
 
 
 
 
 
 
BOARD MEETING DATE:  April 5, 2019  AGENDA NO.  24 
 
PROPOSAL: Certify Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment and Amend 

Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas 
Turbines 

 
SYNOPSIS: The adoption Resolution of the Final 2016 AQMP directed staff to 

achieve additional NOx emission reductions and to transition the 
RECLAIM program to a command-and-control regulatory structure 
as soon as practicable.  Proposed Amended Rule 1134 applies to 
RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM stationary gas turbines and is being 
amended to update NOx emission limits to reflect current BARCT, 
establish ammonia emission limits, and provide implementation 
timeframes to facilitate the transition of the NOx RECLAIM 
program to a command-and-control regulatory structure.  The 
proposed amended rule also establishes provisions for monitoring, 
reporting, and recordkeeping.  Other provisions are incorporated to 
remove obsolete provisions and provide clarifications.     

 
COMMITTEE: Stationary Source, February 15, 2019, Reviewed 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 
Adopt the attached Resolution: 
1. Certifying the Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended 

Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines; and 
2. Amending Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas 

Turbines.  
 
 
 

Wayne Nastri 
Executive Officer 

PMF:SN:MM:UV  



Background 
Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines, was 
adopted in 1989 and currently applies to stationary gas turbines rated at 0.3 MW and 
larger that were issued a permit to operate by the SCAQMD prior to August 4, 1989.  
When the RECLAIM program was adopted in 1993, many facilities that owned or 
operated turbines entered the RECLAIM program and were no longer subject to Rule 
1134.  Non-RECLAIM facilities with gas turbines remained subject to Rule 1134.    
Rule 1134 was subsequently amended three times; each to provide regulatory flexibility.   

• In December 1995, Rule 1134 was amended to exempt gas turbines located on 
San Clemente Island and the South East Desert Air Basin.   

• In April 1997, Rule 1134 was amended to increase the NOx concentration limit 
for turbines utilizing sewage digester gas.   

• In August 1997, Rule 1134 was amended to clarify the need for continuous 
emission monitoring systems (CEMS) on turbines with a power output of 
2.9 MW or larger. 

Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 1134 updates NOx emission limits and will facilitate 
the transition of the NOx RECLAIM program to a command-and-control regulatory 
structure.  Amendments apply to RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM facilities. 

Public Process 
Development of PAR 1134 was conducted through a public process.  Staff held four 
working group meetings at SCAQMD: February 22, 2018, April 26, 2018, June 13, 
2018, and August 10, 2018.  A Public Workshop was held on December 18, 2018.  In 
addition, staff met individually with numerous facility operators.   

Proposed Amendments 
PAR 1134 updates and lowers NOx emission limits to reflect current BARCT and 
provides implementation timeframes.  Table 1 summarizes PAR 1134 NOx and 
ammonia emission limits and effective compliance dates for stationary gas turbines by 
category and fuel type, and those turbines located on the Outer Continental Shelf.     
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Table 1 
PAR 1134 Emission Limits for Stationary Gas Turbines 

(Oxygen Correction 15%, dry) 

Equipment Type NOx 

(ppmv) 
Ammonia 

(ppmv) Effective Date 

Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas 
Turbine 

2 5 Jan. 1, 2024 

Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbine 2.5 5 Jan. 1, 2024 
Natural Gas Simple Cycle Compressor 
Gas Turbine 

3.5 10 Jan. 1, 2024 - See 
Below 

Produced Gas Turbine 9 5 Jan. 1, 2024 
Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas 
Turbine 

15 5 Jan. 1, 2024 

Outer Continental Shelf Liquid Fuel 
Turbine 

30 5 Jan. 1, 2024 

Other Gas Turbine 12.5 5 Jan. 1, 2024 
 
PAR 1134 provides possible extensions for compressor gas turbines to extend the 
effective date by one year for the NOx emission limit, provided other NOx emission 
reductions are implemented; and up to three years for the ammonia emission limit, 
provided an ammonia continuous emissions monitoring system is installed and other 
criteria are met.     
PAR 1134 also includes an exemption from the NOx emission limits for low-use 
equipment that is permitted below a specified capacity factor and units that are 
permitted near the proposed NOx concentration limits as these two scenarios far exceed 
the cost-effectiveness threshold of $50,000 per ton of NOx reduced.  
Regarding monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements, PAR 1134 will 
continue to implement Rule 2012 – Requirements for Monitoring, Reporting, and 
Recordkeeping for NOx Emissions for RECLAIM facilities.  Former RECLAIM 
facilities will continue to implement portions of Rule 2012, and non-RECLAIM 
facilities will continue complying with Rule 218 – Continuous Emission Monitoring.  
Monitoring requirements remain the same for all facilities. 
Emission Reductions 
Implementation of PAR 1134 is expected to reduce NOx emissions by 2.8 tons per day.  
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Key Issues 
Through the rulemaking process, staff worked with stakeholders to address comments 
and resolve a number of key issues.  Staff received a letter from the Regulatory 
Flexibility Group and the Western States Petroleum Association commenting on 
PAR 1134 and issues related to the transition of RECLAIM to a command-and-control 
regulatory program.  The five key comments are discussed below. 

SCAQMD’s Authority to Base a BARCT Emission Limit on Equipment 
Replacement 

Staff believes that the statutory definition of BARCT supports a broad interpretation, 
including replacement.  In addition 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. 

Consideration of Other Pollutants, Including Particulate Matter 
The staff report includes a discussion of applicable ammonia emission limits and 
particulate matter emissions increases.   

Availability of Information that Forms the Bases of BARCT Recommendations 
Staff has provided detailed information regarding how the technology assessment was 
conducted and the conclusions derived.  This information was presented in the working 
group meetings and is included in the staff report.  Information on turbines, limits from 
other agencies, and other documents that staff relied on are included in the staff report 
and reference section.   

Resolve New Source Review Issues Before Adopting or Amending BARCT Rules  
Rule 2002 - Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx), 
allows a facility to stay in RECLAIM if they receive a Final Determination to exit 
RECLAIM.  Staff has committed to not propose requiring RECLAIM facilities to exit 
the program until New Source Review (NSR) issues are resolved.  Staff continues to 
work with U.S. EPA and stakeholders to resolve NSR issues. 

CEQA and Socioeconomic Impacts are Piecemealed 
The CEQA and socioeconomic documents for the 2016 AQMP contain the 
programmatic analyses of the overall effects of SCAQMD’s clean air plan.  The CEQA 
and socioeconomic impact analyses include the changes in PAR 1134, consistent with 
analyses for other rule projects. 

California Environmental Quality Act 
PAR 1134 is considered a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and the SCAQMD is the designated lead agency. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15252, 15162(b), and 15251(l) (codified in SCAQMD Rule 110), 
the SCAQMD has prepared a Subsequent Environmental Assessment (SEA) for PAR 
1134 which relies on the March 2017 Final Program Environmental Impact Report 
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(EIR) for the 2016 AQMP.  Staff has also prepared Findings pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines 15091, a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093, and a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. 

Socioeconomic Analysis 
There are 35 facilities that are potentially impacted by PAR 1134.  There are 73 turbines 
at these 35 facilities: six turbines already operate at the proposed emissions limits, 23 
would be exempt, and 11 would qualify for the low-use provisions.  The remaining 33 
turbines will need to be replaced, repowered, or retrofitted to come into compliance 
with PAR 1134.  These 33 turbines are located in 19 facilities.  The average cost-
effectiveness is provided in Table 2.   

Table 2 
PAR 1134 Cost-Effectiveness 

Equipment Type Cost-Effectiveness  
(Cost per ton of NOx reduced) 

Combined Cycle Turbines $11,500 
Simple Cycle Turbines $8,400 
Produced Gas Turbines $0* 
Outer Continental Shelf Gas Turbines $3,600 
Compressor Gas Turbines $4,900 

*All Produced Gas Turbines meet the proposed 9 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis  
The main requirements of PAR 1134 include one-time costs and annual recurring costs.  
The one-time costs would include the capital costs of Selective Catalytic Reduction 
(SCR) retrofits and one-time permit modification fees.  Annual recurring cost estimates 
include the annual operating cost of SCRs including reagent, catalyst replacement, 
electricity, and maintenance costs.  The average annual total cost of PAR 1134 is 
projected to be $5.5 - $6.7 million (in 2018 dollars) between 2019 and 2045, for 1% and 
4% real interest rate scenarios, respectively.  Average annual capital cost is estimated to 
be $3.2 - $4.4 million per year, and average annual recurring costs are estimated to be 
$2.3 million across all affected facilities.  As a result of the direct costs required to 
comply with PAR 1134, it is projected that 33 - 46 jobs will be forgone annually, on 
average, between 2019 and 2045.  The projected job loss impacts represent 0.00029% – 
0.00041% of total employment in the Basin.   
There are three CEQA alternatives associated with the proposed amendments to Rule 
1134.  Assuming a 4% real interest rate, average annual compliance costs for the CEQA 
alternatives range from $6.9 - $7.0 million between 2019 and 2045.  Average annual 
jobs forgone for the CEQA alternatives, other than the no project alternative, range from 
48 - 50 between 2019 and 2045.   
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AQMP and Legal Mandates 
Pursuant to Health & Safety Code Section 40460 (a), the SCAQMD is required to adopt 
an AQMP demonstrating compliance with all federal regulations and standards.  The 
SCAQMD is required to adopt rules and regulations that carry out the objectives of the 
AQMP.  PAR 1134 is part of a control measure (CMB-05) in the 2016 AQMP and will 
reduce NOx emissions and facilitate the transition of the NOx RECLAIM program to a 
command-and-control regulatory structure.   

Resource Impacts 
Existing staff resources are adequate to implement the proposed amendments. 

Attachments 
A. Summary of Proposal 
B. Key Issues and Responses 
C. Rule Development Process  
D. Key Contacts List 
E. Resolution 
F. Attachment 1 to the Resolution (Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, 

and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan) 
G. Proposed Amended Rule 1134 
H. Final Staff Report 
I. Final Socioeconomic Impact Assessment 
J. Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment 
K. Board Meeting Presentation 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 

 

Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas 
Turbines 

 

Applicability 
• Applies to stationary gas turbines, regardless of installation date, excluding 

electricity generating facilities, petroleum refineries, publicly owned treatment 
works, landfills, and turbines fueled with landfill gas 

• Applies to RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM facilities  

Emissions Limits (effective January 1, 2024) 
• Establishes NOx and ammonia emission limits for combined cycle gas turbines and 

associated duct burners, simple cycle gas turbines, produced gas turbines, turbines 
located on the outer continental shelf, compressor gas turbines, and other gas 
turbines 

• Includes an alternative compliance date for compressor gas turbines provided the 
facility demonstrates 25% or more NOx emission reductions beginning December 
31, 2023 

• Includes an extension of up to 36 months to comply with ammonia emission limits 
provided an ammonia continuous emissions monitoring system is installed and the 
turbine operates less than one thousand hours per year 

Monitoring, Recordkeeping, and Reporting 
• RECLAIM facilities will continue to comply with SCAQMD Rule 2012 – 

Requirements for Monitoring, Reporting, and Recordkeeping for Oxides of 
Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions 

• Former RECLAIM facilities will comply with SCAQMD Rule 2012, excluding 
reporting requirements 

• Non-RECLAIM facilities will comply with SCAQMD Rule 218 – Continuous 
Emission Monitoring  

Exemptions 
• Exemption provisions included for low-use turbines where it is not cost-effective to 

retrofit or replace 
• Exemption provisions included for turbines that are near the proposed NOx 

emission limit where it is not cost-effective to retrofit or replace 
 

 



ATTACHMENT B 
 

KEY ISSUES AND RESPONSES 
 

 
Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas 

Turbines 

Through the rulemaking process, staff has worked with stakeholders to address 
comments and resolve a number of key issues.  Staff received a letter from the 
Regulatory Flexibility Group and the Western States Petroleum Association 
commenting on PAR 1134 and issues related to the transition of RECLAIM to a 
command-and-control regulatory program.  The five key comments are discussed 
below. 
SCAQMD’s Authority to Base a BARCT Emission Limit on Equipment Replacement 
Staff believes that the statutory definition of BARCT supports a broad interpretation, 
including replacement.  In addition 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. 
Consideration of Other Pollutants, Including Particulate Matter 
The staff report includes a discussion of applicable ammonia emission limits and 
particulate matter emissions increases.   
Availability of Information that Forms the Bases of BARCT Recommendations 
Staff has provided detailed information regarding how the technology assessment was 
conducted and the conclusions derived.   This information was presented in the 
working group meetings and staff report.  Information on turbines, limits from other 
agencies, and other documents that staff relied on are included in the staff report and 
reference section.   
Resolve New Source Review Issues Before Adopting or Amending BARCT Rules  
Rule 2002 - Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx), 
allows a facility to stay in RECLAIM if they receive a Final Determination to exit 
RECLAIM.  Staff has committed to not requiring RECLAIM facilities to exit the 
program until NSR issues are resolved.  Staff continues to work with U.S. EPA and 
stakeholders to resolve NSR issues. 
CEQA and Socioeconomic Impacts are Piecemealed 
The CEQA and Socioeconomic documents for the 2016 AQMP, contain the 
programmatic analyses of the overall effects of SCAQMD’s clean air plan.  The CEQA 
and socioeconomic impact analyses include the changes in PAR 1134, consistent with 
analyses for other rule projects. 

 



ATTACHMENT C 
 

RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 

Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas 
Turbines 

 
Initiated Rule Development: December 2017 

 
 

Working Group Meetings (4) 
February 22, 2018, April 26, 2018, June 13, 2018, and August 10, 2018 

 
 

75-Day Public Notice: November 29, 2018 
 

 

Public Workshop: December 18, 2018 
 

 

Stationary Source Committee Briefing: February 15, 2019 
 
 

Draft Subsequent Environmental Assessment: January 29, 2019 
 

 

30-Day Notice of Public Hearing: March 6, 2019 
 

 

Set Public Hearing: March 1, 2019 
 

 

Public Hearing: April 5, 2019 
 
 
Sixteen (16) months spent in rule development. 
One (1) Public Workshop. 
One (1) Stationary Source Committee Meeting. 
Four (4) Working Group Meetings. 
 
 



ATTACHMENT D 
 

KEY CONTACTS LIST 
 

Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas 
Turbines 

 
AECOM 
AES Corporation 
Almega 
Andeavor 
B Braun Medical 
Beta Offshore 
Broadrock 
Burbank Water and Power 
California Air Resources Board 
California Council for Environmental 

and Economic Balance 
California Resources Corporation 
Cemtek KVB-Enertec 
City of Anaheim 
City of Glendale 
City of Riverside 
Chevron 
Colton Power 
Environmental Management 

Professionals 
Harbor Cogeneration 
Heorot Power Management 
Los Angeles World Airports 
Los Angeles Department of Water & 

Power 

Los Angeles Internal Services 
M&C TechGroup North America 
Miratech 
Montrose Air Quality Services 
New Indy Containerboard  
NRG Energy 
OLS Energy 
Paramount Petroleum 
Pasadena Water and Power 
Phillips66 Refinery 
Pod Technologies 
Ramboll 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 

County 
Signal Hill Petroleum 
Southern California Air Quality Alliance 
Southern California Edison 
Southern California Gas Company 
Southwest Generation Operating 

Company 
Sunshine Gas Producers 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
University of California at Los Angeles 
Western States Petroleum Association 
Yorke Engineering 

 



ATTACHMENT E 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 19-____ 
 

A Resolution of the Governing Board of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) certifying the Final Subsequent Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) for Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of 
Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines.   

A Resolution of the SCAQMD Governing Board amending Rule 1134 – 
Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines.  

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board finds and determines with 
certainty that Proposed Amended Rule 1134 is considered a “project” as defined by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and  

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD has had its regulatory program certified 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15251(l), and has conducted a CEQA review and analysis of Proposed Amended Rule 1134 
pursuant to such program (SCAQMD Rule 110); and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the 
requirements for a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report have been triggered pursuant 
to its certified regulatory program and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(b), and that a 
Subsequent Environmental Assessment (SEA), a substitute document allowed pursuant 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15252 and SCAQMD’s certified regulatory program, is 
appropriate; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff has prepared a Draft SEA pursuant to its 
certified regulatory program and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15251, 15252, and 15162, 
setting forth the potential environmental consequences of Proposed Amended Rule 1134 
and determined that the proposed project would have the potential to generate significant 
adverse environmental impacts after mitigation measures are applied; and 

WHEREAS, the Draft SEA was circulated for a 45-day public review and 
comment period, from January 29, 2019 to March 15, 2019, and four comment letters were 
received; and 

WHEREAS, the Draft SEA has been revised to include the comment letters 
received on the Draft Mitigated SEA and the responses, so that it is now a Final Mitigated 
SEA; and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the SCAQMD Governing Board review the 
Final SEA prior to its certification, to determine that it provides adequate information on 
the potential adverse environmental impacts that may occur as a result of adopting 
Proposed Amended Rule 1134, including the responses to the comments received relative 
to the Draft SEA; and 
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WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15252(a)(2)(A), 
significant adverse impacts were identified such that alternatives and mitigation measures 
are required for project approval; thus, a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, 
has been prepared; and 

WHEREAS, while mitigation measures are imposed to reduce significant 
impacts, no feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce or eliminate the 
significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts to less than significant levels; 
and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the SCAQMD prepare Findings pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, regarding potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels; and 

WHEREAS, Findings, a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a 
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan are included in Attachment 1 to this 
Resolution, which is attached and incorporated herein by reference; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board voting to adopt Proposed 
Amended Rule 1134 has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final 
SEA, including the responses to the comment letters, the Mitigation, Monitoring, and 
Reporting Plan, the Findings, the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and all other 
supporting documentation, prior to its certification, and has determined that the Final SEA, 
including the responses to the comment letters received, has been completed in compliance 
with CEQA; and 

WHEREAS, Proposed Amended Rule 1134 and supporting documentation, 
including but not limited to, the Final SEA, the Final Staff Report, and the Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment, were presented to the SCAQMD Governing Board and the SCAQMD 
Governing Board has reviewed and considered this information, as well as has taken and 
considered staff testimony and public comment prior to approving the project; and 

WHEREAS, the Final SEA reflects the independent judgment of the 
SCAQMD; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board finds and determines that all 
changes made in the Final SEA after the public notice of availability of the Draft SEA, 
were not substantial revisions and do not constitute significant new information within the 
meaning of CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 or 15088.5, because no new significant 
effects were identified, and no new project conditions or mitigation measures were added, 
and all changes merely clarify, amplify, or make insignificant modifications to the Draft 
SEA, and recirculation is therefore not required; and 
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WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board finds and determines, taking 
into consideration the factors in Section (d)(4)(D) of the Governing Board Procedures 
(codified as Section 30.5(4)(D)(i) of the Administrative Code), that the modifications to 
subdivision (b) and paragraphs (c)(3), (c)(6), (c)(21), (d)(4), (d)(6), (d)(9), and (f)(3) of 
Proposed Amended Rule 1134 since the notice of public hearing was published add clarity 
that meet the same air quality objective as the version of the rule proposed with the 30-day 
notice and are not so substantial as to significantly affect the meaning of the proposed 
amended rule within the meaning of Health and Safety Code Section 40726 because: (a) 
the changes do not impact emission reductions, (b) the changes do not affect the number 
or type of sources regulated by the rules, (c) the changes are consistent with the information 
contained in the notice of public hearing, and (d) the effects of Proposed Amended Rule 
1134 do not exceed the effects of the range of alternatives analyzed in the CEQA document; 
and   

WHEREAS, Proposed Amended Rule 1134 will be submitted for inclusion 
into the State Implementation Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff conducted a combined Public Workshop 
and CEQA Scoping regarding Proposed Amended Rule 1134 on December 18, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, 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; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that Proposed 
Amended Rule 1134 is needed to transition stationary gas turbines in the RECLAIM 
program to a command-and-control regulatory structure requiring Best Available Retrofit 
Control Technologies to reduce NOx emissions as directed by Control Measure CMB-05 
of the Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan and to implement BARCT for related 
sources; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board obtains its authority to adopt, 
amend or repeal rules and regulations from Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, 40000, 
40001, 40440, 40702, 40725 through 40728, and 41508; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that Proposed 
Amended Rule 1134 is written or displayed so that the meaning can be easily understood 
by the persons directly affected by it; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that Proposed 
Amended Rule 1134 is in harmony with and not in conflict with or contradictory to, 
existing statutes, court decisions, or state or federal regulations; and 
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WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that Proposed 
Amended Rule 1134 will not impose the same requirements as any existing state or federal 
regulations.  The amendments are necessary and proper to execute the powers and duties 
granted to, and imposed upon, SCAQMD; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board, in amending Rule 1134, 
references the following statutes which the SCAQMD hereby implements, interprets, or 
makes specific:  Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40702, 40406 
(BARCT), 40440(a), and 40725 through 40728.5, and Clean Air Act Section 172 (c)(1) 
(reasonably available control technology); and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment of Proposed Amended Rule 1134 is consistent with the 
March 17, 1989 Governing Board Socioeconomic Resolution for rule adoption; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment is consistent with the provisions of California Health 
and Safety Code Sections 40440.8, 40728.5, and 40920.6; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that Proposed 
Amended Rule 1134 will result in increased costs to the affected industries, yet are 
considered to be reasonable, with a total annualized cost as specified in the Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board finds and determines that 
SCAQMD staff identified additional control options, calculated the incremental cost-
effectiveness between each progressively more stringent option, and finds the more 
stringent control option exceeds the cost-effectiveness threshold established for this rule, 
and so was not selected; and  

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has actively considered the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment and has made a good faith effort to minimize such 
impacts; and 

WHEREAS, SCAQMD Rule 2002 – Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen 
(NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx) provides an option for facilities to remain in RECLAIM 
if they receive an Initial Determination to exit RECLAIM; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board directs staff to resolve NSR 
issues prior to forcing any facilities to exit out of RECLAIM; and   

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD specifies that the Planning and Rules Manager 
of Rule 1134 is the custodian of the documents or other materials which constitute the 
record of proceedings upon which the adoption of these proposed amendments is based, 
which are located at the South Coast Air Quality Management District, 21865 Copley 
Drive, Diamond Bar, California; and 
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WHEREAS, a public hearing has been properly noticed in accordance with 
the provisions of Health and Safety Code Section 40725 and 40440.5; and 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has held a public hearing in 
accordance with all applicable provisions of state and federal law; and 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Governing 
Board has considered the Final SEA for Proposed Amended Rule 1134 together with all 
comments received during the public review period, and, on the basis of the whole record 
before it, the SCAQMD Governing Board: 1) finds that the Final SEA, including responses 
to comments, was completed in compliance with CEQA and the SCAQMD’s Certified 
Regulatory Program, 2) finds that the Final SEA and all supporting documents  was 
presented to the SCAQMD Governing Board, whose members exercised their independent 
judgment and reviewed, considered and approved the information therein prior to acting 
on Proposed Amended Rule 1134, and 3) certifies the Final SEA; and  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Governing Board does 
hereby adopt Findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15093, and a Mitigation, 
Monitoring, and Reporting Plan pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, as required by CEQA, and which are included as 
Attachment F (Attachment 1 to the Resolution) and incorporated herein by reference; and  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Governing Board does 
hereby adopt, pursuant to the authority granted by law, Proposed Amended Rule 1134 as 
set forth in the attached, and incorporated herein by reference; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Governing Board 
requests that Proposed Amended Rule 1134 be submitted into the State Implementation 
Plan; and  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is hereby 
directed to forward a copy of this Resolution and Proposed Amended Rule 1134 to the 
California Air Resources Board for approval and subsequent submittal to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency for inclusion into the State Implementation Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DATE: _______________ ______________________________ 
 CLERK OF THE BOARDS 
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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Attachment 1 to the Governing Board Resolution for: 

Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions 

of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines 

Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation, Monitoring, and 

Reporting Plan 

SCAQMD No. 01292019RB 

State Clearinghouse No: 2016071006 

March 2019 

Executive Officer 

Wayne Nastri 

Deputy Executive Officer 

Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources 

Philip Fine, Ph.D. 

Assistant Deputy Executive Officer 

Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources 

Susan Nakamura 

Assistant Deputy Executive Officer 

Planning Rule Development and Area Sources 

Sarah Rees 

Author: Air Quality Specialist, CEQA 

Reviewed 

By: Program Supervisor, CEQA 

Chief Deputy Counsel 

Senior Deputy District Counsel 

Planning and Rules Manager 

Ryan Bañuelos 

Barbara Radlein 

Barbara Baird 

Mary Reichert 

Michael Morris 

Uyen-Uyen Vo Program Supervisor 

ATTACHMENT F



 

 

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: 
 

LISA BARTLETT 

Supervisor, Fifth District 

County of Orange 

BEN BENOIT 

Council Member, Wildomar 

Cities of Riverside County 

JOE BUSCAINO 

Council Member, 15th District 

City of Los Angeles Representative 

MICHAEL A. CACCIOTTI 

Council Member, South Pasadena 

Cities of Los Angeles County/Eastern Region 

JANICE HAHN 

Supervisor, Fourth District 

County of Los Angeles 
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INTRODUCTION 

As a result of control measure CMB-05 - Further NOx Reductions from RECLAIM Assessment, 

from the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (SCAQMD) Governing Board directed staff to begin the process of transitioning the 

current regulatory structure for facilities subject to SCAQMD Regulation XX – Regional Clean 

Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) for emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from to an 

equipment-based command-and-control regulatory structure per SCAQMD Regulation XI – 

Source Specific Standards.  SCAQMD staff conducted a programmatic analysis of the NOx 

RECLAIM equipment at each facility to determine if there are appropriate and up-to-date Best 

Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) NOx limits within existing SCAQMD 

command-and-control rules for all RECLAIM equipment.  This analysis concluded that command-

and-control rules would need to be adopted and/or amended to reflect current BARCT and provide 

implementation timeframes for achieving BARCT.  Consequently, SCAQMD staff determined 

that RECLAIM facilities should not exit RECLAIM unless their NOx emitting equipment is 

subject to an adopted BARCT rule. 

 

As such, SCAQMD staff has proposed amendments to Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of 

Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines.  Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 1134 applies to 

stationary gas turbines that are not subject to SCAQMD Rule 1135 – Emissions of Oxides of 

Nitrogen from Electricity Generating Facilities, or located at petroleum refineries.  Specifically, if 

adopted, PAR 1134 would:  1) expand its applicability to include stationary gas turbines that were 

not previously required to comply with Rule 1134; 2) update the NOx and ammonia emission 

limits for stationary gas turbines to comply with Best Available Retrofit Control Technology 

(BARCT); 3) establish new exemptions for low-use equipment, certain existing combined cycle 

gas turbines, and emergency standby gas turbines; 4) provide relief from having to comply with 

ammonia requirements for turbines that do not use ammonia for controlling NOx emissions; and 

5) revise existing exemptions to remove obsolete provisions.   

 

Implementation of the proposed project is estimated to reduce NOx emissions by 2.8 tons per day 

after implementation of the BARCT limits. 

PAR 1134 is considered a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.).  The SCAQMD, as Lead Agency for the 

proposed project, prepared a Subsequent Environmental Assessment (SEA) which analyzes the 

potential adverse environmental impacts that could be generated as a result of the proposed project.  

Analysis of the proposed project in the SEA indicated that while the project will reduce NOx 

emissions, complying with PAR 1134 may cause some facility operators to make physical 

modifications to their equipment in order to achieve compliance, and these activities may create 

secondary adverse environmental impacts in the topic area of hazards and hazardous materials.  

For example, in order to comply with the proposed emission limits, owners/operators may need to 

retrofit existing stationary gas turbines with air pollution control equipment (e.g., selective 

catalytic reduction (SCR) technology/system installations), or repowering or replacing existing 

stationary gas turbines.  

 

The SEA identified and analyzed activities associated with installing new or modifying existing 

air pollution control equipment, or repowering, or replacing existing stationary gas turbines in 

order to reduce NOx emissions.  Thus, the analysis in the SEA concluded that only the topic of 
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hazards and hazardous materials due to the storage and use of aqueous ammonia was identified 

has having potentially significant adverse impacts if the project is implemented. 

 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15252, mitigation measures are required to avoid or reduce 

any potential significant adverse impacts that a project might have on the environment.  As such, 

mitigation measures were crafted to reduce the severity of the potentially significant adverse 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts.  However, even after mitigation measures are applied, 

the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts cannot be fully mitigated to less than 

significant levels.  In addition, because there are remaining significant impacts to the topic of 

hazards and hazardous materials after mitigation measures are applied, project alternatives are also 

required.  An alternatives analysis was included in the Chapter 5 of the Final SEA; however, no 

project alternative was identified that would reduce these impacts to insignificance while achieving 

the project’s goals and objectives.  No other environmental topic areas were identified in the SEA 

as having potentially significant adverse impacts. 

 

A Draft SEA was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from January 29, 

2019 to March 15, 2019 and four comment letters were received.  Subsequent to release of the 

Draft SEA for public review and comment, minor modifications were made to PAR 1134.  Staff 

has reviewed the modifications to PAR 1134 and concluded that none of the revisions:  1) 

constitute significant new information; 2) constitute a substantial increase in the severity of an 

environmental impact; or 3) provide new information of substantial importance relative to the 

Draft SEA.  In addition, revisions to the proposed project in response to verbal or written comments 

during the rule development process would not create new, avoidable significant effects.  As a 

result, these revisions do not require recirculation of the Draft SEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15073.5 and 15088.5.  The Draft SEA has been revised to include the aforementioned 

modifications such that it is now the Final SEA.  The comment letters and responses relative to the 

Draft SEA have been included in Appendix G of the Final SEA. 

 

SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS WHICH CAN BE REDUCED BELOW A 

SIGNIFICANT LEVEL OR WERE CONCLUDED TO BE INSIGNIFICANT 

The Final SEA for PAR 1134 relies on the previous CEQA analysis in the March 2017 Final 

Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 2016 AQMP1.  As such, the Final SEA relies 

on the conclusions reached in that document as evidence for environmental areas where impacts 

were found not to be significant.  The previous CEQA document reviewed approximately 17 

environmental topic areas and analyzed whether the respective project would create potentially 

significant adverse impacts.  The analysis in the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 

AQMP concluded that significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts from the project 

are expected to occur after implementing mitigation measures for the following environmental 

topic areas:  1) aesthetics from increased glare and from the construction and operation of catenary 

lines and use of bonnet technology for ships; 2) construction air quality and GHGs; 3) energy (due 

to increased electricity demand); 4) hazards and hazardous materials due to:  (a) increased 

flammability of solvents; (b) storage, accidental release and transportation of ammonia; (c) storage 

and transportation of liquefied natural gas (LNG); and (d) proximity to schools; 5) hydrology 

(water demand); 6) construction noise and vibration; 7) solid construction waste and operational 

waste from vehicle and equipment scrapping; and, 8) transportation and traffic during construction 

                                                           
1 March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP:  http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-

scaqmd-projects/scaqmd-projects---year-2017 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/scaqmd-projects---year-2017
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/scaqmd-projects---year-2017
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and during operation on roadways with catenary lines and at the harbors.  It is important to note, 

however, that for these environmental topic areas, not all of the conclusions of significance are 

applicable to this currently proposed project, PAR 1134.  Table 1 summarizes the significant and 

unavoidable adverse environmental impacts identified in the March 2017 Final Program EIR and 

identifies which topic area applies to PAR 1134. 

 

Table 1 

Applicability of Significant Impacts Identified in the March 2017 Final Program EIR 

to Proposed Project (PAR 1134) 

CONCLUSION OF 

SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS IN 

MARCH 2017 FINAL 

PROGRAM EIR 

APPLICABLE 

TO/SIGNIFICANT 

FOR THE 

PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

(PAR 1134)? 

EXPLANATION 

Aesthetics from 

increased glare and 

from the construction 

and operation of 

catenary lines and use 

of bonnet technology 

for ships 

No 

This environmental topic area is not applicable to PAR  1134 

because neither catenary lines nor the use of bonnet 

technology for ships are applicable to  stationary gas turbines 

and the corresponding NOx emission controls (e.g., SCR 

technology).  Therefore, this conclusion is not applicable to 

the proposed project. 

Construction air quality 

and GHGs 
No 

These environmental topic areas are applicable to the 

proposed project.  The impacts for these environmental 

topics areas are analyzed in the SEA (see SEA pp. 4-3 to 4-

18 for construction air quality and GHGs), and the analysis 

concluded less than significant impacts. 

Energy due to increased 

electricity demand 
No 

While the use of SCR technology will require some 

electricity to operate, the amount of electricity that would be 

needed to install SCR technology for PAR 1134 would be 

less than significant.   

Hazards and hazardous 

materials due the 

increased flammability 

of solvents 

No 

Stationary gas turbines and the corresponding NOx emission 

controls (e.g. SCR technology) do not utilize solvents for 

their operation.  Therefore, this conclusion is not applicable 

to the proposed project. 

Hazards and hazardous 

materials due to the 

storage, accidental 

release and 

transportation of 

ammonia 

Yes 

This environmental topic area is applicable to the proposed 

project because SCR technology utilizes ammonia.  The 

impacts for this environmental topic area are analyzed in the 

Final SEA for PAR 1134 (see pp. 4-19 to 4-27).  The 

analysis concluded significant impacts for the storage and 

accidental release of ammonia and less than significant 

impacts for the transportation of ammonia.  

Hazards and hazardous 

materials due to the 

storage and 

transportation of LNG 

No 

Stationary gas turbines and the corresponding NOx emission 

controls (e.g. SCRs) do not utilize LNG for their operation.  

Therefore, this conclusion is not applicable to the proposed 

project. 

Hazards and hazardous 

materials due to 

proximity to schools 

Yes 

This conclusion is applicable to the proposed project because 

some of the affected facilities that are expected to install new 

SCR systems are located near schools.  The impacts for this 

environmental topic area are analyzed in the Final SEA for 

PAR 1134 (see pp. 4-19 to 4-27).  
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Table 1 (concluded) 

Applicability of Significant Impacts in March 2017 Final Program EIR 

to Proposed Project (PAR 1134)  

CONCLUSION OF 

SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS IN 

MARCH 2017 FINAL 

PROGRAM EIR 

APPLICABLE 

TO/SIGNIFICANT 

FOR THE 

PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

 (PAR 1134)? 

EXPLANATION 

Hydrology  

(water demand) 
No 

Stationary gas turbines and the corresponding NOx 

emission controls (e.g., SCR technology) do not utilize 

water for their operation.  Therefore, this conclusion is 

not applicable to the proposed project. 

Construction noise 

and vibration 
No 

While the construction activities associated with 

installing new SCR technology for affected stationary 

gas turbines may create some noise and vibration, the 

existing noise environment at each facility is typically 

dominated by noise from existing equipment on-site, 

vehicular traffic around the facilities, and trucks 

entering and existing facility premises.  Operation of 

the construction equipment would be expected to 

comply with all existing noise control laws and 

ordinances.  Further, since the facilities are located in 

industrial or commercial land use areas, the noise 

generated during construction will likely be 

indistinguishable from the background noise levels at 

the property line.  Therefore, the potential noise 

increases are expected to be within the allowable noise 

levels established by the local noise ordinances for 

industrial areas, and thus are expected to be less than 

significant.  

Solid construction 

waste and operational 

waste from vehicle 

and equipment 

scrapping 

No 

Vehicle scrapping is not applicable to stationary gas 

turbines and the corresponding NOx emission controls 

(e.g. SCR technology).  Therefore, this conclusion is 

not applicable to the proposed project. 

Transportation and 

traffic during 

construction and 

during operation on 

roadways with 

catenary lines and at 

the harbors 

No 

Catenary lines and the associated transportation and 

traffic impacts on roadways and at the harbors are not 

applicable to stationary gas turbines and the 

corresponding NOx emission controls (e.g., SCR 

technology).  Therefore, this conclusion is not 

applicable to the proposed project.  

 

PAR 1134 is expected to have:  1) significant effects that were not discussed in the previous March 

2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3)(A)); and 2) 

significant effects that were previously examined that will be substantially more severe than what 

was discussed in the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15162(a)(3)(B)).   
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As summarized in Table 1, the topic of hazards and hazardous materials is the only environmental 

topic area that would be affected by PAR 1134 due to the storage and use of aqueous ammonia in 

proximity to sensitive receptors at some affected facilities.  

 

Aside from the topic of hazards and hazardous materials due to the storage and use of aqueous 

ammonia, the conclusions reached for the other environmental topic areas in the Final SEA are 

consistent with the conclusions reached in the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP 

such that there would be no other significant adverse effects from the implementation of the 

proposed project.  Thus, the proposed project would either have no impact or less than significant 

direct or indirect adverse effects on the following environmental topic areas:   

• aesthetics 

• air quality and greenhouse gases 

• agriculture and forestry resources 

• biological resources 

• cultural resources 

• energy 

• geology and soils 

• hydrology and water quality 

• land use and planning 

• mineral resources 

• noise 

• population and housing 

• public services 

• recreation 

• solid and hazardous waste 

• transportation and traffic 

POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE REDUCED 

BELOW A SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

The Final SEA identified the topic of hazards and hazardous materials due to the storage and use 

of aqueous ammonia resulting from the installation of SCR systems as the only area that may be 

significantly adversely affected by the proposed project.  The analysis in the Final SEA also 

concluded that the hazards and hazardous materials impacts due to the proximity of facilities to 

schools (as well as other sensitive receptors) was entirely dependent upon whether the affected 

facilities would be expected to install SCR systems.  Further, the number of aqueous ammonia 

storage tanks to be installed per facility, the location of the tanks to be installed on each property 

relative to any nearby schools or other sensitive receptors, and the capacity of the storage tanks, 

all factor into the overarching conclusion of significant for hazards and hazardous materials due 

to the storage and use of aqueous ammonia needed for SCR systems.  
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If significant adverse environmental impacts are identified in a CEQA document, the CEQA 

document shall describe feasible measures that could minimize or eliminate the impacts of the 

proposed project.  SCR systems which require the use of ammonia are the most likely air pollution 

control equipment currently available on the market that is capable of reducing NOx emissions to 

the levels prescribed in PAR 1134.  Thus, the Final SEA identified the topic of hazards and 

hazardous materials due to the storage and use of aqueous ammonia for SCR systems as having 

potentially significant adverse impacts that cannot be reduced below a significant level. 

 

The Final SEA contains mitigation measures to address these potentially significant adverse 

impacts.  While it is entirely possible that individual facilities installing a SCR system may find 

that implementing the prescribed mitigation measures will effectively reduce or eliminate the risk 

of offsite consequences of exposure to aqueous ammonia to less than significant levels at the 

facility level, because of the varying operational needs and locations of the affected facilities that 

may install SCR systems and their proximity to sensitive receptors as a result of the proposed 

project, the Final SEA could not conclusively determine for every facility that installs one or more 

SCR systems that the significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts for the storage 

and use of aqueous ammonia would be able to be fully eliminated or reduced to less than significant 

levels.  For this reason, the Final SEA concluded that the hazards and hazardous materials impacts 

due to the storage and use of aqueous ammonia for SCR systems would remain significant if PAR 

1134 is implemented, even after mitigation measures are applied.   
 

FINDINGS 

Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a) state that no public 

agency shall approve or carry out a project for which a CEQA document has been completed which 

identifies one or more significant adverse environmental effects of the project unless the public 

agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, accompanied by 

a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding.  Additionally, the findings must be supported 

by substantial evidence in the record.  [CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(b)].  As stated in the Final 

SEA and summarized above, the proposed project has the potential to create significant adverse 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts for the storage and use of aqueous ammonia; therefore, 

findings are required.  The SCAQMD Governing Board, therefore, makes the following findings 

regarding the proposed project.  The findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record 

as explained in each finding.  These findings will be included in the record of project approval and 

will also be noted in the Notice of Decision.  The findings made by the SCAQMD Governing 

Board are based on the following significant adverse impact identified in the Final SEA. 

 

Based on the analysis, the potential location(s) of the aqueous ammonia storage tanks at some 

facilities and their proximity to sensitive receptors could potentially have a significant impact 

from hazards and hazardous materials that cannot be mitigated to insignificance. 

 

Finding and Explanation: 

As explained earlier, PAR 1134 is concluded to result in significant adverse hazards and hazardous 

materials impacts for the storage and use of aqueous ammonia.  The Governing Board finds that 

mitigation measures have been identified, but there are no feasible mitigation measures that would 

eliminate or reduce the aforementioned significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials 

impacts to less than significant levels.  No other feasible mitigation measures have been identified.  

CEQA defines "feasible" as "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
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reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological 

factors."  [Public Resources Code Section 21061.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15364].  

 

The Governing Board finds further that the Final SEA considered alternatives pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6, but aside from the No Project Alternative (identified as Alternative 

A in Chapter 5 of the Final SEA), there are no other alternatives that would reduce to insignificant 

levels the significant hazards and hazardous materials impacts identified for the proposed project 

and still achieve the objectives of the proposed project because under Alternative A, no facilities 

would have equipment meeting BARCT level equivalency. 

 

Conclusion 

The Governing Board finds that the findings required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a) are 

supported by substantial evidence in the record.  The administrative record for the CEQA 

document and adoption of PAR 1134 is maintained by the Office of Planning, Rule Development 

and Area Sources.  The record of approval for this project may be found in the SCAQMD’s Clerk 

of the Board’s Office located at SCAQMD headquarters in Diamond Bar, California. 

 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

If significant adverse impacts of a proposed project remain after incorporating mitigation measures 

or no measures or alternatives to mitigate the significant adverse impacts are identified, the lead 

agency must make a determination that the benefits of the project outweigh the unavoidable 

adverse environmental effects if it is to approve the project.  CEQA requires the decision-making 

agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, 

including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its 

unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project.  [CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15093(a)].  If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 

benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project 

outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may 

be considered “acceptable” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a)].  Accordingly, a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations regarding the potentially significant adverse operational NOx air 

quality impacts resulting from the proposed project has been prepared.  This Statement of 

Overriding Considerations is included as part of the record of the project approval for the proposed 

project.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(c), the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations will also be noted in the Notice of Decision for the proposed project. 

 

Despite incorporating mitigation measures into the proposed project, the mitigation measures 

cannot reduce or eliminate the potentially significant adverse hazards and hazardous material 

impacts to a level of insignificance; the SCAQMD's Governing Board finds that the following 

benefits and considerations outweigh the significant unavoidable adverse environmental impacts: 

 

1. The analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts incorporates a “worst-case” approach.  

This entails the premise that whenever the analysis requires that assumptions be made, those 

assumptions that result in the greatest adverse impacts are typically chosen.  The analysis in 

the Final SEA contained conservative assumptions that the implementation of PAR 1134 

would result in multiple facilities installing one or more SCR systems with an accompanying 

ammonia storage tank even though each facility could consider other factors (e.g., age of the 

stationary gas turbine, cost, etc.) and instead, some facilities with applicable stationary gas 

turbines, could replace an entire turbine with new equipment capable of meeting the NOx 
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emission limits without needing a SCR system.  The analysis in the Final SEA also assumed 

that for any facility anticipated to install multiple SCR systems, one ammonia storage tank 

with a sufficient capacity to service all SCR systems would also be installed.  Depending on 

the quantity of aqueous ammonia that may be needed for each SCR system, the locations of 

each SCR system and aqueous ammonia tank, the availability of space at each facility, and/or 

cost, multiple, smaller aqueous ammonia storage tanks could be installed instead of one large 

ammonia storage tank.  However, to conduct a “worst-case” analysis of the potential for 

creating significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts from the catastrophic 

failure of an aqueous ammonia storage tank, the largest sized aqueous ammonia tank and the 

distance of each aqueous ammonia tank to nearby sensitive receptors was relied upon to 

determine whether the toxic endpoint (calculated using EPA RMP*Comp) would create a 

significant offsite consequence.  In the analysis, the EPA RMP*Comp model only has the 

capability of evaluating the hazard potential of 20 percent aqueous ammonia.  Therefore, the 

potentially significant adverse impacts from the storage and use aqueous ammonia was 

evaluated based on the 20 percent aqueous ammonia.  However, to minimize the hazards 

associated with using aqueous ammonia, it is the policy of the SCAQMD to require the use of 

19 percent by volume aqueous ammonia in air pollution control equipment for the following 

reasons:  1) 19 percent aqueous ammonia does not travel as a dense gas like anhydrous 

ammonia; and 2) 19 percent aqueous ammonia is not on any acutely hazardous materials lists 

unlike anhydrous ammonia or aqueous ammonia at higher percentages.  As such, SCAQMD 

staff does not typically issue permits for the use of anhydrous ammonia or aqueous ammonia 

in concentrations higher than 19 percent by volume for use in SCR systems.  Thus, the offsite 

consequence analysis for an aqueous ammonia release at a 20 percent concentration likely 

overestimates the risk.   

2. Although the prescribed mitigation measures may be able to reduce or eliminate the hazards 

and hazardous impacts to levels of insignificance at some individual facilities, because of the 

varying operational needs and locations of the affected facilities that may install SCR systems 

and their proximity to sensitive receptors as a result of the proposed project, the Final SEA 

could not conclusively determine for every facility that installs a SCR system that each one 

would be able to fully eliminate or reduce the significant adverse hazards and hazardous 

materials impacts for the storage and use of aqueous ammonia to less than significant levels.  

At the time each affected facility submits an application for a Permit to Construct for a SCR 

system and corresponding aqueous ammonia storage tank in response to the proposed project, 

SCAQMD staff will evaluate each facility-specific project to determine if the project is covered 

by the analysis in the Final SEA and whether the mitigation measures could reduce or fully 

eliminate the hazards or hazardous materials impacts to less than significant levels.  In the 

event that the evaluation of the application for a Permit to Construct for a SCR system and 

corresponding aqueous ammonia storage tank does not conform to the analysis in the Final 

SEA, an additional facility-specific CEQA analysis may be required. 

3. Although the hazards and hazardous materials impacts are shown to be significant from the 

implementation of PAR 1134, only the use and storage of aqueous ammonia for SCR systems 

is expected to be significant.  The Final SEA concluded that the potential impacts due to an 

accidental release of aqueous ammonia from transportation and delivery activities is less than 

significant. 
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4. Although the proposed project could result in significant adverse hazards and hazardous 

materials impacts from the storage and use of aqueous ammonia, overall implementation of 

the proposed project will achieve substantial NOx emission reductions and improve air quality; 

thus, providing human health benefits by reducing population exposures to existing NOx 

emissions.  Based on regional modeling analyses performed for the 2016 AQMP, 

implementing control measures contained in the 2016 AQMP, in addition to the air quality 

benefits of the existing rules, is anticipated to bring the District into attainment with all national 

and most state ambient air quality standards.  The 2016 AQMP also predicts to achieving the 

ozone 8-hour standard by 2023. 

5. The Governor approved Assembly Bill (AB) 617 on July 26, 2017, which addresses non-

vehicular air pollution including criteria pollutants and TACs.  AB 617 is a companion 

legislation to approved AB 398, which extends California’s cap-and-trade program for 

reducing GHG emissions from stationary sources.  AB 398 requires Air Districts to develop 

by January 1, 2019 an expedited schedule for the implementation of BARCT by December 31, 

2023 for cap-and-trade facilities.  A subset of the affected facilities will be subject to the 

requirements of ABs 617 and 398.  The implementation of the proposed project would achieve 

BARCT level equivalency for these stationary gas turbines.   

The SCAQMD’s Governing Board finds that the aforementioned considerations outweigh the 

unavoidable significant effects to the environment as a result of the proposed project.  

 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PLAN 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15252, mitigation measures are required to avoid or reduce 

any potential significant adverse impacts that a project might have on the environment.  As such, 

mitigation measures were crafted to reduce the severity of the potentially significant adverse 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts.  When making findings as required by Public Resources 

Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the lead agency must adopt a reporting 

or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of 

project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.  [Public 

Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(a)].  Although SCAQMD 

identified mitigation measures that may be effective in reducing or eliminating the significant 

adverse impacts from hazards and hazardous materials due to the storage and use of aqueous 

ammonia at individual facilities, because of the varying operational needs and locations of the 

affected facilities that may install SCR systems and their proximity to sensitive receptors as a result 

of the proposed project, the Final SEA could not conclusively determine for every facility that 

installs a SCR system that they would be able to fully eliminate or reduce the significant adverse 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts for the storage and use of aqueous ammonia to less than 

significant levels.  For this reason, the Final SEA concluded that the hazards and hazardous 

materials impacts due to the storage and use of aqueous ammonia needed for operation of SCR 

systems would remain significant if PAR 1134 is implemented, even after mitigation measures are 

applied.  Thus, a mitigation, monitoring, and reporting plan has been developed for PAR 1134. 

 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(a), the lead agency shall adopt a program for 

monitoring or reporting for the revisions to the project which it has required and the measures it 

has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.  To fulfill this requirement, the 

SCAQMD has developed this Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan to address the 

mitigation measures required for the significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts 
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that may result from implementing PAR 1134.  Each operator of any facility required to comply 

with this Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan shall keep records onsite of applicable 

compliance activities to demonstrate the steps taken to assure compliance with all of the mitigation 

measures, as applicable. 

 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts Due to Storage and Use of Aqueous Ammonia 

 

Impacts Summary:  The ongoing storage and handling of aqueous ammonia at facilities 

affected by PAR 1134 could create a significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials 

impact to the public due to the possibility for an accidental spill and release of aqueous 

ammonia, which could create a potential risk for an offsite public and sensitive receptor 

exposure.   

 

Ammonia, though not a carcinogen, is a chronic and acutely hazardous material.  Located on 

the Safety Data Sheet (SDS) for aqueous ammonia (19 percent by weight), the hazards ratings 

are as follows: health is rated 3 (highly hazardous), flammability is rated 1 (slight), and 

reactivity is rated 0 (none).  Therefore, an increase in the use of aqueous ammonia in response 

to the proposed project may increase the current existing risk setting associated with deliveries 

(i.e., truck and road accidents) and onsite or offsite spills for each facility that currently uses, 

will begin to use, or will increase the use of ammonia.  Exposure to a toxic gas cloud is the 

potential hazard associated with this type of control equipment.  A toxic gas cloud is the release 

of a volatile chemical such as anhydrous ammonia that could form a cloud and migrate off-

site, thus exposing individuals.  Anhydrous ammonia is heavier than air such that when 

released into the atmosphere, it would form a cloud at ground level rather than be dispersed.  

“Worst-case” conditions tend to arise when very low wind speeds coincide with the accidental 

release, which can allow the chemicals to accumulate rather than disperse.  Possible sources of 

potential aqueous ammonia releases include aqueous ammonia delivery trucks and aqueous 

ammonia storage tanks.   

 

In addition, the shipping, handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials inherently 

poses a certain risk of a release to the environment.  Thus, the routine transport of hazardous 

materials, use, and disposal of hazardous materials may increase as a result of implementing 

the proposed project.  Further, if a facility installs air pollution control technology that utilizes 

ammonia, such as SCR systems, the proposed project may alter the transportation modes for 

feedstock and products to/from the existing facilities such as aqueous ammonia and catalyst.  

It is important to note, however, that the Final SEA only identified the storage and use of 

aqueous ammonia has having potentially significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials 

impacts requiring mitigation measures.  Further, the Final SEA also concluded that the routine 

transport and disposal of hazardous materials would have less than significant hazards and 

hazardous materials impacts, such that mitigation measures were not required for this activity. 

 

To the extent that a facility would need to install a new aqueous ammonia storage tank as part 

of the proposed project, the implementation of mitigation measures HZ-1 through HZ-6 would 

be expected to prevent a catastrophic release of aqueous ammonia from leaving a facility’s 

property and exposing offsite sensitive receptors, thus, somewhat reducing a potential 

significant hazards and hazardous materials impact due to storage and use of aqueous 

ammonia.  The analysis conducted in the Final SEA made a conservative assumption that some 

of the facilities’ affected by the proposed project would likely retrofit their stationary gas 
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turbines with a SCR system which would require an ammonia storage tank for operation.  

Although the mitigation measures would reduce the potential impacts for hazards and 

hazardous materials for facilities choosing to install a SCR system with an accompanying 

aqueous ammonia storage tank, without knowing the exact location of each storage tank, 

number of ammonia storage tanks and/or corresponding size of the ammonia storage tank at 

each facility; it is still conservatively estimated that the proposed project will result in 

significant impacts of hazards and hazardous materials through the storage and use of aqueous 

ammonia. 

 

Current SCAQMD practice typically does not allow the use of anhydrous ammonia for air 

pollution control equipment.  Further, to minimize the hazards associated with using ammonia 

for air pollution control technology, it is the permitting practice of the SCAQMD to typically 

require the use of 19 percent by volume aqueous ammonia in air pollution control equipment 

for the following reasons:  1) 19 percent aqueous ammonia does not travel as a dense gas like 

anhydrous ammonia; and 2) 19 percent aqueous ammonia is not on any acutely hazardous 

material lists unlike anhydrous ammonia or aqueous ammonia at higher percentages.  As such, 

SCAQMD staff does not typically issue permits for the use of anhydrous ammonia or aqueous 

ammonia in concentrations higher than 19 percent by volume for use in SCR systems.  As a 

result, this impact summary focuses on the use of 19 percent by volume aqueous ammonia.  

Thus, because aqueous ammonia (at 19 percent by weight) would be typically required for any 

permits issued for the installation of air pollution control equipment that utilize ammonia and 

because MMHZ-1 requires the use of aqueous ammonia at a concentration less than or equal 

to 19 percent by volume, hazards from toxic clouds are expected to be lessened when compared 

to higher concentrations of ammonia.  As a practical matter, the actual concentration that is 

typically utilized is a solution of 19 percent aqueous ammonia, which contains approximately 

81 percent water.  Due to the high water content, aqueous ammonia is not considered to be 

flammable.  Thus, heat-related hazard impacts such as fires, explosions, and boiling liquid-

expanding vapor explosion (BLEVE) are not expected to occur from the increased delivery, 

storage and use of aqueous ammonia as part of implementing the proposed project.   

 

Further, the accidental release of ammonia from a delivery and use is a localized event (i.e., 

the release of ammonia would only affect the receptors that are within the zone of the toxic 

endpoint).  The accidental release from offloading aqueous ammonia during a delivery would 

also be temporally limited in the fact that deliveries are not likely to be made at the same time 

in the same area and the safety devices required as part of MMHZ-2 further reduce the 

likelihood of an accidental release.  Based on these limitations, it is assumed that an accidental 

release would be limited to a single delivery at a single facility at a time.  In addition, it is 

unlikely that an accidental release from both a delivery truck and the stationary storage tank 

would result in more than the amount evaluated in the catastrophic release of the storage tank 

because the level of ammonia in the storage tanks would be low or else the delivery trip would 

not be necessary.  In addition, implementation of MMHZ-4 (grating covered trench) and 

MMHZ-5 (underground gravity drain) would further reduce the impact from an accidental 

release during the delivery and transfer of aqueous ammonia to the storage tank. 

 

A hazard analysis is dependent on several parameters about the potential hazard such as the 

capacity of the aqueous ammonia storage tank, the concentration of the aqueous ammonia, 

meteorological conditions, location of nearest receptor, and the dimensions of secondary 

containment, if any.  If a facility were to install a new aqueous ammonia tank to supply 
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additional aqueous ammonia needed to support to a new SCR system and the effects of an 

offsite consequence from an accidental release of aqueous ammonia due to a tank rupture was 

analyzed using the EPA RMP*Comp (Version 1.07) model which did not result in a significant 

hazards impact to sensitive receptors, the facility operator would not be required to implement 

the following feasible mitigation measures.  However, if the analysis were to determine a 

significant hazards impact to sensitive receptors (such as in this Final SEA), the facility 

operator would be required at a minimum to implement the following feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the severity of the impacts and prevent a catastrophic release of aqueous 

ammonia from leaving a facility’s property.   

 

Mitigation Measures:  The following mitigation measures are required for any facility whose 

operators choose to install a new aqueous ammonia storage tank and the offsite consequence 

analysis indicates that sensitive receptors will be located within the toxic endpoint distance.  

SCAQMD staff will conduct a CEQA evaluation of each facility-specific project proposed in 

response to the proposed project and determine if the project is covered by the analysis in this 

Final SEA.  In addition, these mitigation measures will be included in a mitigation monitoring 

and reporting plan as part of issuing SCAQMD permits to construct for the facility-specific 

project.  The mitigation measures will be enforceable by SCAQMD personnel. 

 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

HZ-1 Require the use of aqueous ammonia at concentrations less than or equal to 19 percent 

by volume for all facilities regulated by Rule 1134. 

 

HZ-2 Install safety devices, including but not limited to:  continuous tank level monitors (e.g., 

high and low level), temperature and pressure monitors, leak monitoring and detection 

system, alarms, check valves, and emergency block valves. 

 

HZ-3 Install secondary containment such as dikes and/or berms to capture 110 percent or 

more of the storage tank volume in the event of a spill. 

 

HZ-4 Install a grating-covered trench around the perimeter of the delivery bay to passively 

contain potential spills from the tanker truck during the transfer of aqueous ammonia 

from the delivery truck to the storage tank. 

 

HZ-5 Equip the truck loading/unloading area with an underground gravity drain that flows to 

a large on-site retention basin to provide sufficient ammonia dilution to minimize the 

offsite hazards impacts to the maximum extent feasible in the event of an accidental 

release during transfer of aqueous ammonia. 

 

HZ-6 Install tertiary containment that is capable of evacuating 110 percent or more of the 

storage tank volume from the secondary containment area. 

 

Implementing Parties:  The SCAQMD’s Governing Board finds that implementing the 

mitigation measures HZ-1 through HZ-6 is the responsibility of the owner, operator, or agent 

of each affected facility who submits a permit application to comply with the proposed project. 
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Implementation Mechanism:  Mitigation measures HZ-1 through HZ-6 shall be included as 

a condition in the SCAQMD Permit to Construct and Permit to Operate.  Further, all 

information required as part of this Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan shall be 

provided by the owner, operator or agent of the affected facility at the time when an applicant 

submits a permit application.  

 

Monitoring Agency:  The SCAQMD’s Governing Board finds that through its discretionary 

authority to issue and enforce permits for this project and to implement conditions to prevent 

an air pollution nuisance, the SCAQMD will ensure compliance with mitigation measures HZ-

1 through HZ-6.  Mitigation, monitoring, and reporting (MMR) will be accomplished as 

follows: 

 

MMRHZ-1 All aqueous ammonia used and stored onsite shall be at a concentration 

of less than 19 percent by volume. 

Each facility operator shall ensure the concentration of aqueous ammonia used and stored 

onsite is less than 19 percent by volume.  The percent by volume of aqueous ammonia shall 

be posted on the aqueous ammonia tank at all times.  The SCAQMD may conduct 

inspections of the site to verify compliance.  

 

MMRHZ-2: Safety devices shall be installed on all equipment associated with the 

use and storage of aqueous ammonia, to the extent feasible. 

At the time of submitting an application for a Permit to Construct for an aqueous ammonia 

storage tank each facility operator shall submit a list of all safety devices installed.  Safety 

devices may include, but are not limited to: continuous tank level monitors (e.g., high and 

low level), temperature and pressure monitors, leak monitoring and detection system, 

alarms, check valves, and emergency block valves.  Once the aqueous ammonia storage 

tank becomes operational, each facility operator shall ensure all safety devices are 

maintained and are functioning properly.  All maintenance records shall be kept onsite from 

the initiation of operations.  

 

MMRHZ-3: All facility operators shall install a secondary containment system such 

as a dike or berm to capture 110 percent or more of the aqueous 

ammonia storage tank volume in the event of a spill.  

At the time of submitting an application for a Permit to Construct for an aqueous ammonia 

storage tank each facility operator shall submit plans for a secondary containment system 

to capture 110 percent or more of the aqueous ammonia storage tank volume in the event 

of a spill.  Secondary containment systems may include, but are not limited to: a dike or 

berm.  Once the aqueous ammonia storage tank becomes operational, each facility operator 

shall ensure all secondary containment systems are maintained, free of detritus, and are 

functioning properly.  All maintenance records shall be kept onsite from the initiation of 

operations.  

 

MMRHZ-4: All facility operators shall install a grating-covered trench around the 

perimeter of the aqueous ammonia delivery bay to passively contain 

potential spills from the tanker truck during the transfer of aqueous 

ammonia from the delivery truck to the storage tank. 
At the time of submitting an application for a Permit to Construct for an aqueous ammonia 

storage tank each facility operator shall submit plans for installation of a grating covered 
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trench around the perimeter of the delivery bay to passively contain spills from the tanker 

truck during the transfer of aqueous ammonia from the delivery truck to the aqueous 

ammonia storage tank.  Once the aqueous ammonia storage tank becomes operational, each 

facility operator shall ensure the grating-covered trench is maintained, free of detritus, and 

is functioning properly.  All maintenance records shall be kept onsite from the initiation of 

operations.  

 

MMRHZ-5: All facility operators shall equip the truck loading/unloading area with 

an underground gravity drain that flows to a large on-site retention 

basin to provide sufficient ammonia dilution to minimize the offsite 

hazards impacts to the maximum extent feasible in the event of an 

accidental release during transfer of aqueous ammonia.  

At the time of submitting an application for a Permit to Construct for an aqueous ammonia 

storage tank, each facility operator shall submit plans for installation of an underground 

gravity drain that flows to a large on-site retention basin to provide sufficient ammonia 

dilution to minimize the offsite hazards impacts to the maximum extent feasible in the 

event of an accidental release during transfer of aqueous ammonia.  Once the aqueous 

ammonia storage tank becomes operational, each facility operator shall ensure the 

underground gravity drain is maintained, free of detritus, and is functioning properly.  All 

maintenance records shall be kept onsite from the initiation of operations.  

 

MMRHZ-6: All facility operators shall install a tertiary containment system capable 

of evacuating 110 percent or more of the aqueous ammonia storage 

tank volume from the secondary containment area. 

At the time of submitting an application for a Permit to Construct for an aqueous ammonia 

storage tank each facility operator shall submit plans for a tertiary containment system to 

capture 110 percent or more of the aqueous ammonia storage tank volume from the 

secondary containment area in the event of a spill.  Once the aqueous ammonia storage 

tank becomes operational, each facility operator shall ensure all tertiary containment 

systems are maintained, free of detritus, and are functioning properly.  All maintenance 

records shall be kept onsite from the initiation of operations.  

 

CONCLUSION 

Based on a “worst-case” analysis, the potential adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts 

from the adoption and implementation of PAR 1134 is considered significant and unavoidable.  

Some feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would somewhat reduce the level of 

significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with implementing the 

PAR 1134; however, the mitigation measures cannot be guaranteed to reduce the entire project to 

less than significant levels.  Further, no project alternatives have been identified that would reduce 

these impacts to insignificance while achieving the project’s goals and objectives of NOx 

emissions reductions and BARCT level equivalency.  



ATTACHMENT G 

PAR 1134 - 1 

(Adopted August 4, 1989)(Amended December 7, 1995) 
(Amended April 11, 1997)(Amended August 8, 1997) 

(PAR 1134 April 5, 2019) 

 

PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1134. EMISSIONS OF OXIDES OF 
NITROGEN FROM STATIONARY GAS TURBINES 

(a) Purpose 

The purpose of this rule is to reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from 

stationary gas turbines. 

(b) Applicability 

The provisions of this rule shall apply to all existing stationary gas turbines, 0.3 

megawatt (MW) and larger, as of August 4, 1989.  This rule does not apply to 

stationary gas turbines subject to: Rule 1135 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen 

from Electricity Generating Facilities;, located at petroleum refineries, landfills, or 

publicly owned treatment works;, or fueled by landfill gas. 

(bc) Definitions 

(1) ANNUAL CAPACITY FACTOR is the ratio between the measured heat 

input (in MMBTU) from fuel consumption to a stationary gas turbine during 

a calendar year and the potential heat input (in MMBTU) to the stationary 

gas turbine had it been operated for 8,760 hours during a calendar year at 

the permitted heat input rating, expressed as a percent.   

 CHEMICAL PROCESSING GAS TURBINE UNIT is a gas turbine unit 

that vents its exhaust gases into the operating stream of a chemical process. 

(2) COGENERATION CYCLE GAS TURBINE UNIT is a gas turbine that 

operates both for the simultaneous production of shaft work and for the 

recovery of useful thermal energy from the exhaust gases or waste steam as 

defined by Section 25134 of the California Public Resources Code which is 

designed to generate electricity and useful heat energy at the same time 

(combined heat and power). 

(3) COMBINED CYCLE GAS TURBINE UNIT is a gas turbine, including 

cogeneration gas turbines, unit that operates both for the production of 

electrical energy from shaft work and the useful energy produced from heat 

recovered from its exhaust gases recovers heat from the gas turbine exhaust 
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gases for use in a heat recovery steam generator to generate additional 

electricity. 

(4) COMPRESSOR GAS TURBINE is a stationary gas turbine used to 

transport gases or liquids in a pipeline. 

(5) DUCT BURNER is a device located in the heat recovery steam generator of 

a gas turbine that combusts fuel and adds heat energy to the turbine exhaust to 

increase the output of the heat recovery steam generator. 

(46) EMERGENCY STANDBY GAS TURBINE UNIT is a gas turbine unit that 

operates only as a mechanical or electrical power source for a facility when 

the primary power source has been rendered inoperable, except it may not 

be used for due to power interruption pursuant to an interruptible power 

supply agreement.  This does not include utility company electrical power 

plant units. 

(5) EMISSION CONTROL PLAN is a plan that shall contain at a minimum 

District permit or identification number; name of gas turbine manufacturer; 

model designation; rated brake horsepower; heat rate (BTU/KW-HR), 

corrected to the HHV for each type of fueling (liquid/gas); type of liquid 

fuel and/or type of gaseous fuel; hours of operation in the previous one-year 

period; fuel consumption (cubic feet of gas or gallons of liquid) for the 

previous one-year period; and a list of all gas turbine units required to be 

controlled identifying the type of emission control to be applied to such gas 

turbine units along with documentation showing existing emissions of NOx 

and CO. 

(67) EXHAUST AFTER-TREATMENT means is a control method for the post-

combustion reduction of NOx emissions, such as selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR). 

(78) EXISTING GAS TURBINE UNIT is a stationary gas turbine unit that is 

located at a non-RECLAIM NOx facility and met the following criteria prior 

to August 4, 1989: 

(A) Had been issued a valid permit to construct or operate by the 

DistrictSCAQMD, or 

(B) Was in operation pursuant to the provisions of District SCAQMD 

Rule 219(b)(1). 

(9) FORMER RECLAIM NOx FACILTY is a facility, or any of its successors, 

that was in the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) as of 

January 5, 2018, as established in Regulation XX, that has received a final 
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determination notification from the Executive Officer or the owner or 

operator opts-out of RECLAIM, and is no longer in the RECLAIM 

program.  

(8) HHV - HIGHER HEATING VALUE OF FUEL. 

(10) LANDFILL is an entire disposal facility in a contiguous geographical space 

where solid waste is placed in or on land.  A landfill may be active, inactive, 

or closed. 

(9) LHV - LOWER HEATING VALUE OF FUEL. 

(10) PEAKING GAS TURBINE UNIT is a gas turbine unit that is used 

intermittently to produce energy on a demand basis. 

(11) NATURAL GAS is a mixture of gaseous hydrocarbons, with at least 80 

percent methane (by volume), and of pipeline quality, such as the gas sold 

or distributed by any utility company regulated by the California Public 

Utilities Commission. 

(12) NON-RECLAIM NOx FACILITY is a facility, or any of its successors, that 

was not in the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market as of January 5, 2018, 

as established in Regulation XX.   

(13) OXIDES OF NITROGEN (NOx) EMISSIONS is the sum of nitric oxides 

and nitrogen dioxides emitted, collectively expressed as nitrogen dioxide 

emissions. 

(14) OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF is as defined in 40 CFR, Part 55 – Outer 

Continental Shelf Air Regulations. 

(15) PETROLEUM REFINERY is a facility identified by the North American 

Industry Classification System Code 324110, Petroleum Refineries. 

(11) PIPELINE GAS TURBINE UNIT is a stationary gas turbine unit used to 

transport gases or liquids in a pipeline. 

(1216) POWER AUGMENTATION is the increase in the gas turbine shaft output 

and/or the decrease in gas turbine fuel consumption by the addition of 

energy recovered from exhaust heat. 

(17) PUBLICLY OWNED TREATMENT WORKS are wastewater treatment or 

reclamation plants owned and operated by a public entity, including all 

operations within the boundaries of the wastewater and sludge treatment 

plant. 

(18) PRODUCED GAS is made up of organic compounds that are gaseous at 

standard temperature and pressure and are associated with the production, 

gathering, separation, or processing of crude oil. 
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(1319) RATING OF A GAS TURBINE UNITis the continuous MW (megawatt) 

rating or mechanical equivalent by a manufacturer for a gas turbine unit(s) 

without power augmentation. 

(20) RECLAIM NOx FACILITY is a facility or its successor that was in the 

Regional Clean Air Incentives Market as of January 5, 2018, as established 

in Regulation XX and is still in RECLAIM on the relevant date. 

(2114) SEWAGE DIGESTER GAS is any gas derived from anaerobic 

decomposition of organic sewage. 

(221)  SHUTDOWN is the time period that begins when a stationary gas turbine 

reduces load and which ends in a period of zero fuel flow, or as otherwise 

defined in the SCAQMD permit to operate. 

(232) SIMPLE CYCLE GAS TURBINE is any stationary combustion turbine that 

does not recover heat from the combustion turbine exhaust gases to heat 

water or generate steam. 

(243)  START-UP is the time period that begins when a stationary gas turbine 

combusts fuel after a period of zero fuel flow and which ends when the 

stationary gas turbine generates electricity for sale or for any other purpose 

including on-site use, or as otherwise defined in the SCAQMD permit to 

operate. 

(15) SOUTHEAST DESERT AIR BASIN (SEDAB) means the portion of the 

air basin containing specific desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and 

San Bernardino counties, as defined in Title 17, California Code of 

Regulations, Section 60109, within the jurisdiction of the District. 

(16254)STATIONARY GAS TURBINE UNIT is any gas turbine unit that is gas 

and/or liquid fueled with or without power augmentation.  This gas turbine 

unit is either attached to a foundation at a facility or is portable equipment 

operated at a specific facility for more than 90 days in any 12-month 

periodthat will reside at the same location for more than 12 consecutive 

months.  Two or more gas turbines units powering one shaft shall be treated 

as one gas turbine unit. 

(17265)THERMAL STABILIZATION PERIOD is the two-hour start up time 

necessary for NOx control purposes in cogeneration cycle, combined cycle, 

or any other applicable stationary gas turbines units. 

(276) TUNING is adjusting, optimizing, rebalancing, or other similar operations 

to a stationary gas turbine or an associated control device or otherwise as 
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defined in the SCAQMD permit to operate.  Tuning does not include normal 

operations to meet load fluctuations. 

(cd) Emissions Limitations 

(1) Until the existing gas turbine operates in compliance with subparagraph 

(d)(3), but no later than December 31, 2023, The the owner or operator of 

any existing stationary gas turbine unit shall not operate such unit under 

load conditions, excluding the thermal stabilization period or other time 

period specified in the Permit to Construct or the Permit to Operate issued 

prior to August 4, 1989, which result in the discharge of oxides of nitrogen 

(NOx) emissions, directly or indirectly, into the atmosphere at 

concentrations in excess of the following as measured pursuant to 

subdivision (ef):  

Compliance e Limit   Limit   Referenc   
EFF

25%
=   

Where: 

Compliance Limit = allowable NOx emissions (ppm by 

volume). 

Reference Limit = the NOx emission limit (ppm by 

volume) is corrected to 15 percent 

oxygen on a dry basis, and averaged 

over 15 consecutive minutes.  These 

limits for various megawatt ratings 

(continuous rating by the manufacturer 

without power augmentation) are as 

follows: 

 

REFERENCE NOx LIMITS, PPM 
 

Unit Stationary Gas Turbine Size 
Megawatt (MW) Rating 

Effective 
12-31-95 

0.3 to Less Than 2.9 MW 25 

2.9 to Less Than 10.0 MW 9 

2.9 to Less Than 10.0 MW 
No SCR 

15 

10.0 MW and Over 9 
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10.0 MW and Over 
No SCR 

12 

60 MW and Over Combined Cycle 
No SCR 

15 

60 MW and Over Combined Cycle 9 

 Effective 

4/11/97 

2.9 to Less Than 10.0 MW Utilizing 

Fuel Containing a Minimum of 60% 

Sewage Digester Gas by Volume on 

a Daily Average 

25 

And, 
EFF = 3413 x 100% 
  Actual Heat Rate at Higher Heat Value (HHV) of Fuel 

(BTU/KW-HR) 

or, 
EFF = (Manufacturer’s Rated Efficiency at          LHV 

Lower Heating Value (LHV))                    HHV 

  

or 

EFF = the demonstrated percent efficiency of the gas turbine unit 

only as calculated without consideration of any downstream 

energy recovery from the actual heat rate, (BTU/KW HR) or 

1.34 BTU/HP; corrected to the HHV (higher heating value) 

of the fuel, as measured at peak load for that facility; or the 

manufacturer's continuous rated percent efficiency 

(manufacturer's rated efficiency) of the gas turbine unit after 

correction from LHV (lower heating value) to the HHV of 

the fuel, whichever efficiency is higher.  The value of EFF 

shall not be less than 25 percent.  Gas turbines units with 

lower efficiencies will be assigned a 25 percent efficiency for 

this calculation. 

(2) The operator of any existing gas turbine unit subject to this rule shall also 

be subject to Regulation XIII if carbon monoxide (CO) emissions increase 

as a result of the application of NOx controls. 

(3) Notwithstanding the exemptions contained in Rule 2001 – Applicability,  

Table I  – Rules Not Applicable to RECLAIM Facilities for Requirements 

X 
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Pertaining to NOx Emissions, on and after January 1, 2024, or when required 

by a permit to operate, whichever occurs first, the owner or operator of any 

stationary gas turbine, excluding compressor gas turbines, shall not operate 

such unit under load conditions, excluding start-up, shutdown, and tuning 

periods, which result in the discharge of NOx and ammonia emissions, 

directly or indirectly, into the atmosphere at concentrations in excess of the 

following emissions limits listed in Table I.   

 

Table I: Emissions Limits for Stationary Gas Turbines 

(Corrected to 15% oxygen on a dry basis) 

Fuel Type NOx 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv) 

Liquid Fuel – Turbines Located on Outer Continental Shelf  30 5 

Natural Gas – Combined Cycle Turbine 2 5 

Natural Gas – Simple Cycle Turbine 2.5 5 

Produced Gas 9 5 

Produced Gas – Turbines Located on Outer Continental Shelf  15 5 

Other 12.5 5 

 

(4) Notwithstanding the exemptions contained in Rule 2001 – Applicability,  Table I –   

Rules Not Applicable to RECLAIM Facilities for Requirements Pertaining to NOx 

Emissions, 24 months after a permit to construct is issued by the Executive Officer, 

or 36 months after a permit to construct is issued by the Executive Officer if the 

application was submitted by July 1, 2021, the owner or operator of a compressor 

gas turbine, shall not operate such unit under load conditions, excluding start-up, 

shutdown, and tuning periods, which result in the discharge of NOx and ammonia 

emissions, directly or indirectly, into the atmosphere at concentrations in excess of 

the following emissions limits listed in Table II.   
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Table II: Emissions Limits for Compressor Gas Turbines 

(Corrected to 15% oxygen on a dry basis) 

Fuel Type NOx 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv) 

Natural Gas – Compressor Gas Turbine 3.5 10 

 

(5) Start-Up, Shutdown, and Tuning 

The owner or operator of a stationary gas turbine shall meet start-up, 

shutdown, and tuning requirements in the SCAQMD permit to operate.  On 

and after January 1, 2024, the SCAQMD permit to operate shall include 

limitations for duration, mass emissions, and number of start-ups, 

shutdowns, and tunings.   

(6) Averaging Time 

(A) Stationary gas turbines installed prior to [Date of Adoption] shall 

comply with the averaging time requirements specified on the 

SCAQMD permit to operate as of [Date of Adoption], not to exceed 

3 hours.  

(B) Stationary gas turbines installed after [Date of Adoption] shall 

average the NOx, and ammonia emissions limits in Table I and Table 

II over a 60-minute rolling average. 

(C) Stationary compressor gas turbines installed after [Date of 

Adoption] shall average the NOx and ammonia emissions limits in 

Table II over a three-hour rolling average. 

(7) Prohibition of Liquid Fuel 

An owner or operator of a stationary gas turbine shall not burn liquid fuel 

in a stationary gas turbine except for those located in the Outer Continental 

Shelf.  

(8) On or before July 1, 2022, the owner or operator of a stationary gas turbine 

shall submit an application for a permit to construct or change of permit 

conditions to reconcile the permit to operate with Rule 1134. 

(9) The owner or operator of a compressor gas turbine may submit a request to 

the Executive Officer for approval of an extension of up to 12 months to 

meet the NOx limits specified in paragraph (d)(4) and up to an additional 

36 months to meet the ammonia emissions limits specified in paragraph 
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(d)(4); (such request shall be considered a plan for purposes of Rules 216 –

Appeals and Rule 221 – Plans). 

(A) The owner or operator that elects to submit a request for a time 

extension shall submit the request at least 30 days before the 

compliance deadline specified in paragraph (d)(4). 

(B) The owner or operator that submits a request for a time extension 

request shall provide the following information to the Executive 

Officer: 

(i) Identification of the units for which a time extension is 

needed; 

(ii) The reason(s) a time extension is needed; 

(iii) Progress of replacing or retrofitting the compressor gas 

turbines;  

(iv) The length of time requested; 

(v) A demonstration that actual facility NOx emissions will 

decrease by at least an average of 25% in the two years prior 

to the extension request by December 31, 2023 in 

comparison to 2017 facility emissions. 

(vi) Installation of an ammonia continuous emission monitoring 

system certified under an approved SCAQMD protocol if an 

extension is requested beyond 12 months to comply with the 

ammonia emission limits in paragraph (d)(4). 

(vii) A demonstration that use of a turbine is less than 1,000 hours 

annually if an extension is requested beyond 24 months to 

comply with the ammonia emission limits in paragraph 

(d)(4).  

(C) The Executive Officer will approve or disapprove the request for a 

time extension.  Approval or disapproval will be based on the 

following criteria: 

(i)  The owner or operator prepared the request for a time 

extension in compliance with subparagraphs (d)(9)(A) and 

(d)(9)(B); and 

(ii)  The owner or operator provided sufficient details identifying 

the reason(s) a time extension is needed that demonstrates to 

the Executive Officer that there are extenuating 

circumstances that necessitate additional time to complete 
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implementation.  Such a demonstration may include, but is 

not limited to, providing detailed schedules, engineering 

designs, construction plans, land acquisition contracts, 

permit applications, test results, and purchase orders. 

(D) The owner or operator may appeal the rejection of the extension to 

the Hearing Board under Rule 216 – Appeals.  If the Hearing Board 

denies the appeal, the emissions limits must be complied with by the 

compliance deadline specified in paragraph (d)(4) or 30 days after 

the Hearing Board denial, whichever is later. 

(de) Monitoring and Source Testing 

The owner or operator of any stationary gas turbine unit subject to the provisions 

of this rule shall perform the following actions: 

(1) For cogeneration and combined cycle gas turbines units 2.9 MW and larger 

(continuous rating by the manufacturer without power augmentation) 

located at a non-RECLAIM NOx facility, install, operate, and maintain in 

calibration a continuous in-stack NOx and oxygen monitoring system which 

meets the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 218 – Continuous Emission 

Monitoring40 CFR Part 60, Appendix B, Spec. 2, for NOx, Spec. 3 for 

oxygen (except the alternative RA procedures for Spec. 2 shall not apply), 

the 2 and 24 -hour calibration spec. of Rule 218, and 40 CFR Part 60, 

Appendix F  to demonstrate compliance with the emission limits of this rule.  

The continuous emissions monitoring system shall have data gathering and 

retrieval capability which meets the reporting requirements of 40 CFR part 

60.7(c), 60.7(d), and 60.13.  This system shall include equipment that 

measures and records the following: 

(A) Flow rate of liquids or gases and the ratio of water or steam to fuel 

added to the combustion chamber or to the exhaust for the reduction 

of NOx emissions, as applicable.;  

(B) Elapsed time of operation.; and 

(C) Turbine output in MW. 

(2) Source Testing 

(A) The owner or operator of any existing gas turbine located at a non-

RECLAIM NOx facility operating without a continuous emission 

monitoring system, Provide shall provide source test information 

regarding the gas turbine’s unit’s exhaust gas NOx concentration, 
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and the demonstrated percent efficiency (EFF), or the 

manufacturer’s rated EFF, if the Executive Officer determines that 

it is representative of the unit’s EFF, and the carbon monoxide 

concentration as specified pursuant to paragraph (ef)(1).  NOx and 

carbon monoxide concentrations shall be in ppm by volume, 

corrected to 15 percent oxygen on a dry basis. 

(B) The owner or operator of each stationary gas turbine with a catalytic 

control device shall conduct source testing pursuant to clause 

(e)(2)(C)(iii) or utilize an ammonia continuous emission monitoring 

system certified under an approved SCAQMD protocol to 

demonstrate compliance with the ammonia emission limit. 

(BC) Source Test Frequency 

(i) The owner or operator of each stationary gas turbine 

operating without a continuous emission monitoring system 

and Units emitting 25 tons or more of NOx per calendar year 

shall be perform source testsed to demonstrate compliance 

with the NOx emission limits, at least once every 12 

monthscalendar year. 

(ii) All other The owner or operator of each stationary gas 

turbine operating without a continuous emission monitoring 

system and emitting less than 25 tons existing units shall be 

perform source testsed within 90 days after every 8,400 

hours of operation to demonstrate compliance with the NOx 

emission limits at least once every three calendar years. 

(iii) The owner or operator of each stationary gas turbine with a 

catalytic control device not utilizing an ammonia continuous 

emission monitoring system shall conduct source tests 

quarterly to demonstrate compliance during the first twelve 

months of operation of the catalytic control device and every 

calendar year thereafter when four consecutive source tests 

demonstrate compliance with the ammonia emission limit.  

If a source test is failed, four consecutive quarterly source 

tests shall demonstrate compliance with the ammonia 

emissions limits prior to resuming source tests annually. 

(3) The owner or operator of each stationary gas turbine subject to Rule 1134 

located at a RECLAIM NOx facility shall comply with SCAQMD Rule 



Proposed Amended Rule 1134 (Cont.) (Amended April 5, 2019) 

PAR 1134 - 12 

2012 – Requirements for Monitoring, Reporting, and Recordkeeping for 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions to demonstrate compliance with the 

NOx emissions limits of this rule.  

(4) The owner or operator of each stationary gas turbine subject to Rule 1134 

located at a former RECLAIM NOx facility shall conduct monitoring and 

recordkeeping pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 2012 – Requirements for 

Monitoring, Reporting, and Recordkeeping for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 

Emissions, excluding the following: 

(A) Rule 2012 paragraphs (c)(3) through (c)(8), reporting and Super 

Compliant facilities; 

(B) Rule 2012 subparagraphs (d)(2)(B) through (d)(2)(E), reporting and 

emission factors; 

(C) Rule 2012 subdivision (e), NOx Process Units; 

(D) Rule 2012 paragraphs (g)(5) through (g)(8), reporting; 

(E) Rule 2012 paragraphs (h)(1), (h)(2), and (h)(4) through (h)(6), 

reporting and mass emissions; 

(F) Rule 2012 subdivisions, (i), (k), and (l), Recordkeeping, 

Exemptions, and Appeals; and  

(G) Reported Data and Transmitting/Reporting Frequency requirements 

from Rule 2012 Appendix A – “Protocol for Monitoring, Reporting 

and Recordkeeping for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions.” 

 

(ef) Test Methods 

The following may be used by the Executive Officer to verify the concentrations of 

NOx, ammonia, carbon monoxide (CO), and oxygen subject to the provisions of 

this rule.  Emissions determined to exceed any limits established by this rule 

through either of the following shall constitute a violation of this rule. 

(1) District SCAQMD Test Methods 3.1, 5.3, 7.1, 10.1, and 100.1, and 207.1, 

and EPA Test Methods 10 and 17, or any method deemed to be equivalent 

by the Executive Officer and approved by CARB and EPA. 

(2) Data obtained from a continuous emissions monitoring system, which is 

installed and properly operated according to paragraph (de)(1) of this rule 

and as approved by the Executive Officer. 

(3) Emissions determined to exceed any limits established by this rule through 

the use of any of the above-referenced test methods shall constitute a 

violation of the rule. 
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(fg) Recordkeeping 

The facility owner or operator of a stationary gas turbine shall comply with the 

following provisions effective [90 days after Date of Adoption]: 

(1) All records shall be maintained at the facility for a period of two years and 

made available to District SCAQMD staff upon request. 

(2) Maintain a gas turbine operating log that includes, on a daily basis, the 

actual Pacific Standard Time start-up and stop shut-down times;, total hours 

of operation; type and quantity of fuel used (liquid/gas);, cumulative hours 

of operation to date for the calendar year; and if applicable the cumulative 

hours of operation since the last source test required by subparagraph 

(de)(2)(A). 

(3) A monthly summary of emissions pursuant to paragraph (d)(1) shall be 

submitted to the District on or before the last day of the following calendar 

month.Install, operate, and maintain a data acquisition system (DAS) to 

demonstrate compliance with the provisions subdivisions (d) and (h) of this 

rule.  

(4) The results of source tests shall be submitted to the District SCAQMD in a 

form and manner as specified by the Executive Officer within 30 60 days 

after source testing is completed. 

(5) Any person using an emission control system as a means of complying with 

this rule shall maintain daily records of system operation and maintenance 

which will demonstrate continuous operation and compliance of the 

emission control device during periods of emission producing activities. 

(gh) Exemptions 

The owner or operator Any person seeking to qualify for any one of the following 

exemptions has the burden of proving their its existing stationary gas turbine unit 

meets the applicable specified criteria. 

(1) All provisions of this rule shall not apply to the following: 

(A) Laboratory gas turbines units used in research and testing.; and 

(B) Gas turbines units operated exclusively for fire fightingfirefighting 

and/or flood control. 

(C) Chemical processing gas turbine units. 

(D) All existing pipeline gas turbine units located in the Southeast 

Desert Air Basin (SEDAB). 
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(2) Emergency Standby Gas Turbines  

 (A) The owner or operator of an emergency standby gas turbine shall 

not be subject to The provisions of subdivisions (cd) and (de), and 

paragraphs (fg)(3), (fg)(4), and (fg)(5) for that turbine, provided that 

the owner or operator of the emergency standby gas turbine shallnot 

apply to the following: 

 (i) (A)Install and maintain in proper operation a non-resettable 

engine hour meter; and 

 (ii) Emergency standby and peaking gas turbine units 

Ddemonstratesd to operate less than 200 hours of operation 

per calendar year, which have installed and maintained in 

proper operation a non-resettable engine hour meter. 

(B) All existing gas turbine units located in the Southeast Desert Air 

Basin (SEDAB) which are rated below 4 MW and operate less than 

877 hours per year. 

(C) All existing gas turbine units located on San Clemente Island which 

are rated below 4 MW and operate less than 877 hours per year. 

(B) However, iIf the hour-per-year limit is exceeded, the exemption 

shall be automatically and permanently withdrawn.  The owner or 

operator of any stationary gas turbine unit exempt under this 

subparagraph (h)(2)(A) must shall: 

(i) nNotify the Executive Officer within seven days if of the 

date the hour-per-year limit is exceeded.; and 

(ii)  Within 30 days after the date the hour-per-year limit is 

exceeded, the operator must submit a permit application for 

modification to equipment to meet the applicable 

compliance limit within 24 months of the date the hour-per-

year limit is exceeded.  Included with this permit application, 

the owner or operator must shall submit an emission control 

plan including a schedule of increments of progress for the 

installation of the required control equipment.  This plan and 

schedule shall be subject to the review and approval of the 

Executive Officer. 
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 (3) Combined Cycle Gas Turbines  

The owner or operator of a combined cycle gas turbine installed prior to 

[Date of Adoption] shall not be subject to paragraph (d)(3) for that combined 

cycle gas turbine, provided that:  

(A) The SCAQMD permit to operate as of [Date of Adoption] includes 

a condition limiting the NOx concentration to 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% 

oxygen on a dry basis; and  

(B) The NOx and ammonia limits, averaging times, and start-up, 

shutdown, and tuning requirements specified on the SCAQMD 

permit to operate as of [Date of Adoption] are retained. 

(4) Low-Use 

 (A) The owner or operator of a stationary gas turbine installed prior to 

[Date of Adoption] shall not be subject to subdivision (d) for that 

stationary gas turbine, provided that: 

(i) The stationary gas turbine maintains an annual capacity 

factor of less than twenty-five percent each calendar year; 

(ii) The stationary gas turbine maintains an annual capacity 

factor of less than ten percent averaged over three 

consecutive calendar years on a rolling basis; 

(iii) The stationary gas turbine retains the NOx and ammonia 

limits, averaging times, and start-up, shutdown, and tuning 

requirements specified on the SCAQMD permit to operate 

as of [Date of Adoption];  

(iv) The NOx limit shall not exceed 12 ppmv at 15% oxygen on 

a dry basis and the ammonia limit shall not exceed 10 ppmv 

at 15% oxygen on a dry basis; and 

(v)  The low-use exemption is a condition of the SCAQMD 

permit.   

  (B) The owner or operator of a stationary gas turbine that elects the low-

use exemption pursuant to subparagraph (h)(4)(A) shall submit 

permit applications for each stationary gas turbine requesting the 

change of SCAQMD permit conditions to incorporate the low-use 

exemption by July 1, 2022. 

 (C) The owner or operator shall determine eligibility of the low-use 

exemption for each stationary gas turbine annually and reported to 
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the Executive Officer no later than March 1 following each reporting 

year. 

 (D) If a stationary gas turbine with a low-use exemption pursuant to 

subparagraph (h)(4)(A) exceeds the annual or three-year average 

annual capacity factor limit, such an exceedance shall be a violation 

of this rule and the owner or operator of that stationary gas turbine 

is subject to issuance of a notice of violation each year there is an 

exceedance for each annual and/or three-year exceedance.  The 

owner or operator of that stationary gas turbine shall: 

(i) Submit complete SCAQMD permit applications to repower, 

retrofit, or retire that stationary gas turbine within six months 

from the date of the reported exceedance of subparagraph 

(h)(4)(A); 

(ii) Submit a CEMS Plan within six months from the date of 

complete SCAQMD permit application submittal pursuant 

to clause (h)(4)(D)(i); and  

(iii) Not operate that stationary gas turbine in a manner that 

exceeds the emissions limits listed in Table I after two years 

from the date of the reported exceedance of subparagraph 

(h)(4)(A). 

(5) The ammonia limits in Table 1 and ammonia source testing requirements of 

clause (e)(2)(C)(iii) shall not apply to turbines that do not use selective 

catalytic reduction or other processes that add ammonia into the exhaust 

gas.  
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INTRODUCTION 

In March 2017, the 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.  The adoption resolution of the 2016 AQMP directed staff to achieve 

additional NOx emission reductions and to transition the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market 

(RECLAIM) program to a command-and-control regulatory structure requiring Best Available 

Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) as soon as practicable.  In addition, California State 

Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617), which was signed by the Governor on July 26, 2017 and affects 

RECLAIM facilities that are also in the California Greenhouse Gas Cap and Trade program, 

requires implementation of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) no later than 

December 31, 2023, with priority given to older, higher polluting units.     

 

Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines (Rule 1134) was 

adopted in 1989.  Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from 

Stationary Gas Turbines will facilitate the transition of the NOx RECLAIM program to a 

command-and-control regulatory structure and to implement Control Measure CMB-05 – Further 

NOx Reductions from RECLAIM Assessment (Control Measure CMB-05) of the 2016 AQMP.  

PAR 1134 applies to stationary gas turbines that are located at RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM 

facilities.  PAR 1134 does not apply to gas turbines that are subject to Rule 1135 – Emissions of 

Oxides of Nitrogen from Electricity Generating Facilities (Rule 1135), turbines located at landfills, 

petroleum refineries, or publicly owned treatment works, or turbines fueled by landfill gas.     

BACKGROUND 

The SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the RECLAIM program in October 1993.  The purpose 

of RECLAIM is to reduce NOx and SOx emissions through a market-based approach.  The 

program replaced a series of existing and future command-and-control rules and was designed to 

provide facilities with the flexibility to seek the most cost-effective solution to reduce their 

emissions.  It also was designed to provide equivalent emission reductions, in the aggregate, for 

the facilities in the program compared to what would occur under a command-and-control 

regulatory approach.  Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) 

(Regulation XX) includes a series of rules that specify the applicability and procedures for 

determining NOx and SOx facility emissions allocations, program requirements, as well as 

monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements for RECLAIM facilities.   

 

Various rules within Regulation XX have been amended throughout the years.  On December 4, 

2015, Regulation XX was amended to achieve programmatic NOx emission reductions through an 

overall reduction in RECLAIM trading credits (RTC) of 12 tons per day from compliance years 

2016 through 2022.  Regulation XX was amended on October 7, 2016 to incorporate provisions 

that limited use of RTCs from facility shutdowns.  On January 5, 2018, Regulation XX, Rule 2001 

– Applicability (Rule 2001) and Rule 2002 – Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides 

of Sulfur (SOx) (Rule 2002), were amended to commence the initial steps to transition RECLAIM 

facilities to a command-and-control regulatory approach.  On October 5, 2018, Rules 2001 and 

2002 were amended to support ongoing efforts for transitioning RECLAIM facilities.  Rule 2001 

includes a provision to allow facilities to opt-out of RECLAIM if certain criteria are met.  Rule 

2002 provides an option for facilities that receive an initial determination notification to stay in 

RECLAIM for a limited time while complying with applicable command-and-control 
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requirements.  Additionally, Rule 2002 establishes a provision that precludes any former 

RECLAIM facility from obtaining offsets from the SCAQMD internal bank.   

 

In response to concerns regarding actual emission reductions and implementation of BARCT 

under RECLAIM, Control Measure CMB-05 of the 2016 AQMP committed to an assessment of 

the RECLAIM program in order to achieve further NOx emission reductions of five tons per day, 

including actions to sunset the program and ensure future equivalency to command-and-control 

regulations.  During the adoption of the 2016 AQMP, the Resolution directed staff to modify 

Control Measure CMB-05  to achieve the five tons per day NOx emission reduction as soon as 

feasible but 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.  Staff provided a 

report on transitioning the NOx RECLAIM program to a command-and-control regulatory 

structure at the May 5, 2017 Governing Board meeting and provides quarterly updates to the 

Stationary Source Committee, with the first quarterly report provided on October 20, 2017.   

 

On July 26, 2017, AB 617 was approved by the Governor, which addresses non-vehicular air 

pollution (criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants).  It is a companion legislation to AB 398, 

which was also approved, and extends California’s cap-and-trade program for reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions from stationary industrial sources.  RECLAIM facilities that are in the 

cap-and-trade program are subject to the requirements of AB 617.  Among the requirements of 

this bill is an expedited schedule for implementing BARCT for cap-and-trade facilities.  Air 

Districts are to develop by January 1, 2019, an expedited schedule for the implementation of 

BARCT no later than December 31, 2023.  The highest priority would be given to older, higher 

polluting units that will need to install retrofit controls.   

 

REGULATORY BACKGROUND   

Rule 1134 was adopted in 1989.  The rule applies to stationary gas turbines rated at 0.3 MW and 

larger that were issued a permit to operate by the SCAQMD prior to August 4, 1989.  The origin 

of the rule can be traced to a 1979 United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) New 

Source Performance Standard for Stationary Gas Turbines.  In 1981, the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB) adopted a Suggested Control Measure for this same equipment.  Rule 1134 was 

subsequently amended three times; each to provide regulatory flexibility.   

• In December 1995, Rule 1134 was amended to exempt gas turbines located on San 

Clemente Island and the South East Desert Air Basin.   
• In April 1997, Rule 1134 was amended to increase the NOx concentration limit for 

turbines utilizing sewage digester gas.   
• In August 1997, Rule 1134 was amended to clarify the need for continuous emission 

monitoring systems (CEMS) on turbines with a power output of 2.9 MW or larger.   
EPA approved Rule 1134 into the SIP on August 1, 2000. 

 

Stationary Gas Turbines and RECLAIM  

Beginning in 1994, a large number of utilities and third-party-owned cogeneration facilities were 

included in the RECLAIM program and as such were not required to meet the NOX concentration 

limits imposed by Rule 1134 which had effective dates post 1994.  However, gas turbines 

permitted prior to August 4, 1989 that were used at publicly-owned treatment works, landfills, 
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hospitals, and other public facilities, were not included in RECLAIM and were required to meet 

the concentration limits in Rule 1134.  PAR 1134 will apply to all stationary gas turbines located 

at non-RECLAIM and RECLAIM facilities (excluding those subject to Rule 1135, located at a 

petroleum refineries, landfills, or publicly owned treatment works), or turbines fueled with landfill 

gas, regardless of the date they were permitted.   

 

PUBLIC PROCESS  

Development of Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary 

Gas Turbines was conducted through a public process.  SCAQMD has held four working group 

meetings at the SCAQMD Headquarters in Diamond Bar on February 22, 2018, April 26, 2018, 

June 13, 2018, and August 10, 2018.  The Working Group is composed of representatives from 

businesses, environmental groups, public agencies, and consultants.  The purpose of the working 

group meetings is to discuss proposed concepts and work through the details of staff’s proposal.  

Additionally, a Public Workshop will be was held at the SCAQMD Headquarters in Diamond Bar 

on December 18, 2018.  
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INTRODUCTION   

Staff conducted an assessment of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) for 

stationary gas turbines.  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 emissions limits take into consideration environmental impacts, 

energy impacts, and economic impacts.  In addition to NOx reductions sought in the proposed 

amended 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-

effectives contained in this report and at the macro level as part of the socio-economic assessment 

contained in a separate report. 

 

BARCT – RETROFIT VERSUS REPLACEMENT 

A question was raised in the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) Working Group 

concerning the scope of “best available retrofit control technology,” which the SCAQMD must 

impose for all existing stationary sources, including sources that exit RECLAIM or that exist after 

RECLAIM has ended pursuant to Health & Safety Code section 40440(b)(1).  A commenter stated 

that the use of the word “retrofit” precludes the SCAQMD from requiring emissions limits that 

can only be cost-effectively met by replacing the basic equipment with new equipment.   

 

As explained in detail below, BARCT may certainly include the replacement of equipment.  

However, PAR 1134 does not require equipment replacement.  The following discussion addresses 

comments raised in connection with this rule even though it does not require replacements.  In 

summary, we explain the particular instance in which SCAQMD has sought to specify a level 

equivalent to equipment replacement as BARCT for internal combustion engines on Santa Catalina 

Island.  This was part of Proposed Amended Rule 1135 (PAR 1135), which has already been 

adopted.  This demonstrates how public policy supports SCAQMD’s interpretation.  Moreover, as 

we explained in the PAR 1135 Preliminary Draft Staff Report, the statutory definition of BARCT 

supports a broad interpretation.  And applicable dictionary definitions do not preclude the view 

that BARCT can include equipment replacement.  Finally, even if a court were to conclude 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.  

 

Public Policy Supports the SCAQMD’s Interpretation 

As noted in the staff report for PAR 1135, staff has proposed a BARCT for diesel fueled engines 

that appears to be more cost-effectively met by replacing the engine rather than trying to install 

additional add-on controls.  If SCAQMD were precluded from requiring the replacement of these 

engines, the oldest and dirtiest power-producing equipment would continue to operate for possibly 

many years, even though it would be cost-effective and otherwise reasonable to replace those 

engines.  As long as an emissions limit meets the requirements of the definition set forth in section 

40406, there is no policy reason why replacement equipment cannot be an element of BARCT. 

And there is no policy reason why BARCT – if it does not include replacements – would somehow 
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limit the SCAQMD from requiring equipment replacement where that requirement is reasonable 

and feasible.  “If the statutory language permits more than one reasonable interpretation, courts 

may consider other aids, such as the statute’s purpose, legislative history, and public policy.” Jones 

v. Lodge at Torrey Pines Partnership, 42 Cal. 3d. 1158, 1163 (2008).  In this case, the statue 

permits two reasonable interpretations, since the statutory definition in 40406 does not preclude 

requiring equipment replacement if it is reasonable considering economic and other factors.  The 

legislative history and public policy both support the SCAQMD’s interpretation, and a narrow 

interpretation is inconsistent with the broad language of the statutory definition. 

  

The BARCT proposed adopted in Rule 1135 for internal combustion engine power producers 

(replacement with Tier IV engines) is economically and practically reasonable and therefore does 

not “go beyond” BARCT if we look strictly at the statutory definition.  As stated by the Supreme 

Court, the “statutes that provide the districts with regulatory authority serve a public purpose of 

the highest order-protection of the public health.” W. Oil & Gas Assn. v. Monterey Bay Unified 

Air Pollution Control Dist., 49 Cal. 3d 408, 419 (1989) (“WOGA”).  Therefore, courts should not 

find that any statute causes an “implied repeal” of the districts’ authority. Id.  

 

While PAR 1134 does not require replacement of any equipment as BARCT, in the recently 

amended Rule 1135, replacement of certain equipment was required as BARCT. In that rule, the 

proposal to require replacement of five out of the six internal combustion engines at Santa Catalina 

Island was supported by overwhelming policy justifications.  There are six internal combustion 

engines at the facility, of which three are at least 50 years old.  The other three were installed in 

1974, 1985, and 1995.  The 1995 engine was installed with SCR; the other five had SCR installed 

in 2003.  Staff concludes that it would be more cost-effective to replace the five oldest of these 

engines with new Tier IV engines rather than to install additional add-on controls. (The sixth 

engine was found not to be cost-effective to replace).  These engines account for 0.06% of the 

electric utility power produced in the District (PAR 1135 Final Staff Report, Table 4-3, 9 MWhr 

divided by 15,904 MWhr).  But they account for 5.7% of the emissions inventory from electricity 

generating facilities (PAR 1135 Staff Report, Table 4-4, 0.2 tpd divided by 3.5 tpd).  If the 

SCAQMD could not require replacement of these engines, then paradoxically the oldest, highest-

emitting equipment would escape control.  

 

The SCAQMD has in the past required replacement of old equipment in appropriate cases.  The 

SCAQMD has required replacement, for example, in its dry-cleaning rule, adopted in 2002, which 

required all perchloroethylene dry-cleaning machines to be phased out by 2020, with other specific 

requirements implemented starting shortly after rule adoption.  Rule 1421(d)(1)(F).  Thus, a 

perchloroethylene machine that was installed in 2001 would be required to be replaced with a non-

perchloroethylene machine when it is 19 years old.  While this is a rule relating to toxic air 

contaminants, we do not believe the SCAQMD’s authority is any less for criteria pollutants.  

 

Dictionary Definitions Support SCAQMD’s Interpretation 

We do not agree that the term “retrofit” excludes replacement, such as replacement of an engine. 

We do not find that limitation in the dictionary definitions for the term “retrofit,” including those 

cited in the SCAQMD staff report for Rule 1135.  Instead, at least one definition provides that 

“retrofit” can mean “to replace existing parts, equipment, etc., with updated parts or systems.” 

http://www.dictionary.com/browse/retrofit.  Nothing in this definition requires that only part of a 

http://www.dictionary.com/browse/retrofit
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piece of equipment can be replaced.  Indeed, according to this definition, a retrofit can include the 

replacement of an entire system.  In our view, at least one dictionary definition of the term 

“retrofit” encompasses “replacement of equipment or systems.”  See definition cited above.  This 

definition is broad enough to include replacing the entire piece of equipment or system.   Therefore, 

the key question is what did the legislature mean when it imposed the BARCT requirement on 

SCAQMD? 

 

Statutory Definition of BARCT Supports SCAQMD’s Interpretation 

The statutory definition of BARCT, as found in Health & Safety Code section 40406, does not 

contain any language precluding replacement technology.  Section 40406 defines BARCT as “an 

emissions 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.”  Thus, 

BARCT is an emissions limitation.  Nothing in the statutory definition specifies the type of 

technology that may be used.  The California Supreme Court has made it clear that it is the 

definition of BARCT that controls, not implications from the language used in the term itself.  

Thus, the Supreme Court rejected the argument that “best available retrofit control technology” is 

limited to that which is readily available at the time when the regulation is enacted, and instead 

concluded that it encompasses technology that is “achievable,” i.e. expected to become available 

at a future date.  American Coatings Ass’n. v. South Coast Air Quality Mgt. Dist., 54 Cal. 4th 446, 

462 (2012).  The Court focused on the actual statutory definition, which provides that BARCT is 

“an emissions 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.” 

American Coatings, 54 Cal. 4th at 463.  The Court concluded that in common usage, “achievable” 

means “capable of being achieved,” which in turn includes “a potentiality to be fulfilled or a goal 

to be achieved at some future date.” Id. 

 

Thus, an emissions reduction was “achievable” when the rule was adopted in 1999 if it was 

“capable of being achieved” by the rule deadline of 2006. American Coatings, 54 Cal. 4th at 464. 

This was so even if that reduction was not “readily available” in 1999, notwithstanding the use of 

the word “available” in the term being defined.  The Supreme Court held that the statutory 

definition controls, and in this case the statutory definition does not preclude replacement 

technology. 

 

When the Legislature has defined a term, courts must follow that definition. People v. Ward, 62 

Cal. App. 4th 122, 126 (1998).  Following the California Supreme Court’s analysis in American 

Coatings, the test of whether an emission limit constitutes BARCT is whether it meets the 

definition found in the statute, section 40406.  If so, then it is within the statutory definition of 

BARCT, whether or not it is within the most common understanding of “retrofit.”  This does not 

mean that the word “retrofit” is surplusage.  The use of the word “retrofit” serves to distinguish an 

emission limit that is imposed on existing sources, and which, under the statutory definition, must 

consider economic and other factors, from the emissions limit imposed on new sources.  The limit 

for new sources must be met if it has been achieved in practice, regardless of cost.  See definition 

of “best available control technology” [BACT] in section 40405, which includes “the most 

stringent emission limitation that is achieved in practice by that class or category of source.”  We 

do not argue that a replacement can be BARCT if it does not meet the definition of BARCT.  

Instead, if a limit meets that definition, it can be BARCT even if it can most cost-effectively be 
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met by replacing the equipment with new equipment, as recognized in the dictionary definition 

discussed above.  

 

Contrary to the commenter’s argument, The the American Coatings ruling is not irrelevant just 

because it dealt with a rule for architectural coatings requiring coating reformulation, which “does 

not typically involve the manufacture of modified production equipment or new add-on controls,” 

whereas control technologies that require physical modification of existing equipment or 

installation of add-on controls may require “significant disruption to the operation of the facility.”  

We do not know whether the claim regarding architectural coatings is correct, but even if it is, we 

do not understand how this relates to the question at issue since both retrofit add-on controls and 

replacements would involve the disruption of facility operations for some time. 

 

Other Statutory References to “Retrofit” Are Inapplicable 

The legislature has used the term replacement as well as retrofit in certain sections of the Health 

and Safety Code.  §§ 43021(a), 44281(a).  Furthermore, the legislature defined retrofit in sections 

44275(a)(19) and 44299.80(o), and the definition does not mention replacement but rather making 

modifications to the engine and fuel system.  Finally, these same code sections define “repower” 

as replacing an engine with a different engine.  §§ 44275(a)(18), 44299.80(n).  However, all of 

these code sections were adopted long after 1987, when the legislature mandated SCAQMD to 

require BARCT for existing sources.  They do not shed any light on what the legislature meant by 

“retrofit” in 1987 when section 40406 was adopted.  All of the sections cited (except section 

43021(a)) deal with incentive programs, and the definitions are specifically stated to be only “as 

used in this chapter”; i.e. for the specific incentive program.  §§ 44275(a); 44299.80(a).  These 

definitions facilitate the administering agency in implementing the programs, which generally 

provide different amounts of funding for different types of projects, including “repowering” or 

“retrofitting.”  See e.g. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/source_categories/moyer_sc_on_road_hdv_2.htm 

Therefore, the legislature had a specific purpose in distinguishing between replacements and 

retrofits in these particular chapters, whereas no one has identified a policy reason that the 

legislature would have wanted to exclude replacement projects from BARCT, as long as they met 

the statutory definition.  

 

Section 43021(a), enacted in 2017 as Part of SB1, prohibits Air Resources Board rules that require 

the “retirement, replacement, retrofit, or repower” of a commercial motor vehicle for a period of 

time.  An argument can be made that this language means that a replacement must be different 

than a retrofit, under that theory it must also mean that a replacement is different from a repower, 

whereas under the sections cited above, a repower IS a replacement.  Presumably, the legislature 

wanted to make very sure it covered all possibilities.  And to add to the confusion, the Carl Moyer 

statutes appear to distinguish “retrofit” (an eligible project under §44282(a)(2)) from “use of 

emission-reducing add-on equipment” (an eligible project under §44281(a)(3)).  Normally 

installing add-on controls is considered a type of retrofit.  

 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/source_categories/moyer_sc_on_road_hdv_2.htm
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Statute Discussing Best Available Control Technology Determinations Does Not 

Circumscribe BARCT Definition 

Section 40920.6 states that in establishing the best available control technology, (BACT), the 

District shall consider only “control options or emission limits to be applied to the basic production 

or process equipment.”  BACT is frequently applied to replacement of an entire source (such as 

repowers of electric generating units) as well as to new and modified sources.  Obviously, in the 

case of a new source, there is no existing equipment to which to apply the technology.  We interpret 

this statutory language to mean that in establishing BACT, the SCAQMD is not to fundamentally 

change the nature of the underlying process.  For example, if an applicant seeks approval of a 

simple cycle turbine, the SCAQMD cannot require it to instead construct a combined cycle turbine, 

since they have different operational characteristics and needs to fill.  This would be consistent 

with EPA’s Draft NSR Workshop Manual, p. B-13, which specifies that in determining BACT, 

states need not redefine the design of the source, although they retain discretion to do so where 

warranted (i.e. to require consideration of inherently cleaner technology).  

https://www.epa.gov/nsr/nsr-workshop-manual-draft-october-1990.  Similarly, SCAQMD does 

not propose to require a facility subject to BARCT to “redefine” the nature of its source but merely, 

in the case of recently amended Rule 1135, to replace old diesel internal combustion engines with 

diesel internal combustion engines meeting EPA’s Tier IV standards. Therefore, section 40920.6 

does not speak to the question at hand: whether BARCT precludes replacing old equipment with 

new equipment of the same type.  

 

SCAQMD Has Authority to Require Equipment Replacement, Which is Not Limited 

by the BARCT Definition 

Finally, even if BARCT by itself did not include replacement equipment, the SCAQMD could still 

require the equipment to be replaced.  We disagree that only section 40440(a)(1) grants the 

authority to require BARCT (i.e., that without that section, the district would have no authority to 

require BARCT).  We also disagree with the proposition that Section 40440(a)(1) limits the 

District’s authority.  

 

State law has explicitly granted air districts primary authority over the control of pollution from 

all sources except motor vehicles since at least 1975, when the air pollution regulation provisions 

were recodified.  See § 40000, enacted Stats. 1975, ch. 957, §12; see also § 39002, containing 

similar language and adopted in that same section.  As held by the California Supreme Court, these 

two sections (and their predecessors dating back to 1947) confirm that the air districts had plenary 

authority to regulate non-vehicular sources “for many years.”  WOGA, 49 Cal. 3d. at 418-19.  And 

the Supreme Court had previously recognized the air districts’ authority to adopt local regulations 

for non-vehicular sources under the predecessor statutes.  Orange County Air Pollution Control 

Dist. v. Public Util. Comm., 4 Cal. 3d 945, 948 (1971).  Under these broad statutes, the districts 

could have adopted BARCT requirements for non-vehicular sources.  Section 40440(a)(1), 

therefore, was not a statute granting authority, since the districts already had authority, but a statute 

imposing a mandate to adopt BARCT.  

 

We also disagree with the claim that section 40440(a)(1) requiring the SCAQMD to impose 

BARCT on existing sources was a “limitation” of district authority.  State law expressly provides 

that districts “may establish additional, stricter standards than those set forth by law” unless the 

Legislature has specifically provided otherwise §§ 39002; 41508.  Nothing in Section 40440(a)(1) 

https://www.epa.gov/nsr/nsr-workshop-manual-draft-october-1990
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specifically limits the District’s authority.  In fact, the legislative history of the bill requiring 

SCAQMD to impose BARCT – among other requirements – states that “this bill is intended to 

encourage more aggressive improvements in air quality and to give the District new authority to 

implement such improvements.”  American Coatings, 54 Cal. 4th at 466 (emphasis added).  As 

stated by the Supreme Court, “[t]the BARCT standard was therefore part of a legislative enactment 

designed to augment rather than restrain the District’s regulatory power.”  Id.  As explained by the 

legislative history, BARCT is a “minimum” requirement, and the legislature did not intend it to 

preclude the District from adopting requirements that go beyond BARCT. 

 

Among the new authorities granted were section 40447.5, authorizing fleet rules and limits on 

heavy duty truck traffic and section 40447.6, authorizing the SCAQMD to adopt sulfur limits for 

motor vehicle diesel fuel.  We do not believe that section 40440(a)(1) granted “new” authority to 

require BARCT, as the districts already had authority over non-vehicular sources.  

 

Moreover, when the Legislature extended the BARCT requirement to other districts with 

significant air pollution, section 40919(a)(3) (districts with serious pollution and worse) the 

legislature expressly stated that the bill “is intended to establish minimum requirements for air 

pollution control districts and quality management districts” and that “[n]othing in this act is 

intended to limit or otherwise discourage those district from adopting rules and regulations which 

exceed those requirements.”   Stats. 1992, ch. 945 § 18.  Thus it is clear that BARCT is not intended 

to be a limitation or restriction on existing authority.  

 

Although the California Supreme Court found it unnecessary to decide whether the SCAQMD 

could adopt rules going beyond BARCT, because it held that BARCT could include technology-

forcing measures, it did state that BARCT was not designed to restrain the District’s regulatory 

power.  American Coatings, 54 Cal 4th at 466, 469. 

 

In an earlier case, the California Supreme Court made it clear that new legislation does not 

impliedly repeal an air district’s existing authority unless it “gives undebatable evidence of an 

intent to supersede” the earlier law.  WOGA, 49 Cal. 3d. at 420 (internal citation omitted;  

emphasis by Supreme Court).  There the court noted that the present statutes and their predecessors 

giving air districts authority over non-vehicular sources, including the authority to regulate air 

toxics, had been in effect before the allegedly preempting law was enacted (in 1983; Stats 1983 

Ch. 1047), and had been generally understood and acted upon.  Id. at 419.  The court concluded 

there was no “undebatable evidence of a legislative intent to repeal the districts’ statutory authority 

to protect the health of their citizens by controlling air pollution.”  WOGA, 49 Cal 3d at 420.  By 

the same token here, there is no undebatable evidence of an intent to limit air districts’ existing 

authority by imposing a mandate to adopt BARCT requirements.  Instead, BARCT was a minimum 

requirement that SCAQMD must impose, not a limit on its ability to impose additional, including 

more stringent, requirements.  Indeed, the argument that BARCT limits SCAQMD’s authority is 

illogical.  It would make no sense for the Legislature in 1987 to limit only the district with the 

worst air pollution (SCAQMD) while leaving untouched the authority of other districts with lesser 

levels of pollution. 

 

Nor does this conclusion leave the SCAQMD with unlimited regulatory power. In going beyond 

the statutory minimum of BARCT for existing sources, the District would still be limited by the 
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requirement that its rules may not be arbitrary and capricious, or without reasonable or rational 

basis, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  American Coatings, 54 Cal. 4th at 460.  And of 

course, the SCAQMD’s rulemaking authority is limited by applicable constitutional principles. 

Therefore, stakeholders need not rely on an argument that BARCT restricts the SCAQMD’s 

authority in order to ensure the SCAQMD does not implement any arbitrary action.  

 

Conclusion 

SCAQMD has the authority to require equipment replacement as a BARCT requirement as long 

as the requirement meets the statutory definition of BARCT.  But even if BARCT were to exclude 

equipment replacement, the SCAQMD would still have the authority to require replacement, as 

long as the replacement is not arbitrary and capricious.   

 

BARCT ANALYSIS APPROACH 

The BARCT analysis approach follows a series of steps conducted for each equipment category 

and fuel type.  For Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from 

Stationary Gas Turbines (PAR 1134), stationary gas turbines were analyzed by process and fuel 

type.    

 

The steps for BARCT analysis consist of: 

• Assessment of SCAQMD Regulatory Requirements 

• Assessment of Emissions Limits for Existing Units 

• Other Regulatory Requirements 

• Assessment of Pollution Control Technologies 

• Initial BARCT Emissions Limits and Other Considerations 

• Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 

• Final BARCT Emissions Limits 
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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 from stationary gas turbines.  NOx emissions from stationary gas turbines 

permitted prior to August 4, 1989 located at non-RECLAIM facilities are regulated under Rule 

1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines (Rule 1134).    Under Rule 

1134, the NOx emission concentration limits are as follows in Table 2-1 below. 

 

Table 2-1 – Current Rule 1134 NOx Concentration Limits 

Unit Size (MW) NOx Reference Limit (ppmv 

at  15% oxygen, dry) 

No Selective Catalytic Reduction  

0.3 to < 2.9 25 

2.9 to < 10 15 

2.9 to < 10 (Sewage Digester Gas) 25 

10 and Over 12 

60 and Over (Combined Cycle) 15 

With Selective Catalytic Reductions  

2.9 to < 10  9 

10 and Over 9 

60 and Over (Combined Cycle) 9 

 

Assessment of 
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Regulatory 
Requirements
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for Existing 
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Assessment of Emission Limit for Existing Units 

Staff examined all of the current non-emergency stationary gas turbines, excluding those subject 

to Rule 1135, located at a petroleum refinery, landfill, or publicly owned treatment work, or 

powered by landfill gas to assess the emission rate of equipment located in SCAQMD.  Emissions 

limits are established at the time of permitting, and permits include concentration limits for NOx 

and emissions limits for non-RECLAIM pollutants such as particulate matter.  Stationary gas 

turbines installed after August 4, 1989 and not located at a RECLAIM facility (existing units) only 

have emissions limits established at the time of permitting.  Permit limits for NOx concentrations 

were identified for all equipment to identify what is already being done in practice.  Currently, 

there are approximately 73 turbines at 39 facilities: 40 natural gas turbines at 27 facilities; 3 

produced gas turbines at two facilities; 7 compressor gas turbines at two facilities, six produced 

gas turbines at two offshore facilities; and 17 emergency standby gas turbines at six facilities. 

 

 Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbines  

For natural gas combined cycle gas turbines, one of eighteen units are is permitted at 2 ppmv NOx 

at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Six natural gas combined cycle gas turbines are permitted at 2.5 

ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  These seven units were replacement units installed in 

2009 or later.  Units that were permitted at 2 ppmv or 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis 

also had ammonia permit limits of 5 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The lowest permitted 

NOx limit for a natural gas combined cycle gas turbines in SCAQMD is 2 ppmv at 15% oxygen 

on a dry basis.  Table 2-2 lists the information regarding natural gas combined cycle gas turbines. 

 

Table 2-2 – Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbines 

Unit 
Size  

(MMBTU/HR) 

MW 

Rating 

Install 

Year 
Control1 

NOx 

Permit 

Limit2 

(ppmv 

@ 15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

Ammonia 

Permit 

Limit 

(ppmv @ 

15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

2015 NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

NG CS103 410 60 1996 SCR 1024 5 192.7 

NG CS3 16 1.1 1989 Water injection 41 

Not 

applicable 2.4 

NG CS1 59 2.9 1989 Water injection 25 

Not 

applicable 10.8 

NG CS2 59 2.9 1989 Water injection 25 

Not 

applicable 4.0 

NG CS83 59 6 1993 

Water injection/Low NOx 

duct burner 21 

Not 

applicable 26.2 

NG CS93 59 6 1993 

Water injection/Low NOx 

duct burner 21 

Not 

applicable 24.1 

NG CS4 234 23.6 1989 

Steam or water 

injection/SCR/Vaporization 

system 12 

None 

33.3 

NG CS63 46 2.8 1992 

Water injection 

9 

Not 

applicable 5.3 

NG CS7 49 2.9 1992 

Water injection 

9 

Not 

applicable 5.6 

NG CS17 446 48.2 1987 SCR/Water Injection 9 None 10.2 

NG CS5 221 21.7 1990 SCR/Water Injection 9 5 45.4 

NG CS18 350 30 2010 SCR/Water Injection 2.5 5 1.0 

NG CS113 57 5 2009 SCR 2.5 5 0.6 
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NG CS123 57 5 2009 SCR 2.5 5 0.2 

NG CS13 162 13.4 2010 SCR 2.5 5 3.5 

NG CS15 114 5.6 2015 SCR 2.5 5 0.4 

NG CS16 114 5.6 2015 SCR 2.5 5 0.4 

NG CS14 173 13.5 2013 SCR 2 5 0.9 
1 –  SCR: Selective Catalytic Reduction 
2 –  Actual NOx concentrations emitted are generally lower than the NOx permit limit  
3 – Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbine with Associated Duct Burner  
4 –  Actual NOx concentration emitted are much lower than NOx permit limit  

 

 Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbines 

For natural gas simple cycle gas turbines, two of twenty-two units are permitted at 2.5 ppmv NOx 

at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Some simple cycle gas turbines have permitted ammonia 

concentrations of 5 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  However, many have no limits 

whatsoever because the addition of ammonia limits is a relatively recent addition.  Table 2-3 lists 

the information regarding natural gas simple cycle turbines.    

 

Table 2-3 – Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbines 

Unit 
Size  

(MMBTU/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

Install 

Year 
Control1 

NOx 

Permit 

Limit2 

(ppmv at 

15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

2015 NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

NG SS13 246 23 1987 Steam injection 42 Not applicable 26.1 

NG SS14 466 42 1987 Steam injection 42 Not applicable 279.2 

NG SS8 50 4 1988 Steam injection 40 Not applicable 29.3 

NG SS9 50 4 1989 Steam injection 40 Not applicable 29.3 

NG SS10 229 22.4   SCR/Steam injection 9 20 32.4 

NG SS11 250.6 23.1 2002 SCR/Steam injection 9 20 27.3 

NG SS 28 221 21.8 1989 SCR 9 20 19.0 

NG SS 29 221 21.8 1989 SCR 9 20 23.1 

NG SS12 1080 158 2009 Steam injection 7.5 Not applicable 4.9 

NG SS19 530.2 43.8 2008 SCR/Steam injection 7 20  0 

NG SS15 472.5 39  SCR/Steam injection 5 5 4.8 

NG SS17 43.8 4.6 2009 

Lean pre-mix 

combustor 5 
Not applicable 

3.2 

NG SS20 136.5 10.5 2001 SCR 5 5 0 

NG SS21 136.5 10.5 2001 SCR 5 5 0 

NG SS22 136.5 10.5 2001 SCR 5 5 0 

NG SS23 136.5 10.5 2001 SCR 5 5 0 

NG SS24 136.5 10.5 2001 SCR 5 5 0.1 

NG SS25 136.5 10.5 2001 SCR 5 5 0 

NG SS26 136.5 10.5 2001 SCR 5 5 0 

NG SS27 136.5 10.5 2001 SCR 5 5 0 

NG SS16 126 10 2008 SCR 2.5 None 8.7 

NG SS18 407.7 39  SCR 2.5 10 1.7 
1 –  SCR: Selective Catalytic Reductions  
2 –  Actual NOx concentration emitted are generally lower than the NOx permit limit 
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Produced Gas Turbines 

Currently there are three non-Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) produced gas turbines subject to PAR 

1134.  One produced gas turbine is permitted at 5 ppmv NOx and 5 ppmv ammonia at 15% oxygen 

on a dry basis.  Table 2-4 lists the information regarding the non-OCS produced gas turbines.    

 

Table 2-4 – Produced Gas Turbines (Non-OCS) 

Unit 
Size  

(MMBTU/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

Install 

Year 
Control1 

NOx 

Permit 

Limit2 

(ppmv at 

15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv at 

15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

2016 NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

PGT2 49 4.8 2001 SCR 9 10 4.0 

PGT3 49 4.8 2001 SCR 9 10 1.5 

PGT5 63 5.7 2003 SCR 5 5 4.6 
1 –  SCR: Selective Catalytic Reduction 
2 –  Actual NOx concentration emitted are generally lower than the NOx permit limit 

 

 

Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas and Liquid Fueled Turbines  

Currently there are six OCS produced gas turbines subject to PAR 1134.  They also have the 

capability to burn liquid fuel when produced gas is not available.  The turbines are permitted 

between 65 and 140 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Table 2-5 lists the information 

regarding the OCS produced gas turbines.    

 

Table 2-5 – Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas Turbines  

Unit 
Size  

(MMBTU/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

Install 

Year 
Control 

NOx Permit 

Limit1 

(ppmv at 

15% oxygen, 

dry) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv at 

15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

2016 NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

PGOCST1 29 2.5 1984 N/A 140 
Not 

applicable 
47.7 

PGOCST2 29 2.5 1984 N/A 140 
Not 

applicable 
42.3 

PGOCST3 29 2.5 1984 N/A 130 
Not 

applicable 
40.1 

PGOCST4 42 2.5 1984 N/A 65 
Not 

applicable 
7.2 

PGOCST5 42 2.5 1984 N/A 65 
Not 

applicable 
3.0 

PGOCST6 42 2.5 1984 N/A 65 
Not 

applicable 
8.9 

1 –  Actual NOx concentration emitted are generally lower than the NOx permit limit 

 

Compressor Gas Turbines  

Currently there are seven compressor gas turbines subject to PAR 1134.  The turbines are permitted 

between 64 and 81 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Table 2-6 lists the information 

regarding the compressor gas turbines. 
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Table 2-6 – Compressor Gas Turbines  

Unit 
Size  

(MMBTU/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

Install 

Year 
Control 

NOx Permit 

Limit1 (ppmv 

at 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv at 

15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

2015 NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

NG SS12 150 11 1980 None 81 
Not 

applicable 
58.1 

NG SS22 150 11 1980 None 81 
Not 

applicable 
54.3 

NG SS32 150 11 1980 None 81 
Not 

applicable 
52.4 

NG SS4 13.11 0.9 
1980197

2 
None 68 

Not 

applicable 
3.7 

NG SS6 13.11 0.9 
1990197

2 
None 68 

Not 

applicable 
3.9 

NG SS5 13.11 0.9 
2002197

2 
None 67 

Not 

applicable 
4.3 

NG SS7 13.11 0.9 
1987197

2 
None 64 

Not 

applicable 
3.7 

1 –  Actual NOx concentration emitted are generally lower than the NOx permit limit 
2 – Equipment replaced in 2018 

 

Summary 

A summary of permitted limits in SCAQMD for the five types of stationary gas turbines is 

provided in Table 2-7.   

 

Table 2-7 – Assessment of NOx Concentration Levels for Existing Units 

Equipment 

Initial 

Recommendation for 

NOx Concentration 

Limit Based on 

Existing Units 

Number of Units 

Meeting  Retrofit 

Concentration 

Limit 

Pollution Control Technology 

 

Natural Gas 

Combined Cycle 

Gas Turbine  

2 ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry 
1 unit 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 

(Replacement)  

Natural Gas 

Simple Cycle 

Gas Turbine 

2.5 ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry 
2 units 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 

(Replacement) 

Produced Gas 

Turbines 

5 ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry 
1 unit 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 

(Replacement) 

Outer 

Continental 

Shelf Produced 

Gas Turbines  

65 ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry 
3 units None  

Compressor Gas 

Turbines 

64 ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry 
1 unit None  

 

Other Regulatory Requirements 

As part of the BARCT assessment, staff examined NOx limits for stationary gas turbines 

promulgated by Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and San Joaquin Valley 

Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD).  BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 9 – Nitrogen Oxides 

and Carbon Monoxide from Stationary Gas Turbines and SJVAPCD Rule 4703 – Stationary Gas 



Chapter 2  BARCT Assessment 

 

PAR 1134 Final Staff Report 2-13 April 2019 

 

Turbines were reviewed.  Table 2-8 below notes the NOx limits in the two air districts for 

stationary gas turbines.  

 
 

Table 2-8 –  Stationary Gas Turbine Limits in Other Air Districts 

Agency 

Rule 

Adoption 

Date 

Rule 

Effective 

Date 

Capacity 

( MMBTU/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

NOx Limit (ppmv @ 

15% oxygen, dry) 

BAAQMD1 
December 

2006 

January 

2010 

5 - 50 N/A 42 

>50 - 150 N/A 25-42 

>150 - 250 N/A 15 

>250 - 500 N/A 9 

>500 N/A 5 

SJVAPCD 
September 

2007 

January 

2012 

<352 <3 25 

>35 – 1302 >3 – 10 25 

>35 – 1302 >3 – 10 

8 steady and 12 

transition 

(Pipeline/Compressor) 

>1302 >10 25-42 
1 – Currently under review 
2 – Non-regulatory, converted for comparison purposes only 

 

For natural gas turbines, the NOx concentration limits in other Air District regulations were higher 

than existing units located in SCAQMD.  The exception is the SJVAPCD compressor gas turbine 

limit. 

Assessment of Pollution Control Technologies 

As part of the BARCT assessment, staff conducted a technology assessment to evaluate NOx 

pollution control technologies for stationary gas turbines.  Staff reviewed scientific literature, 

vendor information, and strategies utilized in practice.  The documents that staff relied upon are 

listed in this report’s references section, including U.S. EPA’s “Catalog of CHP Technologies” 

and “Air Pollution Control Cost Estimation Spreadsheet for Selective Catalytic Reduction”.  

Reference is included for the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy’s “Catalytic 

Combustion”.  The technologies are presented below and the applicability for use with various 

stationary gas turbines is noted.  In most cases, post-combustion technologies may be utilized in 

conjunction with pre-combustion technologies. 

 

Pre-Combustion Technologies 

Dry Low-NOx or Lean Premix Emission Combustors (Natural Gas, Produced Gas 

Turbines, Compressor) 

Prior to combustion, gaseous fuel and compressed air are pre-mixed, minimizing localized hot 

spots that produce elevated combustion temperatures and therefore, less NOx is formed.    

Atmospheric nitrogen from the combustion air is mixed with air upstream of the combustor at 

deliberately fuel-lean conditions.  Approximately twice as much air is supplied as is actually 

needed to burn the fuel.  This excess air is a key to limiting NOx formation, as very lean conditions 

cannot produce the high temperatures that create thermal NOx.  Using this technology, NOx 

emissions, without further controls, have been demonstrated at single digits (< 9 ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry).  The technology is engineered into the combustor that becomes an intrinsic part of 
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the turbine design.  Fuel staging or air staging is utilized to keep the flame within its operating 

boundaries.  It is not available as a “retrofit” technology and must be designed for each turbine 

application.   

 

Water or Steam Injection (Natural Gas, Produced Gas Turbines, Compressor) 

Demineralized water is injected into the combustor through the fuel nozzles to lower flame 

temperature and reduce NOx emissions.  Water or steam provides a heat sink that lowers flame 

temperature.  Imprecise application leads to some hot zones so NOx is still created.  NOx levels in 

natural gas turbines can be lowered by 80% to 25 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Addition 

of water or steam increases mass flow through the turbine and creates a small amount of additional 

power.  The addition of water increases carbon monoxide emissions and there is added cost to 

demineralize the water.  Turbines using water or steam injection have increased maintenance due 

to erosion and wear.   

 

Catalytic Combustion (Natural Gas, Produced Gas Turbines, Compressor) 

A catalytic process is used instead of a flame to combust the natural gas.  Flameless combustion 

lowers combustion temperature resulting in reduced NOx formation.  The overriding constraints 

are operating efficiency over a wide operating range of the turbine.  Initial engine demonstrations 

have shown that catalytic combustion reduces NOx emissions.  In its first commercial installation, 

NOx concentrations were lowered from approximately 20 ppmv to below 3 ppmv at 15% oxygen 

on a dry basis without post-combustion controls.  Several turbine manufacturers are in the 

development stage to incorporate this technology. 

 

Post-Combustion Technologies 

Selective Catalytic Reduction (Natural Gas, Produced Gas Turbines, Compressor) 

Selective catalytic reduction is the primary post-combustion technology for NOx reduction and is 

widely used in turbines.  The technology can reduce NOx emissions 95% or greater.  In many 

cases the NOx reduction is limited by the release of other pollutants (ammonia and carbon 

monoxide), space constraints, or reaches the practical limit of the NOx measuring device.  Many 

stationary gas turbines already utilize selective catalytic reduction.  Further reductions could be 

possible by adding catalyst modules.  From observations made during site visits, not all turbines 

have space readily available to add catalyst modules and would require construction. 

 

Ammonia is injected into the flue gas and reacts with NOx to form nitrogen and water.  Catalysts 

are made from ceramic materials and active catalytic components of base metals, zeolites, or 

precious metals.  The catalyst may be configured into plates but many new systems are configured 

into honeycombs to ensure uniform dispersion and reduce ammonia emissions to below 5 ppmv.  

The reductant, ammonia, is available as anhydrous ammonia, aqueous ammonia, or urea.  

Anhydrous ammonia is toxic and SCAQMD does not permit new installations of anhydrous 

ammonia storage tanks.  Urea is an alternative but requires conversion to ammonia to be used.  

Most new selective catalytic reduction installations utilize aqueous ammonia in a 19 percent 

solution.     

 

To perform optimally, the gas temperature in the control device should be between 400°F and 

800°F.  During start-up and shutdown, the temperature will be below optimal range greatly 

reducing the effectiveness.  Thus, NOx concentration limits are generally not applicable during 
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start-up or shutdown.  Newer stationary gas turbines reduce the low temperature periods where 

emissions are out of control. 

 

The catalyst is susceptible to “poisoning” if the flue gas contains contaminants including sulfur 

compounds, particulates, reagent salts, or siloxanes.  These contaminants are readily found in 

landfill gas, sewage digester gas, and other biogas.  Poisoned catalysts require cleaning or 

replacement, resulting in additional costs and extended periods of non-operation for the stationary 

gas turbine.  In those cases, filtering may be used to reduce the impacts on the catalyst. 

 

Catalytic Absorption Systems (Natural Gas Turbines) 

Catalytic absorption is based on an integration of catalytic oxidation and absorption technology 

resulting in similar control efficiency as selective catalytic reduction without the use of ammonia.  

Carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxide catalytically oxidize to carbon dioxide and nitrogen dioxide, 

then the nitrogen dioxide molecules are absorbed onto the catalyst.  The catalyst is a platinum-

based substrate with a potassium carbonate coating.  The catalyst appears to be very sensitive to 

sulfur, even the small amounts in pipeline natural gas.  Initial issues regarding catalyst failures 

have been addressed by conducting more frequent and extensive catalyst washing.  At one facility, 

they have determined that emission levels are best met when all three layers of catalyst are washed 

about every four months.  During the wash process, the turbine is non-operational for about three 

days. 

 

The NOx concentration levels achieved by the various technologies assessed were consistent with 

the NOx concentration levels found in existing stationary gas turbines located in SCAQMD.   

 

Initial BARCT Emission Limit and Other Considerations  

The recommendation for the NOx BARCT emission limits are established using information 

gathered from existing SCAQMD regulations, existing units permitted in SCAQMD, regulatory 

requirements for other air districts, and the technology assessment.  Both retrofit and new 

installationsexisting units are considered.  Existing units are turbines that were installed after 1989 

and not subject to Rule 1134.  These units would only have been subject to Best Available Control 

Technology (BACT) at the time of installation.   

 

Once the initial limits are established, a cost-effectiveness determination is made at that initial 

limit.  If the initial limit is not cost-effective, an alternative limit may be recommended.  Unique 

circumstances are taken under consideration to distinguish alternative limits or to create provisions 

in the rule to address equipment that would otherwise not be cost-effective.   

 

Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbines 

Natural gas combined cycle gas turbines have been new installationsexisting units.  The lowest 

NOx concentration limit for new installationsexisting units in SCAQMD is 2 ppmv at 15% oxygen 

on a dry basis.  Other air districts limit NOx emissions to between 5-25 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a 

dry basis for existing units and 2-25 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis for new 

installationsexisting units.  The technology assessment found that a for natural gas combined cycle 

turbines, a combination of pre-combustion technology and post-combustion control can meet a 

concentration of 2 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The initial BARCT recommendation 
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for both existing units new installations and retrofits of natural gas combined cycle gas turbines is 

2 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis. 

 

Table 2-9 – Initial BARCT Recommendation for Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas 

Turbines 

 

Existing Units 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Other Regulatory 

Requirements 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Technology 

Assessment 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Initial BARCT 

Recommendation 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Retrofit 5 5-25 2 2 

New 

InstallExisting 

Units 

2 2-25 2 2 

 

Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbines 

For new installationsexisting units, numerous natural gas simple cycle gas turbines have a NOx 

concentration limit of 2.5 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Other air districts limit NOx 

emissions to between 5 and 25 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis for existing unitsretrofits and 

2.5-25 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis for new installations.  The technology assessment 

found that a combination of pre-combustion technology and post-combustion control can meet a 

concentration of 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis for natural gas simple cycle gas 

turbines.  The initial BARCT recommendation for both new installationsexisting units and 

retrofits of natural gas simple cycle gas turbines is 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis. 

 

Table 2-10 – Initial BARCT Recommendation for Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbines 

 

Existing Units 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Other Regulatory 

Requirements 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Technology 

Assessment 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Initial BARCT 

Recommendation 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Retrofit 9 5-25 2.5 2.5 

New 

InstallExisting 

Units 

2.5 2.5-25 2.5 2.5 

 

Produced Gas Turbines 

One produced gas turbines has a NOx concentration limit of 5 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  

Other air districts do not have specific limits for produced gas turbine NOx emissions.  They 

default to natural gas limits based on the size of the turbine.  In this case (3-10 MW or 50-150 

MMBtu/hr) the limit ranges between 25-42 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The technology 

assessment found that a combination of pre-combustion technology and post-combustion control 

can meet a concentration of 5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The initial BARCT 

recommendation for both new installationsexisting units and retrofits of produced gas turbines is 

5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis. 
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Table 2-11 – Initial BARCT Recommendation for Produce Gas Turbines 

 

Existing Units 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Other Regulatory 

Requirements 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Technology 

Assessment 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Initial BARCT 

Recommendation 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Retrofit 5 25 5 5 

New 

InstallExisting 

Units 

5 25 5 5 

 

Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas and Liquid Turbines 

Three OCS produced gas turbines have a NOx concentration limit of 65 ppmv at 15% oxygen on 

a dry basis.  Other air districts do not have specific NOx emissions limits for OCS produced gas 

turbine; they default to natural gas limits based on the size of the turbine.  In this case (< 3 MW or 

< 50 MMBtu/hr) the limit ranges between 25-42 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The 

technology assessment found that pre-combustion technology can meet a concentration of 15 

ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis1.  When firing on liquid fuel, the technology assessment 

found that pre-combustion technology can meet a concentration of 30 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen 

on a dry basis.  The initial BARCT recommendation for both new installationsexisting units and 

retrofits of OCS produced gas turbines is 15 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis. 

 

Table 2-12 – Initial BARCT Recommendation for Produce Gas Turbines 

 

Existing Units 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Other Regulatory 

Requirements 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Technology 

Assessment 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Initial BARCT 

Recommendation 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Retrofit 65 25 15 15 

New 

InstallExisting 

Units 

65 25 15 15 

 

Compressor Gas Turbines 

Two new installations have permitted limits of 3.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis in 

other air districts2.  Other air districts have a limit of 8 ppmv NOx during normal operations and 

12 ppmv during transitional operations at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The technology assessment 

found that that a combination of pre-combustion technology and post-combustion control can meet 

a concentration of 3.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The initial BARCT 

recommendation for compressor gas turbines is 3.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis. 

  

                                                 
1 https://www.solarturbines.com/en_US/products/power-generation-packages/centaur-50.html 
2 https://www.deq.virginia.gov/Portals/0/DEQ/Air/BuckinghamCompressorStation/May_25_2018_Updated_Application.pdf 

   https://mde.state.md.us/programs/Permits/AirManagementPermits/Documents/dom%20air%20dispersion%20supplement.pdf 

 

https://www.deq.virginia.gov/Portals/0/DEQ/Air/BuckinghamCompressorStation/May_25_2018_Updated_Application.pdf
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__mde.state.md.us_programs_Permits_AirManagementPermits_Documents_dom-2520air-2520dispersion-2520supplement.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=oBiQyooBvnd4iujXa1WDRw&r=Z8gW070Xjpz7iNWdzwOHdD6zyxFUeYtLqgzE0onehBI&m=fRRtY6KtJi4EHu567l5HRec3BhnDyFsdTVYJSmQ_DYA&s=vkdNPo-fjDLa33aBx4Qxvf24jrh_sdJ_Y3DD4E1jwZE&e=
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Table 2-13 – Initial BARCT Recommendation for Compressor Gas Turbines 

 

Existing Units 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Other Regulatory 

Requirements 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Technology 

Assessment 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Initial BARCT 

Recommendation 

(ppmv @ 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

Retrofit 64 50 3.5 3.5 

New 

InstallExisting 

Units 

643.5 50 3.5 3.5 

 

Other Gas Turbines 

The BARCT assessment provided above analyzed existing gas turbines.  However, the rule may 

apply to gas turbines using a fuel besides those listed above.  The most likely alternative fuel is 

biogas that will have contaminant issues such as hydrogen sulfide and siloxanes, which will limit 

the ability to utilize post-combustion technologies.  The technology assessment found that the use 

of pre-combustion technology can meet a concentration of 12.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a 

dry basis.  The initial BARCT recommendation for other gas turbines is 12.5 ppmv at 15% oxygen 

on a dry basis. 

 

In summary, the initial BARCT recommendations are presented in Table 2-14 below: 

 

Table 2-14 – Summary of Initial BARCT Recommendation 

Equipment 
Initial BARCT 

Recommendation 

Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbine 2 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbine 2.5 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Compressor Gas Turbine 3.5 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Produced Gas Turbine 5 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas Turbine 15 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Outer Continental Shelf Liquid Fuel Turbine 30 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Other Gas Turbine 12.5 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

 

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 

Cost-effectiveness is examined for each equipment category type.  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 required cost-effectiveness specified in the 2016 Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP), then the control method is considered to be cost-effective.  The 2016 

Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) establishes a cost-effectiveness threshold of $50,000 per 

ton of NOx reduced.   

 

The discounted cash flow method (DCF) is used in 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.  
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Baseline emissions are determined by using reported fuel consumption and the permit NOx 

concentration limit corrected to 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Proposed Amended 1134 – Emissions 

of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines (PAR 1134) emissions are determined by 

using reported fuel consumption and the proposed emission limit.  Emission reductions are the 

difference between baseline emissions and PAR 1134 emissions.   

 

Costs for retrofitting stationary gas turbines were determined using U.S. EPA’s Air Pollution 

Control Cost Estimation Spreadsheet for Selective Catalytic Reduction.  The methodology used in 

the spreadsheet is based on U.S. EPA Clean Air Markets Division Integrated Planning Model.  

Size and costs of selective catalytic reduction control equipment and operational costs are based 

on size, fuel burned, NOx removal efficiency, reagent consumption rate, and catalyst costs.  Fuel 

consumption is based on 2015 reported fuel usage.  Values are reported in 2015 dollars.  Cost-

effectiveness is not reported for turbines that are already meet the proposed BARCT emission 

limits. 

 

Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbines 

All but one of the eighteen natural gas combined cycle gas turbines currently have NOx permit 

limits greater than the proposed NOx concentration limit of 2 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  

Six units are permitted at 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The remaining eleven 

units are permitted at 9 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis or above.  The cost-effectiveness 

for natural gas combined cycle gas turbines is presented below in Table 2-15 below. 
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Table 2-15 – Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbine1 Cost-Effectiveness 

Unit 

Input 

(MMBTU/

HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

2015 

Annual 

NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

Estimated 

MWh/yr 

% 

Capacity 

NOx 

Permit 

Limit 

(ppmv 

@ 15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

Capital 

Cost 

(Millions) 

Operating 

Cost 

(millions) 

Emission 

Reductions 

(tons) 

Cost-

Effectiveness 

($/ton 

reduced) 

Annual 

Capacity 

Factor 

(%) at 

$50,000 

per ton 

of NOx 

Reduced 

NG CS10 410 60 192.7 7,500 1.4% 102 $7.21  $0.49  188.9 $3,229  0.1% 

NG CS3 16 1 2.4 4,800 49.8% 41 $0.54  $0.04  2.3 $21,064  21.0% 

NG CS1 59 3 10.8 22,800 90.1% 25 $1.00  $0.09  9.9 $9,802  17.7% 

NG CS2 59 3 4 22,800 90.1% 25 $1.00  $0.09  3.7 $26,465  47.7% 

NG CS8 59 6 26.2 47,000 89.4% 21 $1.61  $0.14  23.7 $6,477  11.6% 

NG CS9 59 6 24.1 44,000 83.7% 21 $1.61  $0.14  21.8 $7,042  11.8% 

NG CS4 234 24 33.3 75,000 36.3% 12 $3.93  $0.29  27.8 $12,516  9.1% 

NG CS6 46 3 5.3 18,000 68.4% 9 $0.98  $0.07  4.1 $42,269  57.8% 

NG CS7 49 3 5.6 19,000 72.3% 9 $0.98  $0.07  4.4 $40,256  58.2% 

NG CS17 446 48 10.2 75,000 17.7% 9 $6.25 $0.44 8.0 $67,219 23.8% 

NG CS5 221 21 19.2 140,000 76.1% 9 $3.72 $0.30 14.8 $23,418 35.6% 

NG CS18 350 30 1 6,000 2.3% 2.5 $4.59  $0.33  0.2 $1,826,656  84.0% 

NG CS11 57 5 0.6 20,000 45.7% 2.5 $1.43  $0.11  0.1 $1,094,878  999.9% 

NG CS12 57 5 0.2 10,000 22.8% 2.5 $1.43  $0.11  0.0 $3,284,635  1499.8% 

NG CS13 162 13 3.5 100,000 85.2% 2.5 $2.72  $0.22  0.6 $422,044  719.1% 

NG CS15 114 6 0.4 44,000 89.7% 2.5 $1.54  $0.11  0.1 $1,668,033  2992.2% 

NG CS16 114 6 0.4 44,000 89.7% 2.5 $1.54  $0.11  0.1 $1,668,033  2992.2% 

Average Cost-Effectiveness (Excluding Near-Limit (2.5 ppmv NOx) Turbines):  $11,500 
1 – Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbine with Associated Duct Burner  

 

For the natural gas combined cycle gas turbines as a class permitted at 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% 

oxygen on a dry basis (near-limit turbines), the cost-effectiveness threshold of $50,000 per ton 

reduced is never reached, even when used at 100% annual capacity factor.  Those six units will 

not be required to retrofit to the proposed BARCT limit.  For the remaining units, a low-use 

provision is included in the proposed rule allowing the units to operate at current permitted levels 

if their annual capacity factor remains below 25% in any one year and 10% averaged over three 

consecutive years.  Otherwise, it is cost-effective for the combined cycle natural gas turbines to 

meet the proposed 2 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis. 

 

Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbines 

Twenty of twenty-two natural gas simple cycle gas turbines have permitted NOx limits greater 

than the proposed BARCT limit of 2.5 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Ten of the natural gas 

simple cycle gas turbines that are permitted at NOx concentration levels above the proposed limit 

are used sporadically to support renewable power generation or are no longer in use.  The cost-

effectiveness for natural gas simple cycle gas turbines is presented below in Table 2-16 below. 
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Table 2-16 – Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbine Cost-Effectiveness 

Unit 

Input 

(MMBT

U/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

2015 

Annual 

NOx 

Emission

s (tons) 

Estimated 

MWh/yr 

% 

Capacity 

NOx 

Permit 

Limit 

(ppmv 

@ 15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

Capital 

Cost 

(Millions) 

Operating 

Cost 

(millions) 

Emission 

Reductio

ns (tons) 

Cost-

Effectiveness 

($/ton 

reduced) 

Annual 

Capacity 

Factor 

(%) at 

$50,000 

per ton of 

NOx 

Reduced 

NG SS13 246 23 26.1 22,000 10.9% 42 $3.87  $0.33  24.5 $15,067  3.3% 

NG SS14 466 42 279.2 250,000 67.9% 42 $5.72  $0.69  262.4 $2,586  3.5% 

NG SS8 50 4 29.3 31,500 89.9% 40 $1.24  $0.12  27.5 $4,675  8.4% 

NG SS9 50 4 29.3 31,500 89.9% 40 $1.24  $0.12  27.5 $4,675  8.4% 

NG SS10 229 22.4 32.4 75,000 38.2% 9 $3.80  $0.34  23.4 $15,927  12.2% 

NG SS11 250.6 23.1 27.3 190,000 94.1 9 $3.88  $0.32  19.7 $18,352  34.5% 

NG SS28 221 21.8 19.0 140,000 73.3% 9 $3.72  $0.29  14.8 $23,418 65.7% 

NG SS29 221 21.8 23.1 160,000 83.7% 9 $3.72 $0.30 18.2 $19,043 55.5% 

NG SS12 1080 158 4.9 20,000 1.4% 8 $13.53 $1.02  3.3 $376,566 10.5% 

NG SS19 530.2 43.8 0.0 0 0.0% 7 $5.88 $0.43 0.0 N/A 17.1% 

NG SS15 472.5 39 32.6 340,000 99.5% 5 $12.70  $0.45  16.3 $49,026  99.0% 

NG SS17 43.8 4.6 7.0 4,000 9.9% 5 $1.36  $0.11  1.6 $78,135  15.5% 

NG SS20 136.5 10.5 0.0 0 0% 5 $2.3 $0.15 0 N/A 34.0% 

NG SS21 136.5 10.5 0.0 0 0% 5 $2.3 $0.15 0 N/A 34.0% 

NG SS22 136.5 10.5 0.0 0 0% 5 $2.3 $0.15 0 N/A 34.0% 

NG SS23 136.5 10.5 0.0 0 0% 5 $2.3 $0.15 0 N/A 34.0% 

NG SS24 136.5 10.5 0.1 100 0.1% 5 $2.3 $0.15 0 N/A 34.0% 

NG SS25 136.5 10.5 0.0 0 0% 5 $2.3 $0.15 0 N/A 34.0% 

NG SS26 136.5 10.5 0.0 0 0% 5 $2.3 $0.15 0 N/A 34.0% 

NG SS27 136.5 10.5 0.0 0 0% 5 $2.3 $0.15 0 N/A 34.0% 

Average Cost-Effectiveness (Excluding Low-Use Turbines):  $8,400 
 

A low-use provision is included in the proposed rule allowing the units to operate at current 

permitted levels if their annual capacity factor remains below 25% in any one year and 10% 

averaged over three consecutive years.  Otherwise, it is cost-effective for the simple cycle natural 

gas turbines to meet the proposed 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis. 

 

Produced Gas Turbines 

There are nine produced gas turbines employed in oil and gas production; six are OCS turbines.  

These do not include turbines used for refining of oil or gas which will be subject to Proposed Rule 

1109.1 when it is adopted.  Produced gas turbines use the gas released from oil fields.  Because 

the flow of gas from oil fields is inconsistent, there is significant variation in the operating load 

level of the turbines.  In some cases, the gas may be supplemented with natural gas.  In the case of 

OCS turbines, natural gas is unavailable and the produced gas may be supplemented with diesel 

fuel.  One of the three non-OCS produced gas turbines currently meets the proposed BARCT limit 

of 5 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis. 

 

Table 2-17 – Produced Gas Turbine Cost-Effectiveness 

Unit 
Input 

(MMBTU/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

2015 

Annual 

NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

Estimated 

MWh/yr 
%Capacity 

NOx 

Permit 

Limit 

(ppmv 

@ 15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

Capital 

Cost 

(Millions) 

Operating 

Cost 

(millions) 

Emission 

Reductions 

(tons) 

Cost-

Effectiveness 

($/ton 

reduced) 

Annual 

Capacity 

Factor 

(%) at 

$50,000 

per ton 

of NOx 

Reduced 

PGT2 49 4.8 4.0 30,000 71.4% 9 $1.24  $0.09  1.8 $47,213  67.4% 

PGT3 49 4.8 1.5 15,000 35.7% 9 $1.24  $0.07  0.7 $136,500  97.5% 

Average Cost-Effectiveness:  $81,400 
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As a class, produced gas turbines cannot cost-effectively meet the proposed BARCT limit of 5 

ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.   

 

Table 2-18 – Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas Turbine Cost-Effectiveness 

Unit 
Input 

(MMBTU/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

2015 

Annual 

NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

Estimated 

MWh/yr 
%Capacity 

NOx 

Permit 

Limit 

(ppmv 

@ 15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

Capital 

Cost 

(Millions) 

Operating 

Cost 

(millions) 

Emission 

Reductions 

(tons) 

Cost-

Effectiveness 

($/ton 

reduced) 

Annual 

Capacity 

Factor 

(%) at 

$50,000 

per ton 

of NOx 

Reduced 

PGOCST1 29 2.5 53.8 20,000 91.3% 65 $0.91  $0.09  46.3 $2,012 3.7% 

PGOCST2 29 2.5 47.8 20,000 91.3% 65 $0.91  $0.09  41.1 $2,267 4.1% 

PGOCST3 29 2.5 45.2 20,000 91.3% 65 $0.91  $0.09  38.9 $2,395 4.4% 

PGOCST4 42 2.5 8.0 3,500 16.0% 140 $0.91  $0.07 7 $11,481 3.7% 

PGOCST5 42 2.5 3.4 1,500 6.8% 140 $0.91  $0.07 2.9 $27,351 3.7% 

PGOCST6 42 2.5 9.2 4,300 19.6% 130 $0.91  $0.07 8.6 $9,804 3.9% 

Average Cost-Effectiveness:  $3,600 
 

As a class, OCS produced gas turbines can cost-effectively meet the proposed BARCT limit of 15 

ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Cost-effectiveness is not calculated for liquid fuel use on 

outer continental shelf produced gas turbines because the emissions concentration that can be met 

is twice the value of the produced gas limit. 

 

Compressor Gas Turbines 

There are seven compressor gas turbines; all are permitted over the proposed BARCT limit of 3.5 

ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry bases.  The cost-effectiveness for compressor gas turbines is 

presented below in Table 2-19 below. 

 

Table 2-19 – Compressor Gas Turbine Cost-Effectiveness 

Unit 

Input 

(MMBT

U/HR) 

Output 

(MW) 

2015 

Annual 

NOx 

Emissions 

(tons) 

Estimated 

MWh/yr 

% 

Capacity 

NOx 

Permit 

Limit 

(ppmv 

@ 15% 

oxygen, 

dry) 

Capital 

Cost 

(Millions) 

Operating 

Cost 

(millions) 

Emission 

Reductio

ns (tons) 

Cost-

Effectiveness 

($/ton 

reduced) 

Annual 

Capacity 

Factor 

(%) at 

$50,000 

per ton of 

NOx 

Reduced 

NG CG11 1501 11 62.1 48,000 49.8% 81 $2.39  $0.24  59.6  $    4,230  4.3% 

NG CG21 1501 11 61.7 44,000 45.7% 81 $2.39  $0.24  59.2  $    4,258  4.3% 

NG CG31 1501 11 60.0 42,000 43.6% 81 $2.39  $0.24  57.5  $    4,384  4.4% 

NG CG4 13.11 0.9 4.3 2,500 31.7% 68 $0.47 $0.04 4.1  $  10,946  4.5% 

NG CG6 13.11 0.9 3.9 1,800 22.8% 68 $0.47 $0.04 3.7  $  12,130  5.1% 

NG CG5 13.11 0.9 3.9 1,800 22.8% 67 $0.47 $0.04 3.7  $  12,130  5.1% 

NG CG7 13.11 0.9 3.7 1,700 21.6% 64 $0.47 $0.04 3.5  $  12,823  7.6% 

Average Cost-Effectiveness:  $4,9002 
1 – Equipment replaced in 2018 

2 – Average cost-effectiveness of four remaining active compressor gas turbines is $12,000 per ton of NOx reduced  

 

As a class, compressor gas turbines can cost-effectively meet the proposed BARCT limit of 3.5 

ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.   

BARCT Emission Limit Recommendation 

In all categories, the technology is available to meet the Initial BARCT NOx concentration limits.  

Low-use and near-limit provisions are included in the rule to address units that are not cost-
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effective.  The provision allows low-use equipment to continue operating without retrofit provided 

that they do not exceed an annual capacity factor limit and that they include an annual capacity 

factor in their Permit to Operate.  This ensures that turbines that increase use to the point where 

the cost-effectiveness threshold is reached, that they will be required to retrofit the units to meet 

the proposed BARCT concentration limits. 

 

The BARCT emission limits for the proposed rule are listed below in Table 2-20.  

 

Table 2-20 – Summary of BARCT Recommendation 

Equipment 
Final BARCT 

Recommendation 

Natural Gas Combined Cycle Gas Turbine 2 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Natural Gas Simple Cycle Gas Turbine 2.5 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Natural Gas Simple Cycle Compressor Gas 

Turbine 
3.5 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Produced Gas Turbine 9 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas Turbine 15 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Outer Continental Shelf Liquid Fuel Turbine 30 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 

Other Gas Turbine 12.5 ppmv @ 15% oxygen, dry 
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INTRODUCTION 

Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines 

(PAR 1134) establishes NOx and ammonia emission limits gas turbines.  Additionally, PAR 1134 

establishes provisions for monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping, and establishes exemptions 

from specific provisions. 

 

PURPOSE (Subdivision (a)) 

Purpose (subdivision (a)) is added to PAR 1134 to be consistent with the structure of current 

SCAQMD rules.  The purpose of PAR 1134 is to reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogen from 

stationary gas turbines.   

 

APPLICABILITY (Subdivision (b)) 

While there is no specific language in Rule 1134 excluding RECLAIM facilities from current Rule 

1134, a few turbines are currently subject to Rule 1134.  Many turbines are included in the 

RECLAIM program and as such are not required to meet the NOx concentration limits imposed 

by Rule 1134.  However, gas turbines existing as of August 4, 1989 and used at publicly-owned 

treatment works, landfills, hospitals and other public facilities, and sources which were not covered 

under RECLAIM, were still required to meet the concentration limits in Rule 1134 through 

application of various control technologies.  New turbines installed at non-RECLAIM facilities 

after August 4, 1989 are not subject to Rule 1134.  PAR 1134 will apply to all stationary gas 

turbines located at non-RECLAIM and RECLAIM facilities, regardless of the date they were 

permitted.  NOx generating equipment located at petroleum refineries and refinery associated 

facilities will be subject to forthcoming Proposed Rule 1109.1 – Refinery Equipment.  Similarly, 

NOx generating equipment located at landfills or fueled with landfill gas will be subject to 

Proposed Rule 1150.3 – NOx Emission Reduction from Combustion Equipment at Landfills and 

NOx generating equipment located at publicly owned treatment works will be subject to Proposed 

Rule 1179.1 – NOx Emission Reduction from Combustion Equipment at Publicly Owned 

Treatment Work Facilities.  In the interim, those facilities subject to Rule 1134 or having permit 

conditions referencing Rule 1134 will remain subject to those conditions until the new source-

specific rules are adopted. 

 

DEFINITIONS (Subdivision (c)) 

PAR 1134 adds and modifies definition to clarify and explain key concepts and removes obsolete 

definitions.  Please refer to PAR 1134 for each definition. 

  

 Proposed Deleted Definitions:  Chemical Processing Gas Turbine 

Emission Control Plan 

Higher Heating Value of Fuel (HHV) 

Lower Heating Value of Fuel (LLV) 

Peaking Gas Turbine Unit 

Sewage Digester Gas 

Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB) 
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 Proposed Modified Definitions: Cogeneration Gas Turbine 

Combined Cycle Gas Turbine 

Compressor Gas Turbine (formerly Pipeline Gas 

Turbine Unit) 

Emergency Standby Gas Turbine 

Existing Gas Turbine 

Stationary Gas Turbine 

   

   

Proposed Added Definitions: Annual Capacity Factor 

Duct Burner 

Former RECLAIM NOx Facility 

Landfill  

Natural Gas 

Non-RECLAIM NOx Facility 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions 

Outer Continental Shelf 

Petroleum Refinery 

Produced Gas 

Publicly Owned Treatment Works 

RECLAIM NOx Facility 

Shutdown 

Simple Cycle Gas Turbine 

Start-Up 

Tuning 

 

EMISSIONS LIMITS (Subdivision (d)) 

The emissions limits in paragraph (d)(1) will be applicable to existing turbines currently subject 

to Rule 1134.  The emissions limits in (d)(1) are applicable in the interim until the turbine can 

comply with emissions limits in Table I of paragraph (d)(3) or December 31, 2023, whichever 

comes first.  Turbines that are located at a RECLAIM NOx facility or a former RECLAIM NOx 

facility are not subject to (d)(1).   

 

The emission limits in Tables I of PAR 1134 are based on the BARCT assessment presented in 

Chapter 2 – BARCT Assessment.  The effective date is January 1, 2024. 
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PAR 1134, Table I: Emissions Limits for Stationary Gas Turbines 

Fuel Type 
NOx

1 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv) 

Oxygen Correction 

(%, dry) 

Liquid – Outer Continental Shelf  30 5 15 

Natural Gas – Combined Cycle 2 5 15 

Natural Gas – Simple Cycle 2.5 5 15 

Produced Gas 9 5 15 

Produced Gas – Outer Continental Shelf  15 5 15 

Other 12.5 5 15 
1 – The NOx emission limits in Table 1 shall not apply during start-up, 

shutdown, and tuning.   

 

The emission limits in Table II of PAR 1134 also reflect the BARCT assessment presented in 

Chapter 2 – BARCT Assessment.  The effective date for compressor gas turbines is two years after 

a permit to construct is issued by the Executive Officer or three years after a permit to construct is 

issued if the permit application is submitted before July 1, 2021.  The application must be 

submitted to SCAQMD by July 1, 2022 as required in paragraph (d)(8).   

PAR 1134, Table II: Emissions Limits for Compressor Gas Turbines 

Fuel Type 
NOx

1 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv) 

Oxygen Correction 

(%, dry) 

Natural Gas – Compressor Gas Turbine 3.5 10 15 
1 –  The NOx emission limits in Table 1 shall not apply during start-up, 

shutdown, and tuning.   

 

Subparagraph (d)(5) states that requirements for start-up, shutdown, and tuning periods will be 

included in each stationary gas turbine’s permit.  The requirements will specify duration, mass 

emissions, and number of start-ups, shutdowns, and, if applicable, tunings.  Requirements for start-

up, shutdown, and tuning of existing stationary gas turbines are currently in the operating permits 

for that equipment.  Additionally, start-up, shutdown, and tuning are unique to each unit and 

evaluated during the permitting process.   

 

Subparagraph (d)(6)(B) requires the emissions limits of turbines that are installed after [Date of 

Adoption] to be averaged over a 60-minute rolling average.  Compressor Gas Turbines installed 

after [Date of Adoption] shall be averaged over a three-hour rolling average.  For stationary gas 

turbines installed before [Date of Adoption], subparagraph (d)(6)(A) requires turbines to retain 

their current averaging time.  The averaging times for these units were evaluated during the 

permitting process and shall be maintained.   
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Paragraph (d)(7) prohibits the use of liquid fuel in a stationary gas turbine except for outer 

continental shelf gas turbines which do not have access to natural gas.   

 

Paragraph (d)(8) requires that by July 1, 2022 facilities must submit applications for a permit to 

construct or to reconcile their permits with Rule 1134.  As facilities transition out of RECLAIM 

to Rule 1134, their permits will need to be revised to remove references to RECLAIM rules and 

include references to Rule 1134.  

 

To address the technology forcing nature of the compressor gas turbine emissions limits, an 

extension of up to one year for compliance with the NOx and ammonia emissions limits in Table 

II is included and a three year extension for compliance with the ammonia emissions limits in 

Table II.  The one year extension is allowed to address permitting, land acquisition, or some other 

extenuating circumstance that prevents the implementation of the lower emitting technology.  The 

three year extension is to allow time to confirm that ammonia limits can be complied with at 

various load conditions.  The request for time extension must be submitted at least 30 days before 

the compliance deadlines and must include: which units need a time extension, the reason(s) an 

extension is needed, the progress to date of the project, and the length of time requested.  The 

facility must also demonstrate that at least 25% of NOx emission reductions, averaged over a two-

year period, will be realized by December 31, 2023in the two-year period prior to the submittal of 

the extension request in comparison to 2017 NOx emissions.  If an extension greater than 12 

months is requested for compliance with the ammonia emission limits, the turbine must be 

equipped with an ammonia continuous emission monitoring system certified under an approved 

SCAQMD protocol.  If an extension greater than 24 months is requested for compliance with the 

ammonia emission limits, the facility must demonstrate that the turbine is operating less than 1,000 

hours per year.  To be approved for the time extension, the Executive Officer will determine if the 

facility followed the proper procedure for submitting a request for time extension and if the time 

extension was needed due to an extenuating circumstance.  Examples of extenuating circumstances 

includes, but is not limited to engineering designs, construction plans, land acquisition contracts, 

permit applications, test results, and purchase orders that impact scheduling. 

 

MONITORING, RECORDKEEPING, AND REPORTING (Subdivision (e)) 

Staff is currently working on adopting Rule 113 – Monitoring, Reporting, and Recordkeeping 

(MRR) Requirements for NOx and SOx Sourcesamending Rule 218 – Continuous Emission 

Monitoring (Rule 218) and Rule 218.1 – Continuous Emission Monitoring Performance 

Specifications.  Once Rule 113 isthese amendments are adopted, all Rule 1134 equipment will 

transition to Rule 113those rules for MRR.  For the interim period, the intention of the PAR 1134 

MRR is to maintain current MRR for all facilities and streamline reporting requirements for former 

RECLAIM NOx facilities.  Turbines that are non-RECLAIM NOx sources already comply with 

Rule 218 – Continuous Emission Monitoring (Rule 218) in addition to other MRR requirements.  

Therefore, requiring compliance with Rule 218 will not affect these units.  

 

Paragraph (e)(1) requires that turbines 2.9 MW and larger located at non-RECLAIM NOx facilities 

retain their continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS).   
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Subparagraph (e)(2)(A) requires turbines smaller than 2.9 MW and located at a non-RECLAIM 

NOx facility to conduct a source test to demonstrate compliance with NOx and carbon monoxide 

concentrations and demonstrated percent efficiency (EFF), if applicable.   

 

Subparagraph (e)(2)(B) requires stationary gas turbines operating with a catalytic control device 

to conduct source testing to determine compliance with the ammonia concentration emission limit.  

Alternatively, a certified ammonia CEMS may be used to determine compliance in lieu of source 

testing.  At this time, SCAQMD is in the process of finding a host site for an ammonia CEMS 

demonstration project.  Upon successful demonstration, SCAQMD will develop an ammonia 

CEMS protocol.  Once an ammonia CEMS protocol is developed then SCAQMD intends to 

require ammonia CEMS instead of source testing to demonstrate compliance with the ammonia 

limits.  At this time, an ammonia CEMS is approximately $60,000.  The provision that allows for 

ammonia CEMS instead of source testing allows facilities to transition to ammonia CEMS once a 

protocol is ready, but is not specifically required by Rule 1134. 

 

Source tests to determine compliance with NOx concentration limits for turbines not equipped 

with NOx CEMS shall be conducted every calendar year according to clause (e)(2)(C)(i).  Clause 

(e)(2)(C)(ii) states that turbines emitting less than 25 tons per year of NOx may source test at least 

once every three calendar years.  Additionally, clause (e)(2)(C)(iii) requires turbines not equipped 

with ammonia CEMS to source test quarterly when initially installed and after an annual test is 

failed.  After four consecutive compliant ammonia source tests, source testing of ammonia may be 

conducted every calendar year.  Turbines currently testing for ammonia annually may retain that 

schedule until an annual test is failed.  

 

Paragraph (e)(3) applies to RECLAIM NOx facilities and requires that current MRR be maintained 

until the facility leaves RECLAIM. 

 

Paragraph (e)(4) applies to former RECLAIM NOx facilities.  To demonstrate compliance with 

the NOx emissions limits, these facilities will be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 2012 

with the exception of the following provisions that reference reporting requirements or that do not 

apply to stationary gas turbines:    

• Rule 2012 (c)(3) – facility permit holder of a major NOx source 

• Rule 2012 (c)(4) – Super Compliant Facilities 

• Rule 2012 (c)(5) – facility Permit holder of a facility which is provisionally approved for 

NOx Super Compliant status  

• Rule 2012 (c)(6) –  after final approval of Super Compliant status  

• Rule 2012 (c)(7) – facility designated as a NOx Super Compliant Facility 

• Rule 2012 (c)(8) – super Compliant Facility exceeds its adjusted allocations 

• Rule 2012 (d)(2)(B) – install, maintain and operate a modem 

• Rule 2012 (d)(2)(C) – equipment-specific emission rate or concentration limit 

• Rule 2012 (d)(2)(D) – monitor one or more measured variables as specified in Appendix 

A 

• Rule 2012 (d)(2)(E) – comply with all applicable provisions of subdivision (f) 

• Rule 2012 (e) – NOx Process Unit 

• Rule 2012 (g)(5) – system is inadequate to accurately determine mass emissions 

• Rule 2012 (g)(6) – sharing of totalizing fuel meters 
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• Rule 2012 (g)(7) – equipment which is exempt from permit requirements pursuant to 

Rule 219 - Equipment Not Requiring A Written Permit Pursuant to Regulation II 

• Rule 2012 (g)(8) – rule 2012 and Appendix A 

• Rule 2012 (h)(1) – facilities with existing CEMS and fuel meters as of October 15, 1993 

• Rule 2012 (h)(2) – interim emission reports 

• Rule 2012 (h)(4) – installation of all required or elected monitoring and reporting systems 

• Rule 2012 (h)(5) – existing or new facility which elects to enter RECLAIM or a facility 

which is required to enter RECLAIM 

• Rule 2012 (h)(6) – new major NOx source at an existing facility 

• Rule 2012 (i) –  Recordkeeping 

• Rule 2012 (k) –  Exemption  

• Rule 2012 (l) – Appeals  

• Reported Data and Transmitting/Reporting Frequency requirements from Rule 2012 

Appendix A – “Protocol for Monitoring, Reporting and Recordkeeping for Oxides of 

Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions” 

 

TEST METHODS (Subdivision (f)) 

SCAQMD Method 207.1 is included to determine ammonia concentration during source testing.   

 

RECORDKEEPING (Subdivision (g))     

The recordkeeping provisions in subdivision (g) are maintained with two minor changes.  

Paragraph (g)(3) will require the use of a data acquisition system as a replacement for monthly 

reporting for units that require CEMS.  Also, results from source tests shall be submitted within 

60 days after source testing is completed.   

EXEMPTIONS (Subdivision (h)) 

The current exemption for chemical processing gas turbine units in subparagraph (h)(1)(C) has 

been removed and those units must comply with applicable limits in Proposed Rule 1109.1 – 

Refinery Equipment when it is adopted.  The current exemptions in subparagraph (h)(1)(D) and 

(h)(2)(B) have been removed, these exemptions are no longer necessary because the units located 

in the Southeast Desert Air Basin which were subject to these exemptions have been removed.  

Any units installed in the future in this area of the SCAQMD will be subject to this rule.  Southeast 

Desert Air Basin is located outside the SCAQMD.  There are no turbines located on San Clemente 

Island and therefore the exemption in subparagraph (h)(2)(C) is unnecessary.   

 

Rule 1134 will be amended to include several new exemptions.  The first new exemption, 

subparagraph  (h)(3), exempts existing combined cycle gas turbines at 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% 

oxygen on a dry basis from the emissions limitations in paragraph (d)(3), with the condition that 

the units keep their NOx and ammonia limits, start-up, shutdown, and tuning requirements, and 

averaging times on the current permit.  According to the BARCT assessment, it is not cost-

effective for combined cycle gas turbines at 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis to reduce 

their limits to 2 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.   
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To address low-use stationary gas turbines, a low-use provision, paragraph (h)(4) is included in 

PAR 1134.  The provision allows low-use equipment to continue operating without retrofit 

provided that they: do not exceed annual capacity factor limits; include annual capacity factor 

limits in their permit; and keep the NOx and ammonia limits, start-up, shutdown, and tuning 

requirements, and averaging times on their current permit.  The annual capacity factor, paragraph 

(c)(1), is defined as the ratio between the actual annual input and the annual maximum heat input 

if operated continuously over one year.  The annual capacity factor limits for gas turbines in 

subparagraph (h)(4)(A) is less than twenty-five percent in one calendar year and less than ten 

percent averaged over three years.  In order to obtain the low-use exemption, subparagraph 

(h)(4)(B) requires that an application for the low-use exemption be submitted by July 1, 2022.  

Subparagraph (h)(4)(C) requires that annual capacity factor to be determined annually and 

submitted to the Executive Officer no later than March 1 following the reporting year.    If a unit 

exceeds the annual capacity factor, subparagraph (h)(4)(D) states the owner or operator is subject 

to a notice of violation for each year of exceedance and for each annual and/or three-year 

exceedance.  Clause (h)(4)(D)(iii) requires that after two years of the date of reported exceedance, 

the unit must come into compliance with the emissions limits in Table I.  There are also interim 

milestone requirements in clauses (h)(4)(D)(i) and (h)(4)(D)(ii): submitting a permit application 

within six months from the date of reported exceedance and a CEMS plan within six months from 

the date of permit application submittal.   

 

If a stationary gas turbine is not using selective catalytic reduction or other processes that add 

ammonia into the exhaust gas, then paragraph (h)(5) exempts those turbines from ammonia 

concentration limits and source testing requirements. 
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POTENTIALLY IMPACTED FACILITIES  

There are 39 facilities that are potentially impacted by Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions 

of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines (PAR 1134).  Of these 39 facilities, 24 are 

currently in the NOx RECLAIM program.  The remaining facilities are not in the RECLAIM 

program and eight of these are currently subject to SCAQMD Rule 1134.  Seven facilities are not 

subject to RECLAIM nor Rule 1134 because of the applicability requirements of RECLAIM and 

Rule 1134 (i.e., the turbines were built after 1989).  

 

There are approximately 73 turbines at these 39 facilities: 6 are at the proposed emissions limits, 

17 are emergency standby gas turbines, 6 are exempt, and 11 qualify for the low-use provisions.  

The remaining 33 turbines will need to be replaced, repowered, or retrofitted to come into 

compliance with PAR 1134.   

 

The seven exempt units are exempt from emissions limits in PAR 1134 Table I because of the 

near-limit exemption in paragraph (h)(3) and listed in Table 4-1 below.     

 

Table 4-1: Combined Cycle Turbines Exempt Due to PAR 1134 Paragraph (h)(3) 

Facility 
SCAQMD 

Permit  

Current NOx 

Permit Limit  

(ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry) 

City of Riverside, Public Utilities Department Turbine D1  2.5 

MillerCoors USA F99403 2.5 

MillerCoors USA F99402 2.5 

Kimberly-Clark Worldwide G33192 2.5 

Orange County, Central Utility Facility G35244 2.5 

Orange County, Central Utility Facility G35245 2.5 

University of California at Irvine G46888  2.5 

 

Assuming similar usage as in 2015, 11 turbines would qualify for the low-use provisions, as 

summarized in Table 4-2. 
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Table 4-2: Units Potentially Utilizing Low-Use Provisions in Paragraph (h)(4) 

Facility 
SCAQMD 

Permit 

Current NOx 

Permit Limit 

(ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry)  

   

Harbor Cogeneration G48131 8 

CES Placerita F96765 7 

California State University, Fullerton  G20025 5 

Colton Power  Turbine D1 5 

Colton Power  Turbine D8 5 

Colton Power  Turbine D15 5 

Colton Power  Turbine D22 5 

Colton Power  Turbine D1 5 

Colton Power  Turbine D8 5 

Colton Power  Turbine D15 5 

Colton Power  Turbine D22 5 

 

Analysis of Facilities with PAR 1134 Equipment and Other Landing Rules 

Staff has reviewed permits for all PAR 1134 units, and identified the number of non-PAR 1134 

combustion units a facility has that will require retrofit or replacement because of revisions to 

BARCT.  Eight facilities had between one and five boilers subject to Rule 1146 or Rule 1146.1 

which were amended in fall 2018.  Two facilities have more than five internal combustion engines 

that will be subject to Rule 1110.2 that is scheduled to be amended in summer 2019.  One of the 

two facilities already has indicated that they will have completed retrofit or replacement by 

December 31, 2023.  The second facility has requested that more time be allotted to conduct 

retrofits and replacement.  That corporation also has three other facilities with equipment likely to 

require retrofit or replacement from PAR 1110.2.  The emissions from internal combustion engines 

significantly exceeds the emissions from the turbines.  However, the facility is considering 

replacing some internal combustion engines with turbines.  Additional time has been allotted for 

that facility as contained in paragraphs (d)(4) and (d)(9). 

 

EMISSION INVENTORY AND EMISSION REDUCTIONS 

The NOx emission inventory for turbines subject to PAR 1134 is 3.2 tons per day in 2015 as seen 

in Table 4-3 below.     
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Table 4-3 – NOx Emission Inventory and MWh Capacity 

Equipment Type 
2015 NOx Emission Inventory 

(tons per day) 

MWh 

Capacity 

Combined Cycle Turbines 0.9 258 

Simple Cycle Turbines 1.2 540 

Produced Gas Turbines < 0.1 161 

Outer Continental Shelf Gas Turbines 0.5 15 

Compressor Gast Turbines 0.6 37 

Total 3.2 1,011 

 

After the implementation of the BARCT limits, 2.8 tons per day of NOx emission reductions will 

be realized as seen in Table 4-4 below. 

 

Table 4-4 – NOx Emission Reductions 

Equipment Type 

2015 NOx Emission 

Inventory  

(tons per day) 

2015 NOx Emissions 

Reductions  

(tons per day)  

Combined Cycle Turbines 0.9 0.8 

Simple Cycle Turbines 1.2 1.1 

Produced Gas Turbines < 0.1 0.0 

Outer Continental Shelf Gas Turbines 0.5 0.4 

Compressor Gas Turbines 0.6 0.5 

Total 3.2 2.8 

 

The use of ammonia in the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) process results in an increase of 

particulate matter emissions.  There are 7 turbines that already utilize SCR but will increase their 

ammonia usage by an estimated 30% to meet the proposed emissions limits.  The particulate matter 

increase is 9,900 pounds annually or 0.01 tons per day.  Twenty-three turbines do not currently 

utilize SCR.  The particulate matter increase from incorporating SCR into their process is expected 

to increase particulate matter emissions by approximately 112,000 pounds annually or 0.15 tons 

per day. 

 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

Cost-effectiveness is examined for each equipment category type.  Cost-effectiveness is measured 

in terms of control costs (dollars) per air emissions reduced (tons).  The 2016 Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP) establishes a cost-effectiveness threshold of $50,000 per ton of NOx 

reduced.  Costs for retrofitting stationary gas turbines were determined using U.S. EPA’s Air 
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Pollution Control Cost Estimation Spreadsheet for Selective Catalytic Reduction.  The 

methodology used in the spreadsheet is based on U.S. EPA Clean Air Markets Division Integrated 

Planning Model.  Size and costs of selective catalytic reduction control equipment and operational 

costs are based on size, fuel burned, NOx removal efficiency, reagent consumption rate, and 

catalyst costs.  Fuel consumption is based on 2015 reported fuel usage.  Values are reported in 

2015 dollars in Table 4-5 below. 

 

Equipment Type Cost-Effectiveness  

(Cost per ton of NOx reduced) 

Combined Cycle Turbines $11,500 

Simple Cycle Turbines $8,400 

Produced Gas Turbines $81,400 

Outer Continental Shelf Gas Turbines $3,600 

Compressor Gas Turbines $4,900 

 

For Produced Gas Turbines, the high cost-effectiveness is addressed by establishing a NOx 

emission limit of 9 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis which all produced gas turbines currently 

meet.   

INCREMENTAL COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

Health and Safety Code section 40920.6 requires an incremental cost-effectiveness analysis for 

Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (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, carbon monoxide, 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 option as compared to the next less expensive control option.   

 

Incremental cost-effectiveness is calculated as follows: 

Incremental cost-effectiveness = (Calt–Cproposed) / (Ealt–Eproposed)  

Where:  

Cproposed is the present worth value of the proposed control option; 

Eproposed are the emission reductions of the proposed control option; 

Calt is the present worth value of the alternative control option; and 

Ealt are the emission reductions of the alternative control option 

 

Paragraph (h)(3) exempts natural gas combined cycle gas turbines meeting 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% 

oxygen on a dry basis from the proposed NOx limit of 2 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  The 

progressively more stringent potential control option would be to remove the exemption and 

require all natural gas combined cycle gas turbines to meet the 2 ppmv at15% oxygen on a dry 

basis NOx limit.  The present worth value of the proposed control option is $44,400,000 and the 

emission reductions are 1,923 tons over 25 years.  The present worth value of the alternative 

control option is $63,300,000 and the emission reductions of the alternative control option is 1,978 

tons over 25 years.  The incremental cost-effectiveness for removing the exemption for natural gas 

combined cycle gas turbines meeting 2.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis is $343,600 per 

ton of NOx reduced as calculated below. 
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Incremental cost-effectiveness =  ($63,300,000 – $44,400,000) / (1,978 – 1,923) = 

$343,600 per ton of NOx reduced 

 

The proposed rule also includes low-use provisions, paragraph (h)(4), for turbines that operate at 

less than ten percent of their annual capacity.  The progressively more stringent proposal control 

option would be to remove the exemption.  The present worth value of the proposed control option 

is $117,000,000 and the emission reductions are 15,228 tons over 25 years.  The present worth 

value of the alternative control option is $195,700,000 and the emission reductions of the 

alternative control option is 15,350 tons over 25 years.  The incremental cost-effectiveness for 

removing the exemption for low-use gas turbines is $687,000 per ton of NOx reduced as calculated 

below. 

 

Incremental cost-effectiveness = ($195,700,000 – $117,000,000) / (15,350 – 15,228) = 

$687,000 per ton of NOx reduced 

 

The incremental cost analyses presented above demonstrate that the provisions for low-use 

equipment and equipment already permitted near the proposed limit are necessary to avoid 

imposing costs that would exceed the cost-effectiveness threshold. 

 

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 Amended Rule 1134 helps implements Control 

Measure CMB-05.  The 2016 AQMP ranked Control Measure CMB-05 sixth in cost-effectiveness.   

 

SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT  

A Draft Socioeconomic Impact Assessment has been prepared and waswill be released at least 30 

days prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board Hearing on PAR 1134, which is anticipated to be 

heard on April 5, 2019. 

 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

PAR 1134 is considered a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), and the SCAQMD is the designated lead agency.  Pursuant to CEQA and SCAQMD’s 

Certified Regulatory Program (Rule 110), the SCAQMD, as lead agency for the proposed project, 

prepared a Draft Subsequent Environmental Assessment (SEA) for PAR 1134 which was released 

for a 45-day public review and comment period from January 29, 2019 to March 15, 2019.  As of 

the publication date of this Draft Staff Report, oneFour comment letters werewas received relative 

to the Draft SEA.  The Draft SEA indicated that while reducing NOx emissions is an environmental 

benefit, secondary significant adverse environmental impacts are also expected for the topic area 

of hazards and hazardous materials.  Since significant adverse impacts were identified, an 
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alternatives analysis and mitigation measures are required and are included in the Draft SEA.  

[CEQA Guidelines Section 15252].   

 

The proposed project may have statewide, regional, or area-wide significance; therefore, a CEQA 

scoping meeting was required (pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21083.9(a)(2)) and held 

at the SCAQMD’s Headquarters in conjunction with the Public Workshop on December 18, 2019.  

No comments were made at the CEQA scoping meeting related to CEQA.  All comment letters 

received relative to the Draft SEA and the responses to the comments will be included in Appendix 

G of the Final SEA.   

Prior to making a decision on the adoption of the proposed project, the SCAQMD Governing 

Board must review and certify the Final SEA, including responses to comments, as providing 

adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts that may occur as a result of 

adopting the proposed project. 

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 Amended Rule 1134 is needed to establish BARCT requirements for stationary gas 

turbines, including stationary gas turbines at 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 Amended Rule 

1134 pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40440, 

40702, 40725 through 40728, and 41508, and 41508. 

Clarity 

Proposed Amended Rule 1134 is written or displayed so that its meaning can be easily understood 

by the persons directly affected by it.   

Consistency 

Proposed Amended Rule 1134 is in harmony with and not in conflict with or contradictory to, 

existing statutes, court decisions, or state or federal regulations. 

Non-Duplication 

Proposed Amended Rule 1134 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 amending Rule 1134, the following statutes which the SCAQMD hereby implements, interprets 

or makes specific are referenced: Health and Safety Code sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40406 
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(BARCT), 40702, 40440(a), and 40725 through 40728.5, and Clean Air Act Section 172 (c)(1) 

(reasonably available control technology). 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

Health and Safety Code Section 40727.2 requires a comparative analysis of the proposed amended 

rule with any Federal or District rules and regulations applicable to the same source.  A 

comparative analysis is presented below in Table 4-6.
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Table 4-6: PAR 1134 Comparative Analysis 
Rule 

Element 

PAR 1134 RECLAIM 40 CFR Part 60 GG 40 CFR Part 60 KKKK 

Applicability Turbines with generating capacity greater 
than 0.3 MW except those located electric 

generating facilities, landfills, petroleum 

refineries, and publicly owned treatment 
works or fueled with landfill gas  

Facilities regulated under the NOx 
RECLAIM program (SCAQMD Reg. 

XX) 

Gas turbines with heat input of ≥ 10 

MMBtu/hr constructed or modified 

before 2/18/2005 

Gas turbines with heat input of ≥ 10 

MMBtu/hr constructed or modified 

after 2/18/2005 

Requirements Emission limits: 

• Combined Cycle Gas Turbine and 

Associated Duct Burner: NOx 2 ppmv @ 
15% O2; Ammonia 5 ppmv @ 15% O2 

• Simple Cycle Gas Turbine: NOx 2.5 ppmv 

@ 15% O2; Ammonia 5 ppmv @ 15% O2 
• Produced Gas Turbine: NOx 9 ppmv @ 

15% O2; Ammonia 5 ppmv @ 15% O2 

• Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas 
Turbine: NOx 15 ppmv @ 15% O2; 

Ammonia 5 ppmv @ 15% O2 

• Outer Continental Shelf Produced Gas 
Turbine (Liquid Fuel): NOx 30 ppmv @ 

15% O2; Ammonia 5 ppmv @ 15% O2 

• Compressor Gas Turbine: NOx 3.5 ppmv 
@ 15% O2; Ammonia 10 ppmv @ 15% O2 

• Other Gas Turbine: NOx 12.5 ppmv@ 
15% O2; Ammonia 5 ppmv @ 15% O2 

None NOx limit @ 15% O2: 

0.0075*(14.4/Y)+F where Y = 

manufacture’s rated heat input and F = 
NOx emission allowance for fuel-bound 

nitrogen 

NOx limit for electric generating units 

(@ 15% O2): 

• ≤ 50 MMBtu/hr – 42 ppm when firing 

natural gas 

• 50 MMBtu/hr and ≤ 850 MMBtu/hr – 

15 ppm when firing natural gas 

• >850 MBtu/hr – 15 ppm when firing 

natural gas 

• ≤ 50 MMBtu/hr –  96 ppm when firing 

other fuel 

• 50 MMBtu/hr and ≤ 850 MMBtu/hr – 

74 ppm when firing other fuel 

• >850 MBtu/hr – 42 ppm when firing 

natural gas 
 

Reporting Annual reporting of NOx emissions • Daily electronic reporting for major 

sources 

• Quarterly Certification of Emissions 
Report  and Annual Permit Emissions 

Program for all units 

Excess emissions and CEMS downtime 

within 30 days 

Excess emissions and CEMS downtime 

within 30 days; annual performance 

testing within 60 days 

Monitoring A continuous in-stack NOx monitor for 
turbines with a capacity of 2.9 MW or 

greater.  Periodic source testing for turbines 

with a capacity of < 2.9. 

A continuous in-stack NOx monitor for 
major sources 

 

A continuous in-stack NOx monitor A continuous in-stack NOx monitor 

Recordkeeping Performance testing; emission rates; 
monitoring data; CEMS audits and checks 

maintained for five years 

• < 15-min. data = min. 48 hours; • ≥ 15-
min. data = 3 years (5 years if Title V) 

• Maintenance & emission records, 

source test reports, RATA reports, audit 
reports and fuel meter calibration records 

for Annual Permit Emissions Program = 

3 years (5 years if Title V) 

Performance testing; emission rates; 
monitoring data; CEMS audits and 

checks 

Performance testing; emission rates; 
monitoring data; CEMS audits and 

checks 

Fuel 

Restrictions 

Liquid petroleum fuel limited to Outer 

Continental Shelf turbines 

None None None 



 

PAR 1134 Draft Staff Report R-1 April 2019 

REFERENCES  

 

“Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan”, South Coast Air Quality Management District, March 

2017 

 

“SCAQMD NOx RECLAIM – BARCT Feasibility and Analysis Review, Norton Engineering 

Consultants, Inc., Nov 26, 2014 

 

“Regulation 9, Rule 9: Nitrogen Oxides and Carbon Monoxide from Stationary Gas Turbines”, 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, December 2006 

 

“Regulation 9, Rule 11: Nitrogen Oxides and Carbon Monoxide from Utility Electric Power 

Generating Boilers”, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, May 2000 

 

“Rule 4703 – Stationary Gas Turbines”, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 

September 2007 

 

“Chapter 2 – Selective Catalytic Reduction”, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, May 2016 

“Air Pollution Control Cost Estimation Spreadsheet for Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR), U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, May 2016 

 

“Catalytic Combustion”, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, 

https://www.energy.gov/eere/amo/catalytic-combustion, accessed July 19, 2018 

 

“Catalog of CHP Technologies”, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Combined Heat and 

Power Partnership, September 2017 

 
Power Generating Packages – Centaur 50, Solar Turbines,  

https://www.solarturbines.com/en_US/products/power-generation-packages/centaur-50.html, 

accessed March 2019

https://www.energy.gov/eere/amo/catalytic-combustion
https://www.solarturbines.com/en_US/products/power-generation-packages/centaur-50.html


 

 

 

APPENDIX A – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES



Appendix A  Comments and Responses 

PAR 1134 Final Staff Report A-1 April 2019 

Comment Letter 1 

Beta Offshore – January 17, 2019 

 

1-1 
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Response to Comment 1-1 

Staff agrees that liquid and gaseous fuels cannot be combusted in the turbine at the same time and 

the language has been removed. 

