100, 3160 and 3170
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