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Refinery Pilot Project Working Group

Meeting #1 Summary


The first meeting of the AQMD Refinery Project Working Group was convened on July 13, 2005, at the offices of AQMD.  Attachment 1 indicates Working Group members in attendance.  The meeting was facilitated by Greg Bourne (Center for Collaborative Policy, CSUS), who also prepared this meeting summary.

The meeting began with an overview of the project objectives by Elaine Chang, Deputy Executive Officer.  She provided a PowerPoint presentation to outline the key issues and anticipated outcomes from the initiative.  The PowerPoint also contained important background information to set the context for the initiative.  

In particular, Dr. Chang noted that the 2003 AQMP sought to “add flexibility to existing stationary source rules by allowing sources to mitigate their emissions by reducing emissions from other less-controlled or uncontrolled sources…”  As such, the goal is to “reduce the size of the black box” and “achieve emission reductions in a less costly and environmentally sensitive manner.”  The question was raised as to whether this “in-lieu” approach was explicitly part of the AQMP, and the response from Dr. Chang was yes.   

Environmental and Community Concerns

Concern was raised about including VOC’s because of possible toxicity concerns in local neighborhoods. When asked about what toxics would be addressed, Dr. Chang indicated it would depend on what sources are incorporated into discussions and subsequent pilots.  Dr. Wallerstein, Executive Officer of AQMD, added that AQMD knows toxics are critical and that they will be addressed.  They simply are not ready to be identified.  

In response to additional questions about toxics, Dr. Wallerstein committed to identifying the types and quantities of toxics associated with refineries, as well as conducting a gap analysis of what is not known.  This will provide the information needed at the beginning of the process to help everyone have a greater understanding of potential toxics to be considered.  The question was posed about whether ammonia would be included in the program.  Dr. Chang indicated ammonia was not being considered at this time as a precursor to PM10 / PM2.5.
An environmental representative noted that “trading” emissions is a major concern to the environmental and community interests.  A refinery representative commented that it was important to know that the refineries are not suggesting displacing current obligations through this program.  Rather, the intent is to replace unspecified, potential future reductions from refineries with known, much larger scale reductions now.  


Furthermore, it was noted that refineries have already made major strides in emission reductions in all facilities, and that any additional reductions would be at high cost but result in relatively minor reductions compared to many other sources in the region.  

An environmental/community representative commented that enforcement and compliance must be given sufficient attention.  Additionally, use of risk management as the basis for decision making is limited by lack of full correlation with other impacts, cumulative impacts, synergies and pathways of exposure.  This reinforces the need for a thorough emissions inventory.
A refinery representative responded that he thought the group will collectively understand more over time, and that nothing in the proposed project is designed to reduce research or bypass AQMD negotiations and appropriate actions growing from new information.  Rather, the focus is on target opportunities.  What benefits might be offered by this program?  A pilot project should lead to added information and close whatever information gaps might exist.
An environmental/community representative suggested that opportunities for reductions need to be geographically proximate to communities around refineries.  Furthermore, the entire emission stream should be considered toxic given the unknowns about what is toxic.
A refinery representative commented that if the standard is what reductions can be measured “across the street” from refineries, then this pilot project may not work.  What is being proposed is not trading in the historical context because so much is unknown about whether future limits can ever be met in light of potential new technology and associated economics.  This program is not a trade-off of known but rather speculative reductions.  If AQMD needs tools to reduce black box emissions, this is the kind of project that will be necessary.  This is a “carrot” approach to achieving new approaches to emissions reduction.  
An environmental/community representative suggested that the uncertainty noted is part of the problem.  Uncertainty about what toxics are involved and who is impacted leads to uncertainty about what kind of risk is being traded.  A refinery representative reiterated the view that the proposed pilot is built around a “do no harm” approach.  And with so many uncontrolled mobile sources in the region, anything that might reduce those would provide tangible improvements.  The concern that a local community might suffer for the betterment of the larger community needs to be clearly addressed.

The issue of “foregone opportunities” was also raised.  It was suggested that it would not be in the interest of local communities to trade away future opportunities for reductions.  A refinery representative commented that if future risk assessments or toxic control programs indicate more should and can be done to reduce emissions to newly defined levels, this pilot program would not prevent such actions from being taken.  And it is possible that reductions in black box emissions will result in unforeseen and unanticipated benefits to communities. 
It was noted that refineries are already highly regulated and that substantial and sustained improvements have been achieved over time.  Now, limited opportunities with a small universe of emissions are all that are left.  So if refineries cannot as a practical matter achieve major improvements “inside the fence” then other options need to be considered. 
Going back to a previous comment, a refinery representative indicated concern with the comment that the entire emission stream should be considered toxic.  This led to the suggestion being reiterated that the toxics associated with refineries be discussed at the next meeting.

Dr. Chang then responded to three issues related to toxics.  First, she noted that the toxic stream will be very difficult to nail down.  Nonetheless, the effort will be made.  Second, a risk-based approach is now being used.  But other approaches, for example, a toxicity - weighted emission approach might be considered.  Third, while trying to do as much as possible for both the proximate and larger community, it does not seem attainable to ensure every individual does not miss a foregone opportunity.  

The issue of cumulative impacts was raised, looking at both stationary and mobile sources.  Dr. Wallerstein responded that the pilot project is an open book and that cumulative impacts can conceivably be considered.