Response to Comment 1-2 

The length of time to submit source test results has been extended to 60 days and is now consistent 

with other similar source test report submittal times in other SCAQMD regulations.  
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Comment Letter 2 
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2-1 

(Cont.) 

2-2 

2-3 
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Response to Comment 2-1 

Staff has reviewed compressor turbines in the same class as those referenced in the comment.   

Two recent installations1 with concentration limits of 3.5 ppmv NOx and 10 ppmv ammonia 

corrected to 15% oxygen on a dry basis were identified.  Staff is revising the limits to reflect this 

new information that will further reduce NOx emissions while providing the regulatory flexibility 

requested.  Staff is also including additional time to meet these these technology forcing limits 

with conditions as specified in paragraph (d)(9) of the proposed rule. 

Response to Comment 2-2 

The length of time to submit source test results has been extended to 60 days and is now consistent 

with other similar source test report submittal times in other SCAQMD regulations.See comment 

1-2. 

Response to Comment 2-3 

Staff has revised the rule language to replace pipeline turbine with compressor turbine. 
  

                                                 
1 https://www.deq.virginia.gov/Portals/0/DEQ/Air/BuckinghamCompressorStation/May_25_2018_Updated_Application.pdf 

 
https://mde.state.md.us/programs/Permits/AirManagementPermits/Documents/dom%20air%20dispersion%20supplement.pdf 

 

https://www.deq.virginia.gov/Portals/0/DEQ/Air/BuckinghamCompressorStation/May_25_2018_Updated_Application.pdf
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__mde.state.md.us_programs_Permits_AirManagementPermits_Documents_dom-2520air-2520dispersion-2520supplement.pdf&d=DwMFAg&c=oBiQyooBvnd4iujXa1WDRw&r=Z8gW070Xjpz7iNWdzwOHdD6zyxFUeYtLqgzE0onehBI&m=fRRtY6KtJi4EHu567l5HRec3BhnDyFsdTVYJSmQ_DYA&s=vkdNPo-fjDLa33aBx4Qxvf24jrh_sdJ_Y3DD4E1jwZE&e=
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Comment Letter 3 
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Response to Comment 3-1 

Detailed technical and economic information and analyses upon which the technical feasibility and 

cost-effectiveness are provided in chapters 2 and 4 of the staff report.  Incremental cost-

effectiveness between control options is included in chapter 4 of the staff report.  This information 

is presented in this report which is released at least 30 days before any hearing.  The other 

documents that staff relied upon are noted and contained in this report’s references section, 

including U.S. EPA’s “Catalog of CHP Technologies” and “Air Pollution Control Cost Estimation 

Spreadsheet for Selective Catalytic Reduction” and the Office of Energy Efficiency and 

Renewable Energy’s “Catalytic Combustion”.  This information is presented in this report which 

is released at least 30 days before any hearing.  Cost-effectiveness and technical feasibility 

information has been identified and presented during working group meetings and the Public 

Workshop during rule development as well. 

 

Response to Comment 3-2 

A detailed response to this comment is included in chapter 2 of the staff report.   

 

Response to Comment 3-3 

Staff has found it necessary to continue with the approach of amending command-and-control 

NOx rules concurrently with addressing NSR issues.  The reason for this approach is to avoid 

delay in adopting implementation schedules for BARCT to give facilities adequate time to comply 

with command-and-control NOx emission limits.  Based on AB 617, many RECLAIM facilities 

must implement BARCT before 2024.  Resolving NSR is a significant issue as it requires 

involvement and approval from U.S. EPA.  In the interim, facilities have two options.  A facility 

that receives an initial determination notification can remain in RECLAIM, and if there are 

emission increases that would trigger a New Source Review event, the facility would comply with 

RECLAIM NSR.  Staff is committed to not exit facilities from RECLAIM until the NSR issues 

are resolved.  If however, a facility decides to exit before NSR issues are resolved, and later had 

an emissions increase that would trigger a New Source Review event, the facility would need to 

purchase offsets in the open market.SCAQMD staff responded to a similar comment in the staff 

report for PARs 2001 and 2002, which were adopted by the Governing Board at the October 5, 

2018 Governing Board Meeting.   

 

Response to Comment 3-4 

Monitoring and reporting requirements are contained in subdivision (e) of the proposed rule, and 

recordkeeping requirements are contained in subdivision (g).  RECLAIM facilities will be required 

to continue monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping practices under the provisions of Rule 2012 

until they exit RECLAIM.  Upon exit from RECLAIM the facility will be required to meet the 

monitoring and reporting requirements contained in paragraph (e)(4).  The proposed rule does not 

specifically reference Proposed Rule 113 because it has not yet been adopted.  The concern raised 

in this comment regarding complying with MRR requirements in Rule 113 is premature as that 

Rule is not being considered at this timethe specific requirements of that rule have not been 

determined.  During any period in which existing RECLAIM MRR provisions are still part of the 

SIP, a facility may continue to comply with them if it is concerned about U.S. EPA or citizen 

enforcement, which is very rare. 

 

Response to Comment 3-5 
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Comments about piecemealing CEQA and socioeconomic impacts were addressed in 

SCAQMD’s response letter to BizFed on April 25, 2018, a copy of which is attached 

below.SCAQMD staff responded to a similar comment in the staff report for PARs 2001 and 

2002, which were adopted by the Governing Board at the October 5, 2018 Governing Board 

Meeting. 
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SCAQMD Response to BizFed (Response to Comment 3-4)
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Comment Letter 4 
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{Remaining attachments to letter to be inserted}
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Response to Comment 4-1 

See Response to Comment 3-2.  Detailed technical and economic information and analyses upon 

which the technical feasibility and cost-effectiveness are provided in chapters 2 and 4 of the staff 

report.  The other documents that staff relied upon are noted and contained in this report’s 

references section, including U.S. EPA’s “Catalog of CHP Technologies” and “Air Pollution 

Control Cost Estimation Spreadsheet for Selective Catalytic Reduction” and the Office of Energy 

Efficiency and Renewable Energy’s “Catalytic Combustion”.  See also Response to Comment 4-

4.  Incremental cost-effectiveness between control options is included in chapter 4 of the staff 

report.  This information is presented in this report which is released at least 30 days before any 

hearing.  Cost-effectiveness and technical feasibility information has been identified and presented 

during working group meetings and the Public Workshop during rule development as well. 

 

Response to Comment 4-2 

The term “new installations” has been modified to “existing units” to better indicate that these 

turbines were installed after 1989 and not subject to Rule 1134.  Staff originally used the term 

“new installations” to refer to those newly installed after 1989, which were not subject to Rule 

1134, as distinguished from units installed before 1989 which were subject to Rule 1134.  

However, this term has proved confusing.  The commenter is correct that all “new installations” 

as commonly understood, i.e. units “new” today or in the future would be subject to BACT limits 

which would at least as stringent as those limits proposed in PAR 1134.  “New installations” in 

the sense of units installed after 1989 would have been subject to BACT at the time they were 

installed but are now being subject to BARCT as existing sources.  The commenter is also 

correct that BARCT limits will be applicable to retrofits.  The language in the staff report had 

been edited accordingly.  A detailed response to requiring replacement as part of the rule 

development process is included in chapter 2 of the staff report.   

 

Response to Comment 4-3 

A discussion of a particulate matter increase of 0.16 tons per day as a result of the proposed rule 

is included in chapter 4 of the staff report.  A listing of the applicable ammonia emission limits is 

included in chapter 2 of the staff report.  Staff evaluated the corresponding ammonia limit in 

conjunction with the proposed NOx limit for each class and category of turbine.  In the cases of 

OCS produced gas turbines and compressor gas turbines, allowances were made for to 

acknowledge the trade-off.  In the case of the OCS produced gas turbine, the NOx limit can be 

met without having to utilize SCR control equipment because of the difficulty and risk of using 

ammonia on an offshore platform.  For compressor gas turbines, the ammonia limit is 10 ppm 

reflecting the range and variations of gas flow for that class of turbines. 

 

Response to Comment 4-4 

Staff has made available the information for which it relies upon in making the BARCT 

assessment both in working group meetings and as part of the staff report.  Information on 

turbines, including NOx and ammonia permit limits, size, output, and category are included in 

chapter 2 of this staff report.  The limits in BAAQMD and SJVAPCD for similar equipment are 

also provided in the same chapter.  The other documents that staff relied upon are noted and 

contains in this report’s references section, including U.S. EPA’s “Catalog of CHP 

Technologies” and “Air Pollution Control Cost Estimation Spreadsheet for Selective Catalytic 

Reduction” and the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy’s “Catalytic 
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Combustion”.  The commenter states that staff’s recommendations are driven by information that 

is currently unavailable to the public.  Staff disagrees and has provided detailed information in 

chapter 2 clearly depicting how the technology assessment was conducted and the conclusions 

derived. 

 

Response to Comment 4-5 

See Response to Comment 3-3 

 

Response to Comment 4-6 

See Response to Comment 3-5 

 

Response to Comment 4-7 

See Response to Comment 3-5 

 

Response to Comment 4-8 

The major parameters in cost-effectiveness include capital and installation costs, operating, and 

maintenance costs, interest rates, and project life.  DCF is based on a conversion of future 

expenditures (including annual costs) to a present value basis using a present value factor.  LCF is 

different in that fixed capital expenditures are converted into an equivalent annual amount using a 

capital recovery factor. LCF generally yields numbers that are 20 to 30% higher than DCF. 

DCF is more versatile than LCF in that DCF can easily deal with non-constant annual operating 

and maintenance costs and those costs occurring longer than the standard one-year interval (e.g., 

catalyst replacement every five years).  Second, DCF allows non-uniform emission reductions over 

the project life.  Finally, DCF is neutral on how a project is financed by individual businesses. 

 

In addition, the most important criteria in applying a cost-effectiveness methodology is to 

maintain consistency.  That is, if past rulemaking projects are based on DCF, then it would be 

prudent to continue using DCF for future projects.  The Governing Board approved the use of 

DCF in 1989. Likewise, it has been used for BACT determinations since 1995 and rule 

development since 1996.  Using the LCF method for this analysis would result in the inability to 

compare cost-effectiveness for new BARCT with past rules. 
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Response to Comment 5-1 

Staff is aware that three of the gas compressor turbines were recently removed from service and 

replaced with electric turbines resulting in approximately 164.8 tons per year of NOx emission 

reductions using 2015 baseline emissions.  The staff report will include a footnote to Table 2-6 

indicating such.  Table 2-6 will also be updated to reflect the correct year of installation for the 

remaining four turbines. 

 

Response to Comment 5-2 

The two new installations of compressor gas turbines were provided as evidence that for this 

specific class and category, an emission limit of 3.5 ppmv NOx at 15% oxygen on a dry basis has 

been proposed by other facilities and permitted by other air agencies.  A 10 ppm ammonia slip was 

used as the basis for the ammonia emissions associated with the control equipment.   

 

The commenter refers to a BARCT assessment conducted by San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 

Control District establishing BARCT at 8 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis during normal 

operations and 12 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis during transitional periods.  That BARCT 

assessment was conducted in 2007 and staff has found more recent information, including the 

recent permitting of the similar compressor gas turbines noted above, as evidence that a new 

BARCT assessment is warranted. 

 

The commenter asserts that the proposed emission rates are not achievable by retrofitting the 

equipment because selective catalytic reduction, combined with water injection, has not been 

demonstrated to achieve 95% NOx reductions on this class/category of units.  However, selective 

catalytic reduction alone can achieve 95% NOx reductions.  The higher ammonia emission limit, 

10 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis, is provided to account for the variable and low loads.   

 

Staff has provided an alternative schedule for the facility to meet the proposed limits with 12 

additional months allowed to demonstrate the NOx emissions limit and 36 additional months to 

demonstrate the ammonia emissions limit.   

 

Response to Comment 5-3 

The staff report will include a footnote to Table 2-19 indicating that the three turbines were 

removed from service in late 2018.  The cost to retrofit the remaining four turbines varies between 

$11,000 and $13,000 per ton of NOx reduced.  Cost-effectiveness was determined using the U.S. 

EPA’s “Air Pollution Control Cost Estimation Spreadsheet for Selective Catalytic Reduction” with 

a control efficiency of 95% NOx reduction to meet the proposed NOx emissions limit.  No 

evidence has been provided that a dual ammonia injection grid or frequent catalyst replacement 

would be necessary.  However, if a dual ammonia injection grid and increase catalyst replacement 

is included as asserted by the commenter, U.S. EPA’s control cost spreadsheet indicates that the 

average cost-effectiveness would be approximately $21,300 per ton of NOx reduced which 

remains below the AQMP cost-effectiveness threshold of $50,000 per ton of NOx reduced.   

 

Replacement costs of the gas compressor turbines were not calculated because replacement is not 

necessary to achieve the requirements of PAR 1134 and the commenter has not committed to 

replacement.  The U.S. EPA’s “Catalog of CHP Technologies” estimates the cost of new turbines 

to range between $1 and $3 million per MW, including construction, installation, and associated 
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infrastructure costs.  The remaining four compressor turbines combine for a total output of 3.6 

MW meaning the replacement cost would range between $3.6 and $10.8 million; substantially 

lower than the infrastructure costs of $100 million or more stated by the commenter.    
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

A socioeconomic analysis was conducted to assess the potential impacts of Proposed Amended 

Rule (PAR) 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines on the four-

county region of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino. A summary of the analysis 

and findings is presented below.   

 

Elements of 

Proposed  

Amendments 

PAR 1134 applies to RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM stationary gas turbines 

that are not subject to SCAQMD Rule 1135 - Emissions of Oxides of 

Nitrogen from Electricity Generating Facilities or located at petroleum 

refineries, landfills, or publicly owned treatment works.  

 

PAR 1134 would: (1) expand its applicability to include stationary gas 

turbines that were not previously required to comply with Rule 1134; (2) 

update the NOx and ammonia emission limits for stationary gas turbines to 

comply with Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT); (3) 

update  monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements (MRR); (4) 

establish new exemptions for low-use equipment, certain existing combined 

cycle gas turbines, and emergency standby gas turbines; (5) provide relief 

from having to comply with ammonia requirements for turbines that do not 

use ammonia for controlling NOx emissions; and (6) revise existing 

exemptions to remove obsolete provisions.  

 

Implementation of the proposed amendments is estimated to reduce NOx 

emissions by 2.8 tons per day after implementation of the BARCT limits, 

which is expected to be achieved by retrofitting existing stationary gas 

turbines with air pollution control equipment (e.g., selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR) technology/systems installation), or repowering or replacing 

existing stationary gas turbines. 

Affected 

Facilities and 

Industries 

There are 35 facilities that are potentially impacted by PAR 1134.1 There are 

73 turbines at these 35 facilities: 6 turbines already operate at the proposed 

emissions limits, 23 would be exempt, and 11 would qualify for the low-use 

provisions. The remaining 33 turbines will need to be replaced, repowered, 

or retrofitted to come into compliance with PAR 1134. These 33 turbines are 

located across 19 facilities.    

 

Among the 19 affected facilities, four are in the coal gasification at mine site 

sector (NAICS 211111), four are in the electric power generation, fossil fuel 

(e.g., coal, oil, gas) sector (NAICS 221112), two are in booster pumping 

station, natural gas transportation sector (NAICS 486210), two are in the 

academies, college or university sector (NAICS 611310), two are classified 

as private hospitals (NAICS 622110), two are state and local government 

facilities (NAICS 921190), and there is a single facility located in aircraft 

                                                 
1 This analysis does not consider four facilities with emergency turbines only.  PAR 1134 does not propose changes 

to emergency turbines, and therefore these facilities are unaffected. 
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hangar rental (NAICS 488119), absorbent paper stock manufacturing 

(NAICS 322121), and adrenal medicinal manufacturing (NAICS 325412).  

Of these 19 facilities, 11 (with 20 turbines) are located in Los Angeles 

County, three (with four turbines) are in Orange County, two (with five 

turbines) is in Riverside County, and the remaining three facilities (with four 

turbines) are located in San Bernardino County.  

Assumptions of 

Analysis 

The main requirements of PAR 1134 for affected facilities include one-time 

costs and annual recurring costs. The one-time costs would include capital 

costs of SCR retrofits and one-time permit modifications. Annual recurring 

cost estimates include the annual operating costs of SCRs including reagent, 

catalyst replacement, electricity, and maintenance costs. Staff has used the 

U.S. EPA Air Pollution Control Cost Manual to estimate costs of capital, 

installation, and operating and maintenance of SCRs.  

 

Total one-time capital costs for an SCR retrofit include direct and indirect 

costs associated with purchasing and installing SCR equipment. These costs 

include the equipment cost for the SCR system itself, the cost of auxiliary 

equipment, direct and indirect installation costs, and additional costs due to 

installation such as asbestos removal. The size and costs of the SCR are based 

primarily on the boiler size or heat input, the type of fuel burned, the required 

level of NOx reduction, reagent consumption rate, and catalyst costs. In 

addition, all 19 affected facilities will incur a one-time cost to have their 

permits modified.  

 

Total annual costs include the purchase of reagent and electrical power, as 

well as operating and supervisory labor cost, maintenance cost, and catalyst 

replacement cost.  

 

▪ The annual maintenance labor and material cost is assumed to be 

0.5% of the total capital costs in dollars.   

▪ The annual cost of reagent purchases is estimated using the reagent 

volume flow rate, the operating time per year, and the cost of reagent 

in dollars per gallon.  

▪ Electrical power consumption is estimated for SCR equipment, 

ammonia vaporization, water vaporization, and additional fan power.  

▪ Annual catalyst replacement cost is based on estimating the total 

volume of catalyst, the total number of catalyst layers, and the number 

of layers replaced annually.   

Compliance 

Costs 

The average annual total cost of PAR 1134 is projected to be $4.85.5 - $5.86.7 

million (in 2018 dollars) between 2019 and 2045, for the 1% and 4% real 

interest rate scenarios, respectively.   

 

Average annual capital cost is estimated to be $2.83.2 - $3.84.4 million per 

year across all affected facilities. Per unit capital costs are broken down as 

follows: 
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▪ Capital costs associated with SCR retrofits range from $470,000 - 

$12.7 million per unit. 

▪ One-time permit fees are assumed to be $24,000 per unit. 

 

Average annual operating and maintenance cost is projected to be $2.02.3 

million across all affected facilities.  Per unit annual costs are broken down 

as follows: 

 

▪ Annual maintenance costs range from $2,400 - $31,000 per unit. 

▪ Annual reagent costs from $1,000 - $124,000 per unit. 

▪ Estimates for the annual electricity costs range from $1,000 - $68,000 

per unit. 

▪ Annual per unit catalyst replacement costs range from $1,000 - 

$21,000. 

 

The majority of the overall annual compliance costs are expected to be 

incurred by the coal gasification at mine site sector (3833%), electric power 

generation - fossil fuel (e.g., coal, oil, gas) (1721%), booster pumping station 

- natural gas transportation (1513%), state and local government (11%), 

absorbent paper stock manufacturing (322121) (87%), academies, college or 

university sector (76%),  state and local government (5%), and private 

hospitals (43%). 

Jobs and Other  

Socioeconomic 

Impacts 

Based on the assumptions outlined above, the compliance cost of PAR 1134, 

and the application of the Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI) model, it 

is projected that 28 33 - 38 46 jobs will be forgone annually, on average, 

between 2019 and 2045. The projected job loss impacts represent 

0.0002500029% – 0.0003400041% of total employment in the four-county 

region.   

 

Early in the time horizon, the REMI modeling analysis projects positive job 

impacts from the expenditures made by the affected facilities. The engine, 

turbine, and power transmission equipment manufacturing sector (NAICS 

3336) and the management, scientific, and technical consulting services 

sector (NAICS 5416) are projected to gain jobs from additional demand for 

equipment installation from the affected facilities on average.  

 

In subsequent years, the direct costs of compliance lead to jobs foregone in 

the educational services - private sector (NAICS 621), the oil and gas 

extraction sector (NAICS 211), state and local government (NAICS 92), and 

the electric power generation, transmission and distribution sector (NAICS 

2211). The reduction in disposable income would dampen the demand for 

goods and services in the local economy, thus resulting in a relatively large 

number of jobs forgone projected in sectors such as construction (NAICS 23), 

transportation and warehousing (NAICS 48,492-493), administrative, support, 

waste management, and remediation services (NAICS 56), and retail trade 

(NAICS 44 - 45).  
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Competitiveness 

 

The additional cost brought on by PAR 1134 would increase the cost of 

services rendered by the affected industries in the region. The magnitude of 

the impact depends on the size, diversification, and infrastructure in a local 

economy as well as interactions among industries.  

 

It is projected that the oil and gas extraction sector (NAICS 211), which 

includes four affected facilities (with nine turbines), would experience a rise 

in its relative cost of production of 0.039% in 2025 for the 4% real interest 

rate scenario. The oil and gas extraction sector is also expected to experience 

an increase in its delivered price by 0.010% in 2025 for the 4% real interest 

rate scenario. In the pipeline transportation sector (NAICS 486), which 

includes two affected facilities (with seven turbines), the relative cost of 

production and relative delivered price are expected to increase by 0.172% 

and 0.048% in 2025, respectively. Finally, the electric power generation, 

transmission, and distribution sector (NAICS 2211), which includes four 

affected facilities (with four turbines), the relative cost of production and 

relative delivered price are expected to increase by 0.015019% and 

0.005007% in 2025, respectively.  

CEQA 

Alternatives 

There are three CEQA alternatives associated with the proposed amendments 

to PAR 1134. Alternative A, the no project alternative, means that the current 

version of Rule 1134 would remain in effect. Under Alternative B, the 

requirements would be equivalent to the proposed project but the compliance 

date for meeting the NOx and ammonia emission limits would be one year 

earlier, December 31, 2022, which would allow three years to comply with 

PAR 1134. Under Alternative C, the requirements would be equivalent to the 

proposed project, but the compliance dates for meeting the NOx and 

ammonia emission limits would vary depending on fuel type, as follows: (1) 

liquid fuel (outer continental shelf): December 31, 2023, (2) natural gas 

(combined cycle): June 30, 2023; (3) natural gas (compressor gas turbine): 

December 31, 2023; (4) natural gas (simple cycle): December 31, 2022; (5) 

produced gas: December 31, 2023; (6) produced gas (outer continental shelf): 

December 31, 2023; and (7) Other: December 31, 2023.  

 

Assuming a 4% real interest rate, average annual compliance costs for the 

CEQA alternatives range from $6.06.9 - $6.17.0 million between 2019 and 

2045. Average annual jobs forgone for the CEQA alternatives range from 40 

48 - 42 50 between 2019 and 2045. 

Potential NOx 

RTC Market 

Impacts 

 

If PAR 1134 is adopted, 18 facilities are expected to receive an initial 

determination notification because, according to staff’s evaluation, all of their 

permitted RECLAIM NOx source equipment will be subject to these rules 

once adopted. Facilities that received initial determination notifications and 

meet the proposed criteria to exit, would not receive a final determination 

notification to exit RECLAIM until key elements such as NSR and permitting 

are resolved. However, these facilities may request to opt-out of RECLAIM 

before these key elements are resolved, upon meeting specific conditions 

specified in subdivision (g) of Rule 2001.  
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The 18 facilities currently account for 4.4% of annual NOx emissions and 

2.1% of the NOx RTC holdings in the NOx RECLAIM universe for 

compliance year 2019. The simultaneous transition of the 18 facilities out of 

the NOx RECLAIM program would have a very small impact, if any, on the 

demand and supply of NOx RTC market.  Specifically, the transition of these 

facilities is unlikely to result in large price fluctuations in the NOx RTC 

market, nor is the transition expected to significantly affect the remaining 

NOx RECLAIM facilities that are not yet ready to exit. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Control measure CMB-05 from the SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and 

its adoption resolution establish a timeline to transition facilities from NOx RECLAIM to a 

command-and-control regulatory structure. Additionally, California State Assembly Bill (AB) 

617, approved by the Governor on July 26, 2017, requires air districts to develop an expedited 

schedule for the implementation of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) no later 

than December 31, 2023 for facilities that are in the state greenhouse gas cap-and-trade program. 

PAR 1134 applies to RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM stationary gas turbines that are not subject 

to SCAQMD Rule 1135 - Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Electricity Generating Facilities 

or located at petroleum refineries, landfills, or publicly owned treatment works.  

 

PAR 1134 is proposing to: 1) expand its applicability to include stationary gas turbines that were 

not previously required to comply with Rule 1134; 2) update the NOx and ammonia emission 

limits for stationary gas turbines to comply with BARCT; 3) update monitoring, reporting, and 

recordkeeping requirements (MRR)2; 4) establish new exemptions for low-use equipment, certain 

existing combined cycle gas turbines, and emergency standby gas turbines; 5) provide relief from 

having to comply with ammonia requirements for turbines that do not use ammonia for controlling 

NOx emissions; and 6) revise existing exemptions to remove obsolete provisions.  

 

Implementation of the proposed amendments is estimated to reduce NOx emissions by 2.8 tons 

per day after implementation of the BARCT limits, which is expected to be achieved by retrofitting 

existing stationary gas turbines with air pollution control equipment (e.g., selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR) technology/systems installation), or repowering or replacing existing stationary 

gas. 

 

LEGISLATIVE MANDATES 

 

The socioeconomic impact assessments at SCAQMD have evolved over time to reflect the benefits 

and costs of regulations. The legal mandates directly related to the assessment of the proposed 

amended rule include the SCAQMD Governing Board resolutions and various sections of the 

California Health & Safety Code. 

 

SCAQMD Governing Board Resolutions 

 

On March 17, 1989 the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted a resolution that calls for an 

economic analysis of regulatory impacts that includes the following elements: 

 

• Affected industries 

• Range of probable costs 

• Cost-effectiveness of control alternatives 

• Public health benefits 

 

                                                 
2 SCAQMD staff is working on a new Proposed Rule 113 - MRR Requirements for NOx and SOx Sources. If 

PR 113 is adopted by the Board, then reporting requirements for PAR 1134 facilities will be transitioned to PR 113. 
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     Health & Safety Code Requirements 

 

The state legislature adopted legislation that reinforces and expands the Governing Board 

resolutions for socioeconomic impact assessments. Health and Safety Code sections 40440.8(a) 

and (b), which became effective on January 1, 1991, require a socioeconomic analysis be prepared 

for any proposed rule or rule amendment that "will significantly affect air quality or emissions 

limitations."   

 

Specifically, the scope of the analysis should include: 

 

• Type of affected industries 

• Impact on employment and the regional economy 

• Range of probable costs, including those to industry 

• Availability and cost-effectiveness of alternatives to the rule 

• Emission reduction potential 

• Necessity of adopting, amending or repealing the rule in order to attain state and federal 

ambient air quality standards 

 

Health and Safety Code section 40728.5, which became effective on January 1, 1992, requires the 

SCAQMD Governing Board to actively consider the socioeconomic impacts of regulations and 

make a good faith effort to minimize adverse socioeconomic impacts. It also expands 

socioeconomic impact assessments to include small business impacts, specifically:  

 

• Type of industries or business affected, including small businesses 

• Range of probable costs, including costs to industry or business, including small business 

 

Finally, Health and Safety Code section 40920.6, which became effective on January 1, 1996, 

requires incremental cost-effectiveness be performed for a proposed rule or amendment that 

imposes BARCT or “all feasible measures” requirements relating to ozone, carbon monoxide 

(CO), oxides of sulfur (SOx), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and their precursors.  

 

Incremental cost-effectiveness is defined as the difference in costs divided by the difference in 

emission reductions between a control alternative and the next more stringent control alternative.  

The necessity analysis and the analysis of control alternatives and their incremental cost-

effectiveness are presented in the Staff Report prepared for the proposed amendments. 

 

REGULATORY HISTORY 
 

Rule 1134 was adopted in 1989. The rule applied to stationary gas turbines rated at 0.3 MW and 

larger that were issued a permit to operate by the SCAQMD prior to August 4, 1989. The origin 

of the rule can be traced to a 1979 United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) New 

Source Performance Standard for Stationary Gas Turbines. In 1981, the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB) adopted a Suggested Control Measure for this same equipment.  
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Rule 1134 was subsequently amended three times; each to provide regulatory flexibility. In 

December 1995, Rule 1134 was amended to exempt gas turbines located on San Clemente Island 

and the South East Desert Air Basin. In April 1997, Rule 1134 was amended to increase the NOx 

concentration limit for turbines utilizing sewage digester gas. In August 1997, Rule 1134 was 

amended to clarify the need for continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) on turbines with 

a power output of 2.9 MW or larger. EPA approved Rule 1134 into the State Implementation Plan 

(SIP) on August 1, 2000. 

 

Stationary Gas Turbines and RECLAIM  

 

Beginning in 1994, a large number of utilities and third-party-owned cogenerators were included 

in the RECLAIM program and as such were not required to meet the NOx concentration limits 

imposed by Rule 1134. However, gas turbines permitted prior to August 4, 1989 and used at 

publicly-owned treatment works, landfills, hospitals and other public facilities, and sources which 

were not covered under RECLAIM, were still required to meet the concentration limits in Rule 

1134 through application of various control technologies. New turbines installed at non-

RECLAIM facilities after August 4, 1989 are not subject to Rule 1134. PAR 1134 will apply to all 

stationary gas turbines located at non-RECLAIM and RECLAIM facilities (excluding those 

subject to Rule 1135 or located at a petroleum refinery, landfill, or sewage treatment facility), 

regardless of the date they were permitted. 

 

AFFECTED INDUSTRIES 
 

There are 35 facilities that are potentially impacted by Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions 

of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines (PAR 1134). Of these 35 facilities, 19 are 

currently in the NOx RECLAIM program. The remaining facilities are not in the RECLAIM 

program; 8 are currently subject to SCAQMD Rule 1134. Eight facilities are not subject to 

RECLAIM or Rule 1134 because of applicability requirement of RECLAIM and the turbines were 

built after 1989.  

 

There are 73 turbines at these 35 facilities: 6 turbines are at the proposed emissions limits, 23 

would be exempt, and 11 would qualify for the low-use provisions. The remaining 33 turbines will 

need to be replaced, repowered, or retrofitted to come into compliance with PAR 1134. These 33 

turbines are located across 19 facilities. Among these 33 turbines, 10 are natural gas (combined 

cycle), 13 are natural gas (simple cycle), four are natural gas (compressor gas turbine), and six are 

produced gas.  There are 7 turbines that already utilize SCR but will increase their ammonia usage 

by an estimated 30% to meet the proposed emissions limits. Twenty-six turbines do not currently 

utilize SCR. 

 

Among the 19 affected facilities, four are in the coal gasification at mine site sector (NAICS 

211111), four are in the electric power generation, fossil fuel (e.g., coal, oil, gas) sector (NAICS 

221112), two facilities are in the booster pumping station, natural gas transportation sector (NAICS 

486210), two are in the academies, college or university sector (NAICS 611310), two are classified 

as private hospitals (NAICS 622110), two are state and local government facilities (NAICS 

921190), and there is a single facility located in aircraft hangar rental (NAICS 488119), absorbent 
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paper stock manufacturing (NAICS 322121), and adrenal medicinal manufacturing (NAICS 

325412).  

Of these 19 facilities, 11 (with 20 turbines) are located in Los Angeles County, three (with four 

turbines) are in Orange County, two (with five turbines) is in Riverside County, and the remaining 

three facilities (with four turbines) are located in San Bernardino County.  

 

Small Businesses 

 

SCAQMD defines a “small business” in Rules 102 and 301, for purposes of fees, as one which 

employs 10 or fewer persons and which earns less than $500,000 in gross annual receipts. 

SCAQMD also defines “small business” for the purpose of qualifying for access to services from 

SCAQMD’s Small Business Assistance Office as a business with an annual receipt of $5.0 million 

or less, or with 100 or fewer employees.  

 

In addition to SCAQMD's definition of a small business, the federal Clean Air Act Amendments 

(CAAA) of 1990 and the federal Small Business Administration (SBA) also provide definitions of 

a small business. The CAAA classifies a business as a “small business stationary source” if it: (1) 

is owned or operated by a person who employs 100 or fewer individuals; (2) is a small business as 

defined under the federal Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. Sec. 631, et seq.); and (3) emits less than 

10 tons per year of any single pollutant and less than 20 tons per year of all pollutants. The SBA 

definitions of small businesses vary by six-digit North American Industrial Classification System 

(NAICS) codes. In general terms, a small business must have no more than 500 employees for 

most manufacturing industries, and no more than $7.0 million in average annual receipts for most 

nonmanufacturing industries.3 For example, a business classified in the fossil fuel electric power 

generation sector (NAICS 221112) with fewer than 750 employees is considered a small business 

by SBA. A private hospital (NAICS 621111) with revenue less than $11 million is classified as a 

small business by the SBA. 

 

Revenue and employee data was available for 15 of the 19 affected facilities in the Dun and 

Bradstreet Enterprise Database.4 Under SCAQMD’s more restrictive definition of a small business 

(Rule 102), there are three small businesses potentially affected by PAR 1134. Under SCAQMD’s 

less restrictive definition of a small business (Small Business Assistance Office), there are six 

small businesses potentially affected by PAR 1134. Using the sector-specific SBA definitions, 12 

of the facilities are classified as small businesses. Under the CAAA definition of small business, 

eight of the facilities are considered small businesses. 

 

COMPLIANCE COST 
 

The main requirements of PAR 1134 for affected facilities include one-time costs and annual 

recurring costs. The one-time costs would include capital costs of SCR retrofits and one-time 

                                                 
3 The latest SBA definition of small businesses by industry can be found at http://www.sba.gov/content/table-small-

business-size-standards. 
4 Dun & Bradstreet Enterprise Database, 2019. 

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000546&cite=15USCAS631&originatingDoc=NC568BF50896811D881E9FEF4A4D44D69&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
http://www.sba.gov/content/table-small-business-size-standards
http://www.sba.gov/content/table-small-business-size-standards
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permit modifications.5 Annual recurring cost estimates include the annual operating costs of SCRs 

including reagent, catalyst replacement, electricity, and maintenance costs. 

 

Staff has used the U.S. EPA Air Pollution Control Cost Manual to estimate costs of capital, 

installation, and operating and maintenance of SCRs.6,7 Required modifications (and associated 

costs) to facilities in order to meet the updated BARCT NOx concentration limits in PAR 1134 are 

detailed below. 

 

Total one-time capital costs for an SCR retrofit include direct and indirect costs associated with 

purchasing and installing SCR equipment. These costs include the equipment cost for the SCR 

system itself, the cost of auxiliary equipment, direct and indirect installation costs, and additional 

costs due to installation such as asbestos removal. The size and costs of the SCR are based 

primarily on the boiler size or heat input, the type of fuel burned, the required level of NOx 

reduction, reagent consumption rate, and catalyst costs. For the 27 natural gas turbines affected by 

PAR 1134, total capital costs associated with SCR retrofits range from $470,000 - $12.7 million. 

For the six affected produced gas turbines, total capital costs are $930,000 per unit.  

 

In addition, all 19 affected facilities will be required to have their permits modified as a result of 

PAR 1134. Permit fees for each piece of equipment will result in a one-time cost ranging from 

$3,000 - $24,000. For this cost analysis, we assume all affected units incur a one-time permit cost 

of $24,000 in Year 2024. 

Total annual costs account for purchase of reagent and electrical power, as well as operating and 

supervisory labor cost, maintenance cost, and catalyst replacement cost. In general, operation of 

an SCR system requires only minimal, operating or supervisory labor.  

 

The annual maintenance labor and material cost is assumed to be 0.5% of the total capital costs in 

dollars. Annual maintenance costs range from $2,400 - $31,000 for natural gas turbines. For 

produced gas turbines, annual maintenance cost is $4,600 per unit.   

 

The annual cost of reagent purchases is estimated using the reagent volume flow rate, the operating 

time per year, and the cost of reagent in dollars per gallon. Annual reagent costs for natural gas 

turbines range from $1,000 - $124,000, and from $1,000 - $7,000 for produced gas turbines. 

 

Electrical power consumption is estimated for SCR equipment, ammonia vaporization, water 

vaporization, and additional fan power. Estimates for the annual electricity costs for natural gas 

turbines range from $1,000 - $68,000. Annual electricity costs for produced gas turbines range 

from $1,000 - $4,000.   

 

                                                 
5 Retrofit of SCR on an existing unit has higher capital costs than SCR installed on a new system. 
6 U.S. EPA Air Pollution Control Cost Manual, Selective Catalytic Reduction available at: 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/201712/documents/scrcostmanualchapter7thedition_2016revisions2017.p

df 
7 SCR cost calculation spreadsheet available at: 

https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/ecas/docs/scr_cost_manual_spreadsheet_2016_vf.xlsm 
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Annual catalyst replacement cost is based on estimating the total volume of catalyst, the total 

number of catalyst layers, and the number of layers replaced annually. Annual catalyst replacement 

costs for natural gas turbines range from $1,000 - $21,000. For produced gas turbines affected by 

1134, annual catalyst replacement costs are estimated to be $1,000 per unit. 

  

Table 1: 

Annual Estimated Costs of PAR 1134 Series by Industry 

Industry (NAICS) 
Number of 

Facilities 

        

Present Worth Value Average Annual Cost  

1% Discount 

Rate 

4% Discount 

Rate 

1% Real 

Interest Rate 

4% Real 

Interest Rate 

        
Coal gasification at mine site 

(211111) 
4 $43,952,135  $33,615,710  $1,840,815  $2,195,831  

Electric power generation, fossil 

fuel (e.g., coal, oil, gas) (221112) 
4 $18,490,473  $15,026,326  $757,932  $971,173  

Absorbent paper stock 

manufacturing (322121) 
1 $9,382,882  $7,249,173  $390,041  $473,855  

Adrenal medicinal manufacturing 

(325412) 
1 $2,660,553  $2,165,150  $109,013  $139,894  

Booster pumping station, natural 

gas transportation (486210) 
2 $18,043,247  $13,588,807  $755,124  $893,496  

Aircraft hangar rental  (488119) 1 $4,599,491  $3,504,491  $191,907  $229,809  

Academies, college or university 

sector (611310) 
2 $8,290,414  $6,355,976  $345,338  $416,203  

Hospitals; private (622110) 2 $4,279,455  $3,321,182  $177,679  $216,873  

State and local government 

(921190) 
2 $5,614,032  $4,482,075  $231,280  $290,820  

Total 19 $115,312,682 $89,308,890 $4,799,129 $5,827,953 
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Table 1: 

Annual Estimated Costs of PAR 1134 by Industry 

Industry (NAICS) 

Number 

of 

Facilities 

        

Present Worth Value Average Annual Cost  

1% Real 

Interest Rate 

4% Real 

Interest Rate 

1% Real 

Interest Rate 

4% Real 

Interest Rate 

        
Coal gasification at mine site 

(211111) 
4 $43,952,135  $33,615,710  $1,840,815  $2,195,831  

Electric power generation, fossil 

fuel (e.g., coal, oil, gas) (221112) 
4 $27,400,097  $22,350,802  $1,104,841  $1,419,982  

Absorbent paper stock 

manufacturing (322121) 
1 $9,382,882  $7,249,173  $390,041  $473,855  

Adrenal medicinal manufacturing 

(325412) 
1 $2,660,553  $2,165,150  $109,013  $139,894  

Booster pumping station, natural 

gas transportation (486210) 
2 $18,043,247  $13,588,807  $755,124  $893,496  

Aircraft hangar rental  (488119) 1 $4,599,491  $3,504,491  $191,907  $229,809  

Academies, college or university 

sector (611310) 
2 $8,290,414  $6,355,976  $345,338  $416,203  

Hospitals; private (622110) 2 $4,279,455  $3,321,182  $177,679  $216,873  

State and local government 

(921190) 
2 $14,195,228  $10,824,994  $592,142  $709,715  

Total 19 $132,803,503 $102,976,285 $5,506,899 $6,695,656 

 

The average annual total cost of PAR 1134 is estimated to be $4.85.5 - $5.86.7 million (in 2018 

dollars) between 2019 and 2045, for the 1% and 4% real interest rate scenarios, respectively.8 

Table 1 presents a breakdown of total costs by industry. The majority of the overall annual 

compliance costs is expected to be incurred by the coal gasification at mine site sector (3833%), 

electric power generation -, fossil fuel (e.g., coal, oil, gas) (1721%), booster pumping station -, 

natural gas transportation (135%), state and local government (11%),booster pumping station, 

natural gas transportation (8%),  absorbent paper stock manufacturing (7%), academies, college or 

university sector (76%),  state and local government (5%), and hospitals -; private (43%). 

 

Figure 1 and Table 2 present the distribution of the overall costs by selected cost categories. The 

majority of costs of PAR 1134 ($3.84.4 million annually) stem from the capital costs associated 

with SCR retrofits (65%). The additional capital costs for permit modifications are estimated to 

cost $57,000 annually (or 1% of total average annual costs). The recurring costs total $2.02.3 

million annually, comprised of the annual costs of reagent (154%), maintenance (9%), electricity 

(87%), and catalyst replacement (34%).   

 

                                                 
8 SCAQMD uses both 1% and 4% real interest rates to provide a range of potential compliance cost estimates for the 

proposed amendments. 
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Figure 1: 

 Average Annual Cost of PAR 1134 by Cost Category 

 
Figure 1: 

 Average Annual Cost of PAR 1134 by Cost Category 

 

 

Captial:

SCR retrofit

(65%)

Capital: 

Permit 

Modifications

(1%)

O&M: 

Maintenance

(9%)

O&M: Reagent

(14%)

O&M: Electricity

(8%)

O&M: Catalyst replacement (3%)

Captial Cost: 

SCR retrofit

(65%)

Capital Cost: 

Permit 

Modifications

(1%)

O&M: 

Maintenance

(9%)

O&M: Reagent

(15%)

O&M: Electricity

(7%)

O&M: Catalyst replacement (4%)



PAR 1134  Final Socioeconomic Impact Assessment  

  

 

SCAQMD 9 April 2019 
  

Table 2: 

Annual Estimated Costs of the PAR 1134 Series by Cost Categories 

  Present Worth Value (2019) Annual Average (2019-2045) 

Cost Categories 
1% Discount 

Rate 

4% Discount 

Rate 

1% Real 

Interest Rate 

4% Real 

Interest Rate 

One-Time Costs         

SCR retrofit $68,042,426  $58,924,617  $2,746,189  $3,759,752  

Permit modifications $1,027,297  $887,435  $41,349  $56,610  

Recurring Costs         

Maintenance $12,359,023  $7,887,136  $537,548  $537,548  

Reagent $18,951,798  $12,088,918  $824,409  $824,409  

Electricity $10,359,665  $6,608,193  $450,648  $450,648  

Catalyst replacement $4,572,473  $2,912,592  $198,985  $198,985  

Total $115,312,682  $89,308,890  $4,799,129  $5,827,953  

 

Table 2: 

Annual Estimated Costs of the PAR 1134 Series by Cost Categories 

  Present Worth Value (2019) Annual Average (2019-2045) 

Cost Categories 
1% Discount 

Rate 

4% Discount 

Rate 

1% Real 

Interest Rate 

4% Real 

Interest Rate 

One-Time Costs         

SCR retrofit $79,232,746  $68,591,416  $3,179,519  $4,353,014  

Permit Modifications $1,027,297  $887,435  $41,349  $56,610  

Recurring Costs         

Maintenance $13,471,644  $8,593,611  $586,012  $586,012  

Reagent $22,338,403  $14,239,293  $971,925  $971,925  

Electricity $11,146,387  $7,107,734  $484,917  $484,917  

Catalyst replacement $5,587,025  $3,556,797  $243,178  $243,178  

Total $132,803,503  $102,976,285  $5,506,899  $6,695,656  
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JOBS AND OTHER SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 

The REMI model (PI+ v2.2.8) was used to assess the total socioeconomic impacts of a regulatory 

change (i.e., the proposed rule).9 The model links the economic activities in the counties of Los 

Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino, and for each county, it is comprised of five 

interrelated blocks: (1) output and demand, (2) labor and capital, (3) population and labor force, 

(4) wages, prices and costs, and (5) market shares.10 

 

The assessment herein is performed relative to a baseline (“business as usual”) where the proposed 

amendments would not be implemented. The proposed amendments would create a regulatory 

scenario under which the affected facilities would incur an average annual compliance costs 

totaling $4.85.5 - $5.86.7 million. Direct effects of the proposed amendments have to be estimated 

and used as inputs to the REMI model in order for the model to assess secondary and induced 

impacts for all actors in the four-county economy on an annual basis and across a user-defined 

horizon (2019 - 2045). Direct effects of the proposed amendments include additional costs to the 

affected entities and additional sales, by local vendors, of equipment, devices, or services that 

would meet the proposed requirements. 

 

While compliance expenditures may increase the cost of doing business for affected facilities, the 

purchase and installation of additional equipment combined with spending on operating and 

maintenance, may increase sales in other sectors. Table 3 lists the industry sectors modeled in 

REMI that would either incur a cost or benefit from the compliance expenditures. 

 

Improved public health due to reduced air pollution emissions may also result in a positive effect 

on worker productivity and other economic factors; however, public health benefit assessment 

requires the modeling of air quality improvements at a regional scale. The most recent regional 

analysis was conducted for the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) which found 

significant health benefits if federal air quality standards are met.  PAR 1134 would result in 

approximately 2% of the NOx control strategy to meet the 2023 attainment goals in the 2016 

AQMP. 

 

On average, PAR 1134 is expected to result in approximately 28 33 - 38 46 jobs forgone annually, 

between 2019 and 2045, depending on the real interest rate assumed (1% - 4%). The projected job 

loss impacts represent about 0.0002500029% - 0.0003400041% of the total employment in the 

four-county region. Table 4 presents the job impacts across multiple sectors of the regional 

economy for selected years in the planning horizon.   

 

 

                                                 
9 Regional Economic Modeling Inc. (REMI). Policy Insight® for the South Coast Area (160 sector model). Version 

2.2.8, 2018. 
10 Within each county, producers are made up of 156 private non-farm industries, three government sectors, and a 

farm sector. Trade flows are captured between sectors as well as across the four counties and the rest of U.S. Market 

shares of industries are dependent upon their product prices, access to production inputs, and local infrastructure. 

The demographic/migration component has 160 ages/gender/race/ethnicity cohorts and captures population changes 

in births, deaths, and migration. (For details, please refer to REMI online documentation at 

http://www.remi.com/products/pi.) 

http://www.remi.com/products/pi
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Table 3: 

Industries Incurring vs. Benefitting from Compliance Costs/Spending 

Source of Compliance 

Costs 

REMI Industries 

Incurring Compliance 

Costs (NAICS) 

REMI Industries 

Benefitting from 

Compliance Spending 

(NAICS) 

SCR retrofit 

Oil and gas extraction 

(211), Electric power 

generation, transmission, 

and distribution (2211), 

Pulp, paper, and 

paperboard mills (3221), 

Pharmaceutical and 

medicine manufacturing 

(3254), Scenic and 

sightseeing transportation 

and support activities for 

transportation (487-488), 

Educational services - 

private (61), Hospitals; 

private (622), State and 

local government (92) 

One-time Capital Cost:  

Engine, turbine, and 

power transmission 

equipment manufacturing 

(3336), Construction 

(23), Management, 

scientific, and technical 

consulting services 

(5416) 

Permit modifications 

One-time Capital Cost:  

Public administration 

(92) 

Maintenance 

One-time Capital Cost:  

Management, scientific, 

and technical consulting 

services 

Reagent 

One-time Capital Cost:  

Basic chemical 

manufacturing (3251) 

Electricity 

Recurring Cost:  

Electric power 

generation, transmission, 

and distribution (2211) 

Catalyst replacement 

Recurring Cost:  

Basic chemical 

manufacturing 

 

 

 



PAR 1134  Final Socioeconomic Impact Assessment  

  

 

SCAQMD 12 April 2019 
  

Table 4: 

Job Impacts of PAR 1134* 

Industry (NAICS) 2023 2025 2030 2035 2045 

Average 

Annual 

Jobs 

(2019 - 

2045) 

Average 

Annual 

Baseline 

(2019 - 

2045) 

% Change 

from 

Baseline 

Jobs 

Construction (23) 155 -15 -19 -11 -5 -4 471,648 -0.00086% 

Management, scientific, 

and technical consulting 

services (5416) 

94 1 1 1 0 4 137,452 0.00315% 

Retail trade (44-45) 34 -4 -6 -6 -5 -3 986,426 -0.00035% 

Administrative, support, 

waste management, and 

remediation services (56) 

27 -2 -4 -4 -3 -2 818,786 -0.00026% 

State and Local 

Government (92) 
24 -2 -9 -9 -7 -5 908,258 -0.00055% 

Food services and 

drinking places (722) 
19 -1 -3 -4 -4 -2 731,231 -0.00029% 

Transportation and 

warehousing (48,492-

493) 

15 -3 -5 -4 -3 -3 502,311 -0.00054% 

Wholesale trade (42) 13 -2 -3 -2 -2 -1 479,144 -0.00028% 

Engine, turbine, and 

power transmission 

equipment manufacturing 

(3336) 

7 0 0 0 0 0 1,060 0.02445% 

Educational services - 

private (61) 
5 -2 -3 -3 -2 -2 271,055 -0.00078% 

Electric power 

generation, transmission 

and distribution (2211) 

0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 9,994 -0.00815% 

Oil and gas extraction 

(211) 
-1 -5 -7 -7 -5 -5 23,472 -0.02146% 

All Other Industries 134 -17 -24 -22 -23 -14 5,952,804 -0.00024% 

Total 526 -53 -83 -72 -60 -38 11,293,642 -0.00034% 
* 

Assumes a 4% real interest rate
 

 

In earlier years of the regional simulation positive job impacts from the expenditures made by the 

affected facilities would more than offset the jobs forgone from the additional cost of doing 

business. The engine, turbine, and power transmission equipment manufacturing sector (NAICS 

3336) and the management, scientific, and technical consulting services sector (NAICS 5416) are 

projected to gain jobs from additional demand for equipment installation from the affected 

facilities on average. In 2023, 526 579 additional jobs are expected to be created as a result of the 

increased demand.   
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Table 4: 

Job Impacts of PAR 1134* 

Industry (NAICS) 2023 2025 2030 2035 2045 

Average 

Annual 

Jobs 

(2019 - 

2045) 

Average 

Annual 

Baseline 

(2019 - 

2045) 

% Change 

from 

Baseline 

Jobs 

Construction (23) 178 -17 -21 -12 -5 -4 471,648 -0.00089% 

Management, 

scientific, and technical 

consulting services 

(5416) 

94 1 1 1 0 4 137,452 0.00323% 

Retail trade (44-45) 38 -4 -7 -7 -6 -4 986,426 -0.00040% 

Administrative, 

support, waste 

management, and 

remediation services 

(56) 

29 -3 -5 -4 -4 -3 818,786 -0.00037% 

State and Local 

Government (92) 
23 -7 -13 -13 -10 -8 908,258 -0.00093% 

Food services and 

drinking places (722) 
21 -1 -4 -4 -4 -2 731,231 -0.00032% 

Transportation and 

warehousing (48,492-

493) 

16 -4 -5 -4 -3 -3 502,311 -0.00059% 

Wholesale trade (42) 15 -2 -3 -2 -2 -1 479,144 -0.00031% 

Engine, turbine, and 

power transmission 

equipment 

manufacturing (3336) 

10 0 0 0 0 0 1,060 0.03493% 

Educational services; 

private (61) 
5 -2 -3 -3 -3 -2 271,055 -0.00082% 

Electric power 

generation, 

transmission and 

distribution (2211) 

0 -1 -2 -2 -1 -1 9,994 -0.01075% 

Oil and gas extraction 

(211) 
-1 -5 -7 -7 -5 -5 23,472 -0.02162% 

All Other Industries 177 -21 -29 -28 -28 -17 5,952,804 -0.00029% 

Total 579 -65 -96 -83 -69 -46 11,293,642 -0.00041% 
* 

Assumes a 4% real interest rate
 

 

In subsequent years, the positive impact of increased spending subsides and jobs forgone are 

expected to begin. Direct costs of compliance lead to jobs foregone in the educational services -

private sector (NAICS 621), the oil and gas extraction sector (NAICS 211), state and local 

government (NAICS 92), and the electric power generation, transmission and distribution sector 
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(NAICS 2211). The remainder of the projected reduction in employment would be across all major 

sectors of the economy from secondary and induced impacts of the proposed amendments. The 

reduction in disposable income would dampen the demand for goods and services in the local 

economy, thus resulting in a relatively large number of jobs forgone projected in sectors such as 

construction (NAICS 23), transportation and warehousing (NAICS 48,492-493), administrative, 

support, waste management, and remediation services (NAICS 56), and retail trade (NAICS 44 - 

45). A smaller number of jobs foregone are expected in the wholesale trade sector (NAICS 42), 

and the food services and drinking places sector (NAICS 722).  

 

Figure 2: 

Projected Regional Job Impact, 2019 - 2045 
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Figure 2: 

Projected Regional Job Impact, 2019 - 2045 
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purchase any control or service from providers within the South Coast Air Basin. This scenario 
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and losses over the 2019 - 2045 time frame for the 1% real interest rate, 4% real interest rate, and 

the worst case scenarios. 
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The additional cost brought on by PAR 1134 would increase the cost of services rendered by the 
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Changes in production/service costs would affect prices of goods produced locally. The relative 

delivered price of a good is based on its production cost and the transportation cost of delivering 
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scenario. In the pipeline transportation sector (NAICS 486), which includes two affected facilities 

(with seven turbines), the relative cost of production and relative delivered price are expected to 

increase by 0.172% and 0.048% in 2025, respectively. Finally, the electric power generation, 

transmission, and distribution sector (NAICS 2211), which includes four affected facilities (with 

four turbines), the relative cost of production and relative delivered price are expected to increase 

by 0.0195% and 0.0075% in 2025, respectively. 11 

 

Delivered prices that a facility may charge for specific goods or services may increase at a greater 

rate than predicted, allowing incurred costs to be passed through to downstream industries and 

end-users. The remaining sectors are likely to experience increases in the relative cost of 

production and relative delivered price with respect to their counterparts in the rest of the U.S. 

 

CEQA ALTERNATIVES 
 

There are three CEQA alternatives associated with the proposed amendments to PAR 1134.  

Alternative A, the no project alternative, means that the current version of Rule 1134 would remain 

in effect. Under Alternative B, the requirements would be equivalent to the proposed project but 

the compliance date for meeting the NOx and ammonia emission limits would one year earlier, 

December 31, 2022, which would allow three years to comply with PAR 1134. The earlier 

compliance date under Alternative B is more stringent than the proposed project. Under 

Alternative C, the requirements would be equivalent to the proposed project, but the compliance 

dates for meeting the NOx and ammonia emission limits would vary depending on fuel type, as 

follows: (1) liquid fuel (outer continental shelf): December 31, 2023, (2) natural gas (combined 

cycle): June 30, 2023; (3) natural gas (compressor gas turbine): December 31, 2023; (4) natural 

gas  (simple cycle): December 31, 2022; (5) produced gas: December 31, 2023; (6) produced gas 

(outer continental shelf): December 31, 2023; and (7) Other: December 31, 2023. The earlier 

compliance dates for the natural gas - combined cycle and natural gas - simple cycle categories 

under Alternative C are more stringent than the proposed project but less stringent than Alternative 

B for the natural gas - combined cycle category.  

 

Assuming a 4% real interest rate, average annual compliance costs for the CEQA alternatives range 

from $6.0 9 - $6.17.0 million between 2019 and 2045, as shown in Table 5. Jobs forgone for the 

CEQA alternatives range from 40 48 - 42 50 between 2019 and 2045.12   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
11 Compliance costs are not equally shared amongst individual facilities within affected industry sectors. Therefore, 

increases in delivered prices and/or the relative cost of production may differ amongst the facilities within a given 

sector. 
12 Alternative B and Alternative C have the same cost-effectiveness as the proposed amendments and both would 

achieve the same emission reductions. Even though Alternative B and C have earlier compliance dates the cost-

effectiveness evaluation is time neutral.  
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Table 5:  

Average Annual Cost and Job Impacts of CEQA Alternatives* 

  

Average Annual, 2019 - 2045 

Alternatives Cost  Job Impacts  
  

Proposed Amendments 
$6,695,656 

$5,827,953  
-3846 

Alternative A - No Project - - 

Alternative B - Implementation by 

December 31, 2022 

$6,989,775 

$6,083,803  
-4250 

Alternative C - Phased 

Implementation 

$6,908,458 

$5,996,473  
-4048 

       * 
Assumes a 4% real interest rate

 

 

 

UPDATED COST IMPACTS ASSESSMENT FOR COMPLIANCE WITH 

RULE 2002 
 

Potential Impacts for NOx RECLAIM Facilities Ready to Exit 

 

Rule 2002(f)(10) prohibits a RECLAIM facility from selling any future compliance year NOx 

RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) upon receipt of a final determination notification that it is 

ready to exit the NOx RECLAIM program. If PAR 1134 is adopted, 18 facilities are expected to 

receive an initial determination notification because, according to staff’s evaluation, all of their 

permitted RECLAIM NOx source equipment will be subject to these rules once adopted. Facilities 

that received initial determination notifications and meet the proposed criteria to exit, would not 

receive a final determination notification to exit RECLAIM until key elements such as NSR and 

permitting are resolved. However, these facilities may request to opt-out of RECLAIM before 

these key elements are resolved, upon meeting specific conditions specified in subdivision (g) of 

Rule 2001. 

 

Thirteen out of the 18 facilities were allocated NOx RTCs (no cost or fee when RTCs were 

allocated) at the outset of the NOx RECLAIM program. The initial allocations for the 13 facilities 

amounted to approximately 1.129 tons per day (TPD). Due to past adjustments including 

reductions in allocations or “shaves,” and more importantly, the sale of these initial allocations as 

infinite-year block (IYB) RTCs to other NOx RECLAIM facilities and brokers/investors, the total 

NOx RTCs currently held by all 18 facilities is 1.018 TPD for compliance years 2019 and later.13  

At the same time, total NOx emissions from these same facilities declined to 0.868 TPD in 2016. 

 

                                                 
13 According to the NOx RTC holdings data as of July 31, 2018 and excluding any transactions that may have 

occurred after this date. 
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If these 18 facilities receive final determination notifications in 2019, they will not be able to sell 

their NOx RTCs for compliance year 2019 and onwards. For the purpose of this analysis, it is 

assumed that none of the 18 facilities would acquire additional NOx RTCs or sell their current 

NOx RTC holdings of 1.018 TPD before receiving a final determination notification. However, it 

is foreseeable that at least some of these NOx RTC holdings may be sold or transferred before they 

are frozen due to anticipation of receiving a final determination notification. Lastly, as they pertain 

to SCAQMD, RTCs are not property rights. It is known to all market participants that purchasing 

RTCs beyond the current compliance year is accompanied by known investment risks that are 

embedded within the RECLAIM programs.14   

 

It is estimated that, out of the total 1.018 TPD of future compliance year NOx RTCs currently held 

by the 18 facilities, at least 0.122 TPD were acquired by some of the affected facilities in addition 

to their initial allocations, either through purchases with positive prices or transfers at no cost. If 

these facilities continue to stay in the NOx RECLAIM program and their NOx emissions remain 

between 5% above and below their 2016 levels,15 then 0.071 TPD of these additionally acquired 

RTCs are estimated to be used for compliance purposes, with the remaining 0.050 TPD being 

potential surplus RTCs available for sale or transfer.16 Applying the most recent 12-month rolling 

average NOx RTC price for compliance year 2017 of $3,786 per ton,17 the total value of all 

potential surplus RTCs would be approximately $70,000 in RECLAIM compliance year 2019 and 

all subsequent RECLAIM compliance years. These facilities can elect to transfer or sell these 

RTCs prior to receiving a final determination notification. If the facility is holding these RTCs at 

or after the issuance of a final determination notification they will not be able to sell, use, or transfer 

the RTCs. 
 

In addition, 12 facilities are estimated to have insufficient NOx RTC holdings if they were to 

remain in the NOx RECLAIM program and their NOx emissions remain between 5% above and 

below their 2016 levels. By exiting the NOx RECLAIM program, these facilities would avoid the 

need to acquire about 0.449 - 0.529 TPD of NOx RTCs which, if valued at $3,786 per ton, would 

imply potential total cost-savings worth approximately $620,000 - $730,000 in RECLAIM 

compliance year 2019 and for all subsequent RECLAIM compliance years.18,19   

                                                 
14 The risk factors include, but may not be limited to, programmatic allocation shaves, potential RTC trade freezes, 

and the eventual sunset of either RECLAIM program. 
15 In order to estimate the number of RTCs needed for compliance in future years, it is necessary to project the 

emissions levels of all affected facilities.  We analyze three scenarios; 1) emissions are 5% below 2016 levels; 2) 

emissions remain at 2016 levels; and 3) emissions are 5% above 2016 levels.   
16 Since there were no costs associated with the initially allocated NOx RTCs for a RECLAIM facility, the facilities 

would not incur financial losses as a result of complying with Rule 2002(f)(10) if their frozen future compliance 

year NOx RTC holdings are at or below their respective adjusted initial allocations. 
17 12-month rolling average of Compliance Year 2018 NOx RTCs, as calculated from Jan 2018 to Jan 2019.  See 

Table I of “Twelve-Month and Three-Month Rolling Average Price of Compliance Years 2018 and 2019 NOx and 

SOx RTCs,” available athttp://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/reclaim/nox-rolling-average-reports/nox-and-

sox-rtcs-rolling-avg-price-cy-2018-19-jan-2019.pdf 
18 Cost savings vary based on the projected emissions in compliance year 2019. The range in cost savings presented 

represents 5% below/above 2016 emission levels. 
19 The dollar figures for the potential costs and savings for facilities exiting RECLAIM are highly sensitive to the 

assumed RTC price of $3,786 per ton. In general, RTC prices are highly variable, with prices typically decreasing as 

their expiration dates approach and during the 60 days after expiration during which they can be traded.  This general 

trend has been repeated every year since 1994 except for compliance years 2000 and 2001 (during the California 
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Table 6:  

Potential Impacts on NOx RTC Market Demand and Supply 

  

NOx Emission Scenarios for Future Compliance Years 

5% Below 2016 

NOx Emissions 

Same as 2016 

NOx Emissions 

5% Above 2016 

NOx Emissions 

Acquired RTCs potentially 

for sale if remain (TPD) 
0.050 0.050 0.050 

Potential RTC sales 

foregone if exiting 
$69,657  $69,657  $69,657  

RTCs need for compliance 

if remain (TPD) 
0.449 0.489 0.529 

Potential cost-savings by 

exiting 
$620,228  $675,392  $730,556  

Net compliance year 

savings 
$550,571  $605,735  $660,899  

 

Table 6 presents potential foregone sales of surplus RTCs, potential cost-savings for those facilities 

needed to acquire RTCs for compliance purposes, and the net savings for compliance year 2019 

and onwards for three emission scenarios. The first scenario assumes future NOx emissions of the 

18 facilities would be 5% below their respective 2016 levels; the second scenario assumes the 

same emission levels as in 2016; and the third scenario assumes their future NOx emissions would 

be 5% above their respective 2016 levels. These scenarios are consistent with the variations of 

overall NOx emissions from the RECLAIM universe, which had a maximum year-over-year 

difference of approximately 5% during the period of 2011 - 2016. 

 

Potential NOx RTC Market Impacts 

 

Since the SCAQMD Governing Board’s March 2017 adoption of the 2016 AQMP, which includes 

the sunset of NOx RECLAIM, the number of NOx IYB trades has decreased significantly. The 

IYB price has also declined rapidly, from a 12-month rolling average of $380,057 per ton in 

January 2017 to $20,103 per ton in July 2018, which largely reflects the remaining years of the 

NOx RECLAIM program life that is expected by the market participants. However, the short-term 

price impact of facility exit on the discrete-year RTC market may not go hand-in-hand with the 

overall impact of the NOx RECLAIM program transition on the IYB market, as evidenced by the 

                                                 
energy crisis). Prices for NOx RTCs that expired in calendar year 2017 also followed this general trend. The general 

declining trend of RTC prices nearing and just past expiration indicates there was an adequate supply to meet RTC 

demand during the final reconciliation period following the end of the compliance years.   
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surge in discrete-year NOx RTC prices in 2017. The potential exit of the 18 facilities from the 

NOx RECLAIM program could possibly affect the demand and supply in the NOx RTC market 

for compliance year 2019 and beyond, as well as the future prevailing NOx RTC prices. Therefore, 

the remaining NOx RECLAIM facilities may be indirectly impacted as a result.  

 

The foregone market demand, as estimated by the shortage of a facility’s future compliance year 

NOx RTC holdings for NOx emissions reconciliation, would be about 0.449 - 0.529 TPD. At the 

same time, the potential foregone market supply from all facilities with potential surplus RTC 

holdings is estimated at 0.086 - 0.093 TPD. However, some of these facilities with potential surplus 

NOx RTCs have never sold or transferred NOx RTCs to another NOx RECLAIM facility since 

the NOx RECLAIM program began in 1994. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that they will 

not participate in the market even if they continue to stay in the NOx RECLAIM program. When 

estimated by the potential surplus NOx RTC holdings from only the facilities with a historical 

record of NOx RTC sales and/or transfers, the market supply is estimated to be lower at 0.080 - 

0.081 TPD. Table 7 reports the potentially foregone market demand and supply for three different 

NOx emission scenarios. 

 

Given the analysis above and the fact that the 18 facilities currently account for 4.4% of annual 

NOx emissions and 2.1% of the NOx RTC holdings in the NOx RECLAIM universe in compliance 

year 2019, the simultaneous transition of the 18 facilities out of the NOx RECLAIM program 

would have a very small impact, if any, on the demand and supply of NOx RTC market. 

Specifically, the net decrease in market demand expected to result from the transition of the 18 

facilities could potentially assert downward pressure on the discrete-year NOx RTC prices. 

However, facility exit is unlikely to result in large price fluctuations in the NOx RTC market, nor 

is the transition expected to significantly affect the remaining NOx RECLAIM facilities that are 

not yet ready to exit.20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
20 There are currently procedures in place to intervene if the NOx RTC price becomes excessively high. Rule 

2002(f)(1)(H) specifies that in the event that the NOx RTC price exceeds $22,500 per ton based on the 12-month 

rolling average, or exceeds $35,000 per ton based on the 3-month rolling average calculated pursuant to subparagraph 

(f)(1)(E), the Executive Officer will report the determination to the Governing Board. If the Governing Board finds 

that the 12-month rolling average RTC price exceeds $22,500 per ton or the 3-month rolling average RTC price 

exceeds $35,000 per ton, then the Non-tradable/Non-usable NOx RTCs, as specified in subparagraphs (f)(1)(B) and 

(f)(1)(C) valid for the period in which the RTC price is found to have exceeded the applicable threshold, shall be 

converted to Tradable/Usable NOx RTCs upon Governing Board concurrence. 
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Table 7: 

Potential Impacts on NOx RTC Market Demand and Supply 

    

NOx Emission Scenarios for Future Compliance 

Years 

5% Below 2016 

NOx Emissions 

Same as 2016 

NOx Emissions 

5% Above 2016 

NOx Emissions 

A Foregone Market Demand 0.449 0.489 0.529 

B 

Foregone Market Supply 

0.093 0.090 0.086 – From All Facilities with 

Surplus RTC Holdings 

C 
Net Foregone Market Demand 

(= A - B) 
0.356 0.399 0.443 

  

Percent Difference: 

79% 82% 84% (Demand - Supply)/Demand  

(= C / A) 

D 

Foregone Market Supply 

0.081 0.081 0.080 –  From Facilities with Surplus 

RTC Holdings & Historical 

Record of RTC Sales/Transfers 

E 
Net Foregone Market Demand 

(= A - D) 
0.368 0.408 0.449 

  

Percent Difference: 

82% 83% 85% (Demand - Supply)/Demand (= 

E / A) 

Note: The supply and demand of NOx RTCs are expressed in TPD and rounded to the nearest thousandth. 

Percent differences are rounded to the nearest integer. 

 

It is possible that the vast majority of facilities will opt to remain in RECLAIM following the 

adoption of the PAR 1134. The decision to remain in RECLAIM coincides with more favorable 

NSR provisions and those facilities with surplus RTCs may wish to remain in order to sell excess 

credits. Conversely, those facilities with insufficient RTC holdings have incentive to opt out of 

RECLAIM and forego acquiring the necessary RTCs to comply with RECLAIM requirements. 

Under this scenario, the adoption of the PAR 1134 could potentially result in a net cost savings as 

it pertains to the RTCs currently held by RECLAIM facilities. 
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PREFACE 

This document constitutes the Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment (SEA) for Proposed 

Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines.  A Draft 

SEA was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from Tuesday, January 29, 

2019 to Friday, March 15, 2019 and four comment letters were received.  The comment letters and 

responses relative to the Draft SEA have been included in Appendix G of this Final SEA. 

Analysis of PAR 1134 in the Draft SEA indicated that while reducing NOx emissions is an 

environmental benefit, secondary significant adverse environmental impacts were also expected 

for the topic area of hazards and hazardous materials.  Since significant adverse impacts were 

identified, an alternatives analysis and mitigation measures are required and are included in the 

Final SEA.  [CEQA Guidelines Section 15252].   

In addition, subsequent to the release of the Draft SEA for public review and comment, minor 

modifications were made to PAR 1134.  The minor modifications include: 1) the addition, revision, 

and removal of definitions for clarification; 2) rewording and renumbering of rule language; 3) the 

addition of provisions for compressor gas turbines; 4) the addition of a compliance date extension 

from the emissions limits specified in the rule for owners or operators of compressor gas turbines 

who submit a request for a time extension, and 5) the inclusion of a new effective date for 

compressor gas turbines to comply with the emission limits set forth in PAR 1134  three years 

after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application is submitted before July 1, 2021.  To 

facilitate identification of the changes between the Draft SEA and the Final SEA, modifications to 

the document are included as underlined text and text removed from the document is indicated by 

strikethrough.  To avoid confusion, minor formatting changes are not shown in underline or 

strikethrough mode. 

Staff has reviewed the modifications to PAR 1134 and concluded that none of the revisions:  1) 

constitute significant new information; 2) constitute a substantial increase in the severity of an 

environmental impact; or, 3) provide new information of substantial importance relative to the 

Draft SEA.  In addition, revisions to the proposed project in response to verbal or written comments 

during the rule development process would not create new, avoidable significant effects.  As a 

result, these revisions do not require recirculation of the Draft SEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15073.5 and 15088.5.  Therefore, the Draft SEA has been revised to include the 

aforementioned modifications such that it is now the Final SEA for PAR 1134.



 

PAR 1134 TOC-i March 2019 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page No. 

CHAPTER 1 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Introduction  ........................................................................................................................ 1-1 

California Environmental Quality Act ................................................................................... 1-3 

Previous CEQA Documentation ............................................................................................ 1-6 

Intended Uses of this Document ............................................................................................ 1-8 

Areas of Controversy ............................................................................................................. 1-9 

Executive Summary ............................................................................................................... 1-9 

 

CHAPTER 2 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

Project Location ..................................................................................................................... 2-1 

Project Background ................................................................................................................ 2-2 

Project Objectives .................................................................................................................. 2-2 

Project Description................................................................................................................. 2-3 

Summary of Affected Equipment .......................................................................................... 2-8 

Technology Overview .......................................................................................................... 2-11 

 

CHAPTER 3 – EXISTING SETTING  

Introduction  ........................................................................................................................ 3-1 

Existing Setting ...................................................................................................................... 3-1 

Air Quality  ........................................................................................................................ 3-2 

Hazards And Hazardous Materials ...................................................................................... 3-26 

 

CHAPTER 4 – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Introduction  ........................................................................................................................ 4-1 

Potential Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures ............................... 4-1 

Air Quality Impacts................................................................................................................ 4-3 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts .......................................................................... 4-22 

Cumulative Envirionmental Impacts ................................................................................... 4-30 

Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant ........................................... 4-32 

Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot be Avoided ........................................... 4-35 

Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes ................................................................. 4-36 

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts ..................................................................................... 4-36 

Relationship Between Short-Term and Long-Term Environmental Goals ......................... 4-36 

  



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Table of Contents 

PAR 1134 TOC-ii March 2019 

Page No. 

CHAPTER 5 – ALTERNATIVES 

Introduction  ........................................................................................................................ 5-1 

Methodology for Developing Project Alternatives ................................................................ 5-1 

Description of Alternatives .................................................................................................... 5-2 

Comparison of Alternatives ................................................................................................... 5-5 

Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible ........................................................................................ 5-9 

Lowest Toxic Alternative .................................................................................................... 5-10 

Environmentally Superior Alternative ................................................................................. 5-10 

Conclusion  ...................................................................................................................... 5-12 

 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from 

 Stationary Gas Turbines 

Appendix B: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions 

Appendix C: CEQA Impact Evaluations – Assumptions and Calculations 

Appendix D: PAR 1134 List of Affected Facilities 

Appendix E: Hazards Analysis 

Appendix F: Example Facility NOx Emission Reductions After Implementing PAR 1134 

Appendix G: Comment Letters Received on the Draft SEA 

  



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Table of Contents 

PAR 1134 TOC-iii March 2019 

Page No. 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1-1:  Summary of the Proposed Project Alternatives ............................................. 1-15 

Table 1-2:  Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project  

and Alternatives .............................................................................................. 1-16 

Table 2-1:  Affected Industries Subject to PAR 1134........................................................ 2-9 

Table 2-2:  Summary of Stationary Gas Turbines and Expected Modifications ............. 2-10 

Table 2-3:  NOx Emission Inventory and Electricity Generation Capacity ..................... 2-10 

Table 3-1:  State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards .......................................... 3-3 

Table 3-2:  2016 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District ........ 3-5 

Table 3-3:  NFPA 704 Hazards Rating Code ................................................................... 3-33 

Table 3-4:  Hazardous Material Shipments in the United States in 2012 ........................ 3-41 

Table 3-5:  Reported Hazardous Materials Incidents for 2012 - 2014 ............................. 3-42 

Table 4-1:  SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds ............................................. 4-4 

Table 4-2:  Proposed Construction Activities .................................................................... 4-6 

Table 4-3: Construction Equipment That May Be Needed to Install One SCR System 

and One Ammonia Tank at One Facility ......................................................... 4-8 

Table 4-4: Peak Daily Emissions from Construction Activities of One SCR System 

and One Ammonia Storage Tank at One Facility .......................................... 4-10 

Table 4-5: Construction Equipment That May Be Needed to Replace One 

Stationary Gas Turbine at One Facility ......................................................... 4-11 

Table 4-6: Peak Daily Construction Emissions from Replacing One Stationary Gas 

Turbine........................................................................................................... 4-12 

Table 4-7:  Overlapping Peak Daily Construction Emissions ......................................... 4-13 

Table 4-8:  Peak Daily Operational Emissions at One Facility ....................................... 4-14 

Table 4-9:  Peak Daily Operational Emissions ................................................................ 4-15 

Table 4-10: Peak Daily Overlapping Construction and Operational Emissions ............... 4-16 

Table 4-11: Health Risk from the Facilities Using Ammonia .......................................... 4-17 

Table 4-12: GHG Emissions from the Proposed Project .................................................. 4-20 

Table 4-13: Truck Accident Rates for Cargo on Highways .............................................. 4-25 

Table 4-14: Number of New SCR Systems and Affected Facilities ................................. 4-27 

Table 4-15: Applicability of Significant Impacts in March 2017 Final Program EIR to 

 Proposed Project ............................................................................................ 4-33 

Table 5-1:  Summary of the Proposed Project Alternatives ............................................... 5-4 

Table 5-2:  Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project 

 and Alternatives ............................................................................................... 5-6 

  



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Table of Contents 

PAR 1134 TOC-iv March 2019 

Page No. 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 2-1:   Southern California Air Basins .......................................................................... 2-1 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Previous CEQA Documentation 

Intended Uses of this Document 

Areas of Controversy 

Executive Summary



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Chapter 1 – Project Description 

PAR 1134 1-1 March 2019 

INTRODUCTION 

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

in 19771 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and 

regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) 

and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  In 1977, amendments to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) included 

requirements for submitting State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for nonattainment areas that fail to 

meet all federal ambient air quality standards (CAA Section 172), and similar requirements exist 

in state law (Health and Safety Code Section 40462).  The federal CAA was amended in 1990 to 

specify attainment dates and SIP requirements for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 

(NO2), and particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 10 microns (PM10).  In 

1997, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) promulgated ambient air 

quality standards for particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns 

(PM2.5).  The U.S. EPA is required to periodically update the national ambient air quality 

standards (NAAQS). 

In addition, the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), adopted in 1988, requires the SCAQMD to 

achieve and maintain state ambient air quality standards for ozone, CO, sulfur dioxide (SO2), and 

NO2 by the earliest practicable date. (Health and Safety Code Section 40910.)  The CCAA also 

requires a three-year plan review, and, if necessary, an update to the SIP.  The CCAA requires air 

districts to achieve and maintain state standards by the earliest practicable date and for extreme 

non-attainment areas, to include all feasible measures pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 

40913, 40914, and 40920.5.  The term “feasible” is defined in the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines2 Section 15364, as a measure “capable of being accomplished in 

a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” 

By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) 

demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for the areas 

under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD3.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and 

regulations that carry out the AQMP4.  The AQMP is a regional blueprint for how the SCAQMD 

will achieve air quality standards and healthful air and the 2016 AQMP5 contains multiple goals 

promoting reductions of criteria air pollutants, greenhouse gases (GHGs), and toxic air 

contaminants (TACs).  In particular, the 2016 AQMP states that both oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 

and volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions need to be addressed, with the emphasis that 

NOx emission reductions are more effective to reduce the formation of ozone and PM2.5.  Ozone 

is a criteria pollutant shown to adversely affect human health and is formed when VOCs react with 

NOx in the atmosphere.  NOx is a precursor to the formation of ozone and PM2.5, and NOx 

emission reductions are necessary to achieve the ozone standard attainment.  NOx emission 

reductions also contribute to attainment of PM2.5 standards.  

In October 1993, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air 

Incentives Market (RECLAIM) to reduce NOx and oxides of sulfur (SOx) emissions from high 

                                                 
1 The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., Ch. 324 (codified at Health and Safety Code Section 40400-

40540). 
2 The CEQA Guidelines are codified at Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. 
3 Health and Safety Code Section 40460(a). 
4 Health and Safety Code Section 40440(a). 
5 SCAQMD, Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, March 2017.  http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-

quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp   

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
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emitting facilities.  The RECLAIM program was designed to take a market-based approach to 

achieve emission reductions, as an aggregate.  The RECLAIM program was created to be 

equivalent to achieving emissions reductions under a command-and-control approach, but by 

providing facilities with the flexibility to seek the most cost-effective solution to reduce their 

emissions.  The market-based approach used in RECLAIM was based on using a supply-and-

demand concept, where the cost to control emissions and reduce a facility’s emissions would 

eventually become less than the diminishing supply of NOx RECLAIM trading credits (RTCs).  

However, analysis of the RECLAIM program over the long term has shown that the ability to 

achieve actual NOx emission reductions has diminished, due to a large amount of RTCs resulting 

from shutdowns being re-introduced into the market prior to amendments to Rule 2002 in October 

2016 to address this issue. 

In the 2016 AQMP, Control Measure CMB-05 - Further NOx Reductions from RECLAIM 

Assessment, committed to additional NOx emission reductions of five tons per day to occur by 

2025.  Also, the SCAQMD Governing Board directed staff to implement an orderly sunset of the 

RECLAIM program to achieve the additional five tons per day.  Thus, CMB-05 committed to a 

process of transitioning NOx RECLAIM facilities to a command-and-control regulatory structure 

and ensure that the applicable equipment will meet Best Available Retrofit Control Technology 

(BARCT) level equivalency as soon as practicable. 

On July 26, 2017, California State Assembly Bill (AB) 617 was approved by the Governor, which 

addresses community monitoring and non-vehicular air pollution (criteria pollutants and toxic air 

contaminants).  AB 398, a companion to AB 617, was also approved, and extends California’s 

cap-and-trade program for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from stationary sources.  

AB 617 also contains an expedited schedule for implementing BARCT for cap-and-trade facilities.  

Industrial source RECLAIM facilities that are in the cap-and-trade program are subject to the 

requirements of AB 617.  Under AB 617, Districts are required to develop by January 1, 2019, an 

expedited schedule for the implementation of BARCT no later than December 31, 2023, with the 

highest priority given to older, higher-polluting units that will need retrofit controls installed.  

As a result of control measure CMB-05 from the 2016 AQMP as well as ABs 617 and 398, 

SCAQMD staff has been directed by the Governing Board to begin the process of transitioning 

the current regulatory structure for NOx RECLAIM facility emissions to an equipment-based 

command-and-control regulatory structure per SCAQMD Regulation XI – Source Specific 

Standards.  Thus, SCAQMD staff conducted a programmatic analysis of the RECLAIM equipment 

at each facility to determine if there are appropriate and up-to-date BARCT NOx limits within 

existing SCAQMD command-and-control rules for all RECLAIM equipment.  This analysis 

concluded that command-and-control rules would need to be adopted and/or amended to reflect 

current BARCT and provide implementation timeframes for achieving BARCT.  Consequently, 

SCAQMD staff determined that RECLAIM facilities should not exit unless their NOx emitting 

equipment is subject to an adopted future BARCT rule. 

As such, SCAQMD staff has proposed amendments to Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of 

Nitrogen from Stationary Gas Turbines, to facilitate the transition of affected equipment subject 

to the NOx RECLAIM program to a command-and-control regulatory structure and to implement 

Control Measure CMB-05.  PAR 1134 applies to RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM stationary gas 

turbines that are not subject to SCAQMD Rule 1135 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from 

Electricity Generating Facilities or located at petroleum refineries, landfills, or publicly owned 

treatment works.  PAR 1134 is proposing to:  1) expand its applicability to include stationary gas 

turbines that were not previously required to comply with Rule 1134; 2) update the NOx and 
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ammonia emission limits for stationary gas turbines to comply with Best Available Retrofit 

Control Technology (BARCT); 3) transition all monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping 

requirements (MRR) in Rule 1134 to new SCAQMD Rule 113 - MRR Requirements for NOx and 

SOx Sources, upon its adoption; 4) establish new exemptions for low-use equipment, certain 

existing combined cycle gas turbines, and emergency standby gas turbines; 54) provide relief from 

having to comply with ammonia requirements for turbines that do not use ammonia for controlling 

NOx emissions; and 65) revise existing exemptions to remove obsolete provisions.  

Implementation of the proposed project is estimated to reduce NOx emissions by 2.8 tons per day 

after implementation of the BARCT limits, which is expected to be achieved by retrofitting 

existing stationary gas turbines with air pollution control equipment (e.g., selective catalytic 

reduction (SCR) technology/systems installation), or repowering or replacing existing stationary 

gas turbines.  

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all potential adverse 

environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that methods to reduce or avoid 

identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented, if feasible.  

The purpose of the CEQA process is to inform the SCAQMD Governing Board, public agencies, 

and interested parties of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from 

implementing the proposed project and to identify feasible mitigation measures or alternatives, 

when an impact is significant.  

Public Resources Code Section 21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to 

prepare a plan or other written documents in lieu of a negative declaration or environmental impact 

report once the secretary of the resources agency has certified the regulatory program.  The 

SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the secretary of resources agency on March 1, 

1989 and has been adopted as SCAQMD Rule 110 – Rule Adoption Procedures to Assure 

Protection and Enhancement of the Environment.  Pursuant to Rule 110 (the rule which 

implements the SCAQMD's certified regulatory program), the SCAQMD typically prepares an 

Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the environmental impacts for rule projects proposed 

for adoption or amendment.   

PAR 1134 is considered a “project” as defined by CEQA.  PAR 1134 will transition affected 

stationary gas turbines at NOx RECLAIM facilities to a command-and-control regulatory 

structure.  NOx RECLAIM facilities with equipment subject to PAR 1134 will be required to meet 

the NOx emission limits as specified in PAR 1134, unless those facilities qualify for an exemption.  

In addition, a subset of stationary gas turbines at non-RECLAIM facilities will be required to meet 

new NOx emission limits in accordance with the compliance schedule in PAR 1134.  The decision 

to transition from NOx RECLAIM into a source-specific command-and-control regulatory 

structure was approved by the SCAQMD Governing Board as a control measure CMB-05 in the 

2016 AQMP and the potential environmental impacts associated with the 2016 AQMP, including 

CMB-05, were analyzed in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Program EIR) 

certified in March 20176.  

The March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP determined that the overall 

implementation of CMB-05 has the potential to generate adverse environmental impacts in seven 

                                                 
6 SCAQMD, Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, March 2017. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/scaqmd-projects---year-2017 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/scaqmd-projects---year-2017
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topic areas – air quality, energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, 

noise, solid and hazardous waste, and transportation.  More specifically, the March 2017 Final 

Program EIR evaluated the impacts from installation and operation of additional control equipment 

and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) or selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR) equipment 

potentially resulting in construction emissions, increased electricity demand, hazards from 

additional ammonia transport and use, increase in water use and wastewater discharge, changes in 

noise volume, generation of solid waste from construction and disposal of old equipment, and 

catalysts replacements, as well as changes in traffic patterns and volume.  For the entire 2016 

AQMP, the analysis concluded that significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts 

from the project are expected to occur after implementing mitigation measures for the following 

environmental topic areas: 1) aesthetics from increased glare and from the construction and 

operation of catenary lines and use of bonnet technology for ships; 2) construction-related air 

quality and GHGs; 3) energy (due to increased electricity demand); 4) hazards and hazardous 

materials due to (a) increased flammability of solvents; (b) storage, accidental release, and 

transportation of ammonia, (c) storage and transportation of liquefied natural gas (LNG); and (d) 

proximity to schools; 5) hydrology (water demand); 6) construction noise and vibration; 7) solid 

construction waste and operational waste from vehicle and equipment scrapping; and 8) 

transportation and traffic during construction and during operation on roadways with catenary lines 

and at the harbors.  Since significant adverse environmental impacts were identified, mitigation 

measures were identified and applied.  However, the March 2017 Final Program EIR concluded 

that the 2016 AQMP would have significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts even 

after mitigation measures were identified and applied.  As such, mitigation measures were made a 

condition of project approval and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan was adopted.  

Findings were made and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was prepared and adopted for 

that project.  

BARCT is statutorily required in California Health and Safety Code section 40406 to be based on 

“environmental, energy, and economic impacts.”  A BARCT analysis was conducted and 

completed as part of the rule development process for PAR 11347.  PAR 1134 revises NOx 

emission limits to reflect current BARCT for stationary gas turbines.  In particular, PAR 1134 is 

proposing to:  1) expand its applicability to include stationary gas turbines that were not previously 

required to comply with Rule 1134; 2) update the NOx and ammonia emission limits for stationary 

gas turbines to comply with Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT); 3) transition 

all monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements (MRR) in Rule 1134 to new SCAQMD 

Rule 113 - MRR Requirements for NOx and SOx Sources, upon its adoption; 4) establish new 

exemptions for low-use equipment, certain existing combined cycle gas turbines, and emergency 

standby gas turbines; 54) provide relief from having to comply with ammonia requirements for 

turbines that do not use ammonia for controlling NOx; and 65) revise existing exemptions to 

remove obsolete provisions.  The proposed project is estimated to reduce NOx emissions by 2.8 

tons per day after implementation of BARCT limits and will provide an overall environmental 

benefit to air quality.  While reducing emissions of NOx and other contaminants will create an 

environmental benefit, activities that facility operators may undertake to comply with PAR 1134 

may also create secondary adverse environmental impacts in the topic area of hazards and 

hazardous materials.   

SCAQMD staff has determined that PAR 1134 contains new information of substantial importance 

which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Final Program EIR was 

                                                 
7 SCAQMD’s rule development webpage for PAR 1134 contains all of the documentation relied upon for the BARCT analysis 

and can be found here:  http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/rules/scaqmd-rule-book/proposed-rules#1134. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/rules/scaqmd-rule-book/proposed-rules#1134
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certified for the March 2017 adoption of the 2016 AQMP (referred to herein as the March 2017 

Final Program EIR).   

However, PAR 1134 is expected to have: 1) significant effects that were not discussed in the March 

2017 Final Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3)(A)); and 2) significant effects 

that were previously examined that will be substantially more severe than what was discussed in 

the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15162(a)(3)(B)). 

Thus, analysis of the proposed project indicates that the type of CEQA document appropriate for 

the proposed project is a Subsequent Environmental Assessment (SEA), in lieu of an EA.  The 

SEA is a substitute CEQA document prepared in lieu of a Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report with significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(b)), pursuant to the SCAQMD’s 

Certified Regulatory Program (CEQA Guidelines Section 15251(1); codified in SCAQMD Rule 

110).  The SEA is also 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.  

Because new potentially significant adverse effects to hazards and hazardous materials that may 

result from implementing PAR 1134 were not analyzed at the project level in the March 2017 Final 

Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP, and because PAR 1134 contains new information that was not 

previously considered, the SCAQMD, as lead agency for the proposed project has prepared this 

SEA with significant impacts pursuant to its Certified Regulatory Program.  Because PAR 1134 

may have statewide, regional, or areawide significance, a CEQA scoping meeting is required 

pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.9(a)(2) and was held at the SCAQMD’s 

Headquarters in conjunction with the Public Workshop on December 18, 2018.  There were no 

CEQA-related comments made at the Public Workshop/CEQA scoping meeting relative to PAR 

1134.  Further, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15252, since significant adverse impacts 

have been identified, an alternatives analysis and mitigation measures are required.  

The A Draft SEA is wasbeing released and circulated for a 45-day public review and comment 

period from Tuesday, January 29, 2019 to Friday, March 15, 2019.  Any Four comments letters  

were received during the public comment period relative toon the analysis presented in thisthe 

Draft SEA.  The comment letters and the responses are included in Appendix G of the Final 

SEA.received during the public comment period will be responded to and included in the Final 

SEA.   

The March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP, upon which this Draft SEA relies, is 

available from the SCAQMD’s website at:  http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-

reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/scaqmd-projects---year-2017.  This document may also be 

obtained by visiting the Public Information Center at SCAQMD Headquarters located at 21865 

Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765; or by contacting Fabian Wesson, Public Advisor by phone 

at (909) 396-2039 or by email at PICrequests@aqmd.gov.  

Subsequent to the release of the Draft SEA for public review and comment, minor modifications 

were made to PAR 1134.  The minor modifications include: 1) the addition, revision, and removal 

of definitions for clarification; 2) rewording and renumbering of rule language; 3) the addition of 

provisions for compressor gas turbines; 4) the addition of a compliance date extension from the 

emissions limits specified in the rule for owners or operators of compressor gas turbines who 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/scaqmd-projects---year-2017
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/research/documents-reports/lead-agency-scaqmd-projects/scaqmd-projects---year-2017
mailto:PICrequests@aqmd.gov
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submit a request for a time extension, and 5) the inclusion of a new effective date for compressor 

gas turbines to comply with the emission limits set forth in PAR 1134  three years after a permit 

to construct is issued if the permit application is submitted before July 1, 2021.  Staff has reviewed 

the modifications to PAR 1134 and concluded that none of the revisions: 1) constitute significant 

new information; 2) constitute a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; 

or 3) provide new information of substantial importance relative to the Draft SEA.  The Draft SEA 

concluded significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts for the storage and use of 

aqueous ammonia and the revisions to PAR 1134 in response to verbal or written comments from 

the rule development process would not create new/additional or avoidable significant effects or 

make the aforementioned hazards and hazardous materials impacts worse.  As a result, these minor 

revisions do not require recirculation of the Draft SEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 

15073.5 and 15088.5.  Therefore, the Draft SEA has been revised to include the aforementioned 

modifications such that it is now the Final SEA for PAR 1134.  

Prior to making a decision on the adoption of PAR 1134, the SCAQMD Governing Board must 

review and certify the Final SEA, including responses to comments, as providing adequate 

information on the potential adverse environmental impacts that may occur as a result of adopting 

PAR 1134. 

PREVIOUS CEQA DOCUMENTATION 

This Draft Final SEA is a comprehensive environmental document that analyzes potential 

environmental impacts from PAR 1134.  SCAQMD rules, as ongoing regulatory programs, have 

the potential to be revised over time due to a variety of factors (e.g., regulatory decisions by other 

agencies, new data, and lack of progress in advancing the effectiveness of control technologies to 

comply with requirements in technology forcing rules, etc.).  Rule 1134 was adopted in August 

1989 and amended in December 1995, April 1997, and August 1997.  Several previous CEQA 

documents have been prepared that analyzed the past amendments to Rule 1134.  Also, the 2016 

AQMP was adopted in March 2017 and an environmental analysis for the entire 2016 AQMP, 

including control measure CMB-05, was addressed in the March 2017 Final Program EIR. 

The following summarizes the contents of the CEQA documents prepared for the previous versions 

of Rule 1134 and for the 2016 AQMP in reverse chronological order and are included for 

informational purposes.  For CEQA documents that were prepared after January 1, 2000, a link for 

downloading files from the SCAQMD’s website is provided immediately following the 

summaries.  In addition, hardcopies of these CEQA documents can be obtained by submitting a 

Public Records Act request to the SCAQMD’s Public Records Unit.  

Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan; 

March 2017 (SCH No. 2016071006):  The 2016 AQMP identified control measures and strategies 

to bring the region into attainment with the revoked 1997 8-hour NAAQS (standard) (80 ppb) for 

ozone by 2024; the 2008 8-hour ozone standard (75 ppb) by 2032; the 2012 annual PM2.5 standard 

(12 µg/m3) by 2025; the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard (35 µg/m3) by 2019; and the revoked 1979 

1-hour ozone standard (120 ppb) by 2023.  The 2016 AQMP consists of three components:  1) the 

SCAQMD's Stationary, Area, and Mobile Source Control Measures; 2) State and Federal Control 

Measures provided by the California Air Resources Board; and 3) Regional Transportation 

Strategy and Control Measures provided by the Southern California Association of Governments.  

The 2016 AQMP includes emission inventories and control measures for stationary, area and 

mobile sources, the most current air quality setting, updated growth projections, new modeling 

techniques, demonstrations of compliance with state and federal Clean Air Act requirements, and 
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an implementation schedule for adoption of the proposed control strategy.  A Final Program EIR 

was prepared for the project which identified potential adverse impacts that may result from 

implementing the project for the following environmental topic areas:  1) aesthetics; 2) air quality 

and GHGs; 3) energy; 4) hazards and hazardous materials; 5) hydrology and water quality; 6) 

noise; 7) solid and hazardous waste; and 8) transportation and traffic.  The analysis concluded that 

significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts from the project are expected to occur 

after implementing mitigation measures for the following environmental topic areas:  1) aesthetics 

from increased glare and from the construction and operation of catenary lines and use of bonnet 

technology for ships; 2) construction air quality and GHGs; 3) energy (due to increased electricity 

demand); 4) hazards and hazardous materials due to:  (a) increased flammability of solvents; (b) 

storage, accidental release and transportation of ammonia; (c) storage and transportation of 

liquefied natural gas (LNG); and (d) proximity to schools; 5) hydrology (water demand); 6) 

construction noise and vibration; 7) solid construction waste and operational waste from vehicle 

and equipment scrapping; and 8) transportation and traffic during construction and during 

operation on roadways with catenary lines and at the harbors.  Since significant adverse 

environmental impacts were identified, an alternatives analysis was required by CEQA and 

prepared.  The March 2017 Final Program EIR concluded that the project would have significant 

and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts even after mitigation measures were identified 

and applied.  As such, mitigation measures were made a condition of the approval of the project 

and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan was adopted.  Findings were made and a 

Statement of Overriding Considerations was prepared and adopted.  The SCAQMD Governing 

Board certified the Final Program EIR and approved the project on March 3, 2017.  This document 

can be obtained by visiting the following website at:  http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2016/2016aqmpfpeir.pdf. 

Notice of Exemption from CEQA for Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emission of Oxides of 

Nitrogen From Stationary Gas Turbines; August 1997:  The August 1997 amendments to Rule 

1134 clarified that a Continuous Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) is only required for 

combined cycle units with a power output of 2.9 megawatts or larger.  The August 1997 

amendments established consistency between Rule 1134, SCAQMD practice in 1997, and the Rule 

1134 Administrative Record.  Also included in the August 1997 amendments were recordkeeping 

amendments to correct SIP deficiencies.  The project was reviewed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15002(k)(1) and SCAQMD staff concluded that it could be seen with certainty that there 

was no possibility that the project had the potential to create any significant adverse impacts on 

the environment.  Therefore, the SCAQMD determined that the project was exempt from CEQA 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) – Review for Exemption.  The project was 

approved on August 8, 1997 and a Notice of Exemption was filed with the county clerks of Los 

Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. 

Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – 

Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen From Stationary Gas Turbines; April 1997 (SCAQMD No. 

970124TT):  The April 1997 amendments to Rule 1134 addressed state implementation plan (SIP) 

deficiencies identified by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA); that 

included minor language clarifications and raised the NOx concentration limit for facilities that 

use digester gas fuel in selective catalytic reduction controlled gas turbine units.  The April 1997 

amendments increased the NOx emission limit from nine parts per million to 25 parts per million.  

The April 1997 amendments resulted in a loss of anticipated of emission reductions of NOx of 

approximately 127 pounds per day.  The SCAQMD prepared a Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Assessment for the April 1997 amendments to Rule 1134, which identified significant adverse 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2016/2016aqmpfpeir.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2016/2016aqmpfpeir.pdf
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environmental impacts for air quality.  The Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for 

Rule 1134 was a supplement to the December 1995 Final Supplemental Environmental 

Assessment (SCAQMD No. 951207TM) prepared for Rule 1134 and was circulated for a 45-day 

public review and comment period.  The Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment was 

certified by the SCAQMD Governing Board on April 11, 1997.  Findings were made and a 

Statement of Overriding Considerations was also adopted for this project.  A Mitigation, 

Monitoring, and Reporting Plan was not prepared since no feasible mitigation measures or 

alternatives were identified in the April 1997 Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment for 

Rule 1134.  

Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – 

Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen From Stationary Gas Turbines; December 1995 (SCAQMD 

No. 951207TM):  The December 1995 amendments to Rule 1134 exempted some existing 

stationary gas turbines from the NOx limits contained in the rule.  The exempted stationary gas 

turbines included those operated in the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air 

Basin (MDAB) formally known as the Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB) and on San Clemente 

Island.  In addition, the December 1995 amendments eliminated the requirement to account for 

variations in ambient temperature, pressure, and humidity by continuously correcting the reference 

NOx emission limits to the International Standards Organization (ISO) standard.  The SCAQMD 

prepared a Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the December 1995 amendments to 

Rule 1134, which identified significant adverse environmental impacts for air quality.  The Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Rule 1134 was a supplement to the August 1989 

Final EIR (SCH No. 86121708) prepared for Rule 1134 and was circulated for a 45-day public 

review and comment period.  Findings were made and a Statement of Overriding Considerations 

was adopted for the project.  A Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan was not prepared since 

no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives were identified in the December 1995 Final 

Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Rule 1134. The Final Supplemental Environmental 

Assessment was certified by the SCAQMD Governing Board on December 7, 1995.  

Final Environmental Impact Report for Proposed Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of 

Nitrogen From Stationary Gas Turbines; August 1989 (SCH No. 86121708):  The SCAQMD 

prepared a series of CEQA documents for the August 1989 adoption of Rule 1134 as follows:  1) 

a Draft EIR 1134 was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period on October 17, 

1987; 2) Draft Final EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period on March 

21, 1988; 3) a Revised Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period 

on September 6, 1988; and 4) a Supplement to the Revised Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day 

public review and comment period on May 14, 1989.  Findings were made and a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations was adopted for the project.  A Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 

Plan was prepared and included as Attachment 1 to the Board Resolution for the Final EIR for 

Rule 1134.  Each of the aforementioned documents were incorporated by reference into the Final 

EIR which was certified by the SCAQMD Governing Board on August 4, 1989. 

INTENDED USES OF THIS DOCUMENT 

In general, a CEQA document is an informational document that informs a public agency’s 

decision-makers and the public generally of potentially significant adverse environmental effects 

of a project, identifies possible ways to avoid or minimize the significant effects, and describes 

reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15121).  A public agency’s 

decision-makers must consider the information in a CEQA document prior to making a decision 
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on the project.  Accordingly, this SEA is intended to: a) provide the SCAQMD Governing Board 

and the public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and b) be 

used as a tool by the SCAQMD Governing Board to facilitate decision-making on the proposed 

project. 

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(d)(1) requires a public agency to identify the 

following specific types of intended uses of a CEQA document: 

1. A list of the agencies that are expected to use the SEA in their decision-making; 

2. A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project; and  

3. A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by 

federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies. 

In addition to the SCAQMD’s Governing Board which will consider the SEA for PAR 1134 in 

their decision-making, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), a state agency, and the U.S. 

EPA, a federal agency, will be reviewing PAR 1134 and all supporting documents, including the 

SEA, as part of the process for considering the inclusion of PAR 1134 into the SIP.  Moreover, 

PAR 1134 is not subject to any other related environmental review or consultation requirements. 

To the extent that local public agencies, such as cities, county planning commissions, et cetera, are 

responsible for making land use and planning decisions related to projects that must comply with 

the requirements in PAR 1134, they could possibly rely on this SEA during their decision-making 

process.  Similarly, other single purpose public agencies approving projects that utilize compliant 

equipment subject to PAR 1134 may rely on this SEA. 

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(2) requires a public agency to identify the areas of 

controversy in the CEQA document, including issues raised by agencies and the public.  Over the 

course of developing the proposed project, no concerns regarding PAR 1134 were expressed by 

representatives of industry and environmental groups, either in public meetings or in written 

comments. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), “[e]conomic or social effects of a project shall 

not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”  CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(b) 

states further, “[e]conomic or social effects of a project may be used to determine the significance 

of physical changes caused by the project.”  Physical changes that may be caused by PAR 1134 

have been evaluated in Chapter 4 of this SEA.  No direct or indirect physical changes resulting 

from economic or social effects have been identified as a result of implementing PAR 1134. 

To date, no other controversial issues relevant to the CEQA analysis were raised as a part of 

developing the proposed project. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15123 requires a CEQA document to include a brief summary of the 

proposed actions and their consequences.  In addition, areas of controversy must also be included 

in the executive summary (see preceding discussion).  This SEA consists of the following chapters:  

Chapter 1 – Executive Summary; Chapter 2 – Project Description; Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, 

Chapter 4 – Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures; Chapter 5 – Project 
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Alternatives; and various appendices.  The following subsections briefly summarize the contents 

of each chapter. 

Summary of Chapter 1 – Executive Summary 

Chapter 1 includes an introduction of the proposed project and a discussion of the legislative 

authority that allows the SCAQMD to amend and adopt air pollution control rules, identifies 

general CEQA requirements and the intended uses of this CEQA document, and summarizes the 

remaining four chapters that comprise this SEA. 

Summary of Chapter 2 – Project Description 

SCAQMD staff has been directed by the Governing Board to begin the process of transitioning 

equipment at facilities that are currently subject to facility permit requirements per SCAQMD 

Regulation XX – RECLAIM for NOx to instead be subject to an equipment-based command-and-

control regulatory structure per SCAQMD Regulation XI.  To date, several rules have been 

amended in accordance with the Governing Board’s direction.  Currently, SCAQMD staff is 

continuing this transition process by proposing amendments to Rule 1134.  PAR 1134 reflects the 

proposed project which is a culmination of recommendations made throughout the public 

engagement process including four working group meetings held at SCAQMD headquarters in 

Diamond Bar on February 22, 2018, April 26, 2018, June 13, 2018, and August 10, 2018.  The 

working group is composed of representatives from the manufacturers, trade organizations, permit 

stakeholders, businesses, environmental groups, public agencies, consultants, and other interested 

parties.  In addition, staff also discussed concepts for PAR 1134 at the RECLAIM working group 

meetings held on November 8, 2017, January 11, 2018, February 8, 2018, March 8, 2018, April 

12, 2018, June 14, 2018, July 12, 2018, November 8, 2018, and December 13, 2018.  A Public 

Workshop and CEQA Scoping Meeting was held December 18, 2018.  PAR 1134 will transition 

affected stationary gas turbines at NOx RECLAIM facilities to a command-and-control regulatory 

structure.  PAR 1134 revises NOx emission limits to reflect current BARCT for stationary gas 

turbines.  In particular, PAR 1134 is proposing to: 1) expand its applicability to include stationary 

gas turbines that were not previously required to comply with Rule 1134; 2) update the NOx and 

ammonia emission limits for stationary gas turbines to comply with BARCT; 3) transition all 

monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements (MRR) in Rule 1134 to new SCAQMD 

Rule 113, upon its adoption; 4) establish new exemptions for low-use equipment, certain existing 

combined cycle gas turbines, and emergency standby gas turbines; 5) provide relief from having 

to comply with ammonia requirements for turbines that do not use ammonia for controlling NOx 

emissions; and 6) revise existing exemptions to remove obsolete provisions.  Other minor changes 

are also proposed for clarity and consistency throughout the rule.  The proposed project is 

estimated to reduce NOx emissions by 2.8 tons per day after implementation of BARCT limits and 

will provide an overall environmental benefit to air quality.  While reducing emissions of NOx 

and other contaminants will create an environmental benefit, activities that facility operators may 

undertake to comply with PAR 1134 may also create secondary potentially significant adverse 

environmental impacts the topic area of hazards and hazardous materials for the storage and use 

of aqueous ammonia. 

A copy of PAR 1134 can be found in Appendix A of this Draft Final SEA. 

Summary of Chapter 3 – Existing Setting 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, Chapter 3 – Existing Setting includes a description 

of the environmental topic areas that are potentially adversely affected by the proposed project.  

While the analysis of the proposed project indicated that additional potentially significant adverse 
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hazards and hazardous material impacts will occur, the focus of the analysis in this SEA is limited 

to the environmental topic of and hazards and hazardous materials.  However, because physical 

modifications are expected to occur that may cause adverse, but less than significant, air quality 

impacts as a result of implementing PAR 1134, this chapter also includes the topic of air quality. 

The following discussion briefly highlights the existing setting for the topics of air quality and 

hazards and hazardous materials.  

Air Quality 

Air quality in the area of the SCAQMD's jurisdiction has shown substantial improvement over the 

last two decades.  Nevertheless, some federal and state air quality standards are still exceeded 

frequently and by a wide margin.  Of the NAAQS established for seven criteria pollutants (ozone, 

lead, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, PM10 and PM2.5), the area within the 

SCAQMD's jurisdiction is only in attainment with the NAAQS for carbon monoxide, sulfur 

dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide.  Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the existing air quality 

setting for each criteria pollutant, as well as the human health effects resulting from exposure to 

each criteria pollutant.   

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The 2016 AQMP contains control measures intended to improve overall air quality; however, the 

implementation of some control measures, such as CMB-05, may result in adverse hazards and 

hazardous materials impacts, either directly or indirectly.  Hazard concerns are related to the 

potential for fires, explosions or the release of hazardous materials/substances in the event of an 

accident or upset conditions.  The potential for hazards exist in the production, use, storage, and 

transportation of hazardous materials.  Hazardous materials may be found at industrial production 

and processing facilities.  Some facilities produce hazardous materials as their end product, while 

others use such materials as an input to their production process.  Examples of hazardous materials 

used as consumer products include gasoline, solvents, and coatings/paints.  Hazardous materials 

are stored at facilities that produce such materials and at facilities where hazardous materials are a 

part of the production process.  Specifically, storage refers to the bulk handling of hazardous 

materials before and after they are transported to the general geographical area of use.  Currently, 

hazardous materials are transported throughout the Basin in large quantities via all modes of 

transportation including rail, highway, water, air, and pipeline.  Incidents of harm to human health 

and the environment associated with hazardous materials have created a public awareness of the 

potential for adverse effects from careless handling and/or use of these substances.  As a result, a 

number of federal, state, and local laws have been enacted to regulate the use, storage, 

transportation, and management of hazardous materials and wastes.  Chapter 3 discusses the 

existing hazards and hazardous materials setting.   

Summary of Chapter 4 – Environmental Impacts 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a) requires a CEQA document to identify and focus on the 

“significant environmental effects of the proposed project.”  Direct and indirect significant effects 

of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due 

consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects.  In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126(b) requires a CEQA document to identify the significant environmental effects that cannot 

be avoided if the proposed project is implemented.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(c) also 

requires a CEQA document to consider and discuss the significant irreversible environmental 

changes that would be involved if the proposed project is implemented.  Further, CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126(e) requires a CEQA document to consider and discuss mitigation measures 

proposed to minimize the significant effects.  Finally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires a 
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CEQA document to discuss whether the proposed project has cumulative impacts.  Chapter 4 

considers and discusses each of these requirements. 

Potential Environmental Impacts Found To Be Significant 

Hazards and hazardous materials is the only environmental topic area that has been identified in 

this SEA as having potentially significant adverse impacts if the proposed project is implemented.  

In addition, because physical modifications are expected to occur that may cause adverse, but less 

than significant, air quality impacts as a result of implementing PAR 1134, this chapter also 

analyzes the topic of air quality. 

Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not To Be Significant 

Because this SEA is a subsequent CEQA document to the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 

2016 AQMP, this SEA relies on the conclusions reached in this document as evidence for 

environmental areas where impacts were found not to be significant.  The previous CEQA 

document reviewed approximately 17 environmental topic areas and analyzed whether the 

respective projects would create potentially significant adverse impacts.   

The analysis in the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP concluded that significant 

and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts from the project are expected to occur after 

implementing mitigation measures for the following environmental topic areas:  1) aesthetics from 

increased glare and from the construction and operation of catenary lines and use of bonnet 

technology for ships; 2) construction air quality and GHGs; 3) energy (due to increased electricity 

demand); 4) hazards and hazardous materials due to:  (a) increased flammability of solvents; (b) 

storage, accidental release and transportation of ammonia; (c) storage and transportation of 

liquefied natural gas (LNG); and (d) proximity to schools; 5) hydrology (water demand); 6) 

construction noise and vibration; 7) solid construction waste and operational waste from vehicle 

and equipment scrapping; and, 8) transportation and traffic during construction and during 

operation on roadways with catenary lines and at the harbors.  It is important to note, however, 

that for these environmental topic areas, not all of the conclusions of significance are applicable 

to the currently proposed project, PAR 1134.  Please see Chapter 4, Table 4-16, for a summary of 

the significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts identified in the March 2017 Final 

Program EIR and which ones apply to the proposed project. 

PAR 1134 is expected to have:  1) significant effects that were not discussed in the previous March 

2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3)(A)); and 2) 

significant effects that were previously examined that may be substantially more severe than what 

was discussed in the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15162(a)(3)(B)).   

By preparing a SEA for the proposed project, since the topics of air quality and hazards and 

hazardous materials are the only environmental topic areas that would be affected by PAR 1134, 

no other environmental topic areas have been evaluated in this SEA.  Thus, the conclusions reached 

in this SEA are consistent with the conclusions reached in the previously certified CEQA 

document (e.g., the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP) that aside from the topics 

air quality during construction and  of hazards and hazardous materials, there would be no other 

significant adverse effects from the implementation of the proposed project.  Thus, the proposed 

project would have no significant or less than significant direct or indirect adverse effects on the 

following environmental topic areas:   

• aesthetics 
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• air quality and greenhouse gases  

• agriculture and forestry resources 

• biological resources 

• cultural resources 

• energy 

• geology and soils 

• hydrology and water quality 

• land use and planning 

• mineral resources 

• noise 

• population and housing 

• public services 

• recreation 

• solid and hazardous waste 

• transportation and traffic 

The March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP can be found using the link referenced 

in Chapter 2. 

Other CEQA Topics 

CEQA documents are also required to consider and discuss the potential for growth-inducing 

impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d)) and to explain and make findings about the project’s 

relationship between short-term and long-term environmental goals. [CEQA Guidelines Section 

15065(a)(2).]  Additional analysis confirms that the proposed project would not result in 

irreversible environmental changes or the irretrievable commitment of resources, foster economic 

or population growth or the construction of additional housing.  Further, implementation of the 

proposed project is not expected to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term 

environmental goals. 

Summary Chapter 5 - Alternatives 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e) requires a CEQA document to consider and discuss 

alternatives to the proposed project.  Three alternatives to the proposed project are summarized in 

Table 1-2:  1) Alternative A – No Project; 2) Alternative B – Earlier Compliance Date; and 3) 

Alternative C – Phased Compliance Dates.  Pursuant to the requirements in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(b) to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the 

environment, a comparison of the project’s potentially adverse impacts, but less than significant 

air quality impacts and the potentially significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts 

to each of the project alternatives for the individual rule components that comprise the proposed 

project is provided in Table 1-3.  Aside from potentially significant adverse impacts to hazards 

and hazardous materials from the catastrophic failure of an aqueous ammonia tank, no other 

potentially significant adverse impacts were identified for the proposed project.  The proposed 

project is considered to provide the best balance between achieving NOx emission reductions and 

the secondary adverse environmental impacts that may occur due to activities associated with the 
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storage of hazardous materials associated with operating air pollution control equipment (e.g., 

SCRs) while meeting the overall objectives of the project.  Therefore, the proposed project is 

preferred over the project alternatives.   
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Table 1-1 

 Summary of the Proposed Project Alternatives 

 

1 PAR 1134 applies to all stationary gas turbines located at non-RECLAIM and RECLAIM facilities (excluding those subject to Rule 1135 or those located at a petroleum refinery, landfills, or 

 publically owned treatment works), regardless of the date they were permitted.  
2, 3 Stationary gas turbines located in the outer continental shelf (defined in Title 40 CFR Part 55 – Outer Continental Shelf Air Regulations) are off-shore facilities and are not accessible via on-road 

 vehicles.  
4 For Alternative A, RECLAIM facilities will continue to comply with their annual facility-wide NOx allocations; there are no specific NOx Limits applicable to stationary gas turbines. 

5 For Alternative A, non-RECLAIM facilities: The August 1997 version of Rule 1134 and the following NOx limits will remain in effect: gas turbines without SCR have a NOx limit that ranges 

 between 12 and 25 ppmv and gas turbines with SCR have a NOx limit of nine ppmv.  
6 Phased compliance dates are based on the total NOx inventory for turbines subject to PAR 1134 with earlier compliance dates for equipment with larger NOx emission inventories.  

7 The effective date for compressor gas turbines is two years after a permit to construct is issued by the Executive Officer or three years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application 

 is submitted before July 1, 2021.  Only four existing compressor gas turbines are subject to PAR 1134.  

  

PROPOSED PROJECT 

Compliance Date 12/31/20231 

ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project4, 5 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Earlier Compliance Date 

12/31/2022 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Phased Compliance Dates6 

Fuel Type 
NOx Limit 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

Limit 

(ppmv) 

NOx Limit 