It was suggested that it would perhaps be helpful to look at some specific opportunities for pilots, where there are currently limited or no controls.  One suggestion was to look at opportunities to reduce emissions from jet skis.  The issue of proximity to communities impacted by refineries was raised.  Following on this, the suggestion was made that these “orphan” projects should be evaluated as to why they are unregulated.

It was noted that orphan sources are typically not regulated for political, technical, or scale reasons.  It was reiterated that what can still be done within refineries not be overlooked, such as the flare start-up period.
Emission Reduction Opportunities
The discussion then turned to possible emission reduction opportunities.  It was suggested that many of the concerns from the previous discussion might be better understood and addressed if discussed in the context of a specific prospective project.  There was general agreement with this.  One idea that had been considered was the fishing fleet that operates primarily on two-stroke engines.
The question was raised about how broad the pilot might be, and that initially it seemed real broad.  Dr. Chang commented that while initially it is being considered in broad terms, it will eventually be more narrowly defined.  Primarily, the project revolves around just eight facilities.  The concern was reiterated that emissions within the refineries should also be addressed in some manner.  It was noted that some one-site emission reduction possibilities might exist but this varies site by site, and all refineries operate within the requirements established by AQMD.  Furthermore, refineries have both a local and regional impact so should be considered at both levels.

The idea of a community meeting, perhaps in Wilmington, to bring communities into the discussion was raised.  While this was supported by participants, Dr. Wallerstein suggested that the timing might be better after a couple meetings of the Working Group so more clarity and information about the pilot project could be conveyed to the community. 
Additional Reductions Over Time 

A key issue associated with the pilot project is the time allocated for the “return on investment.”  For what period of time would black box emission reductions cover further actions by refineries?
A refinery representative suggested that if the carrying capacity or inventory changes based on new information, the time horizon would change accordingly as well.  But in the absence of new information that would lead to changes in current emission reduction measures, industry needs a reasonable timeframe of assurance during which emission requirements would remain static.  Industry is proposing 10 years, noting that AQMD would begin an evaluation in 5-6 years to assess the value, impacts and other results from black box emission reduction strategies associated with initiatives by refineries.

The issue was raised as to whether AQMD can legally be restricted from actions during such a time period.  While some believe such agreements are legal, additional exploration and clarification of this issue was suggested.  It is the expectation of industry  that the pilot would include insurance and other mechanisms to ensure no problems during the course of the project, and that of course new information about emissions or their impacts would not prevent possible action by AQMD.
Program Participation

The next issue addressed was whether participation by refineries in such a pilot program would be optional or industry wide.  It was noted that it would be different if the program was optional since it would have to account for and address those facilities that do not participate in the pilot.  The concern on the part of industry is that if a facility participates, does it open the door for added regulation, inspection or compliance issues?  These issues need to be clarified before this can be resolved.
Scope

To further define the scope and context for the proposed pilot initiative, Dr. 

Chang distributed a chart (see Table 1 in the handout provided by AQMD) that summarized the 2003 AQMP Control Measures Assumed for Refineries.   The table lists the emission targets for 2010.
It was suggested that new technology from Kinder-Morgan agreements might be appropriate to consider.  Also, as Table 1 illustrates the impact of refineries v. overall pollutant amounts in the basin, the need exists to help people overcome the perception that the oil industry is operating as it was 20 years ago.

Another participant commented that the premise for this project should be that low and medium hanging fruit are gone.  Maybe this could be done first and should be a criterion for trying new approaches.  Another participant commented that if there were any low and medium hanging fruit (i.e., easily attained reductions) facilities would inherently go after them.
Another refinery representative added that the preference of refineries is to do what can be inside the fence.  But looking at Table 1 it is apparent there is not much low hanging fruit left industry-wide.
It was then suggested that perhaps retrofitting within the facilities, even more than would be required by current regulations, would be well receive by community, and that perhaps this could be considered.  

Another concern raised was that new ideas and innovation for reducing emissions should not be translated into rules that lead to losing credit for progress made.  This could be a disincentive.  It was noted that discussions are underway with CARB on this point. 
On the other hand, it was noted that if a new mechanisms for reducing emissions are found, it may make sense to institutionalize them.  Everything that can be done to reduce emissions should be done.
The value of this was generally acknowledged by the group, but it was also suggested that perhaps as target opportunities are identified at this stage those less likely to be regulated by CARB or others should be pursued.  The value of having a concrete example of a proposed project to discuss at the next meeting was reiterated.

A refinery representative noted again the purpose for pursuing this course of action.  At this point, refineries only have high cost – low return possibilities for emission reductions in the refineries.  Although such options can be considered, this would involve working at the margins, where benefits are few and very costly for the most part.  Enhancing community understanding of this situation would likely be helpful. 

This raised the issue of what is cost-effective.  Dr. Wallerstein noted that anything above $10K/ton is considered high, and that $15K/ton triggers much higher scrutiny at AQMD.  Refineries have done about everything that can be done without excessive expense.
Next Steps


An environmental/community representative reiterated that he would like to convene a community meeting early in the process, but agreed to wait until after the next Working Group meeting to do so.


Dr. Chang indicated that AQMD could have the information requested on toxics (inventory, gap analysis, etc.) compiled by mid-August.  As such, the next meeting is likely to be convened in mid to late August.  A field trip was suggested for a future meeting, but participants decided that should wait until after the next meeting.


The meeting was then adjourned.
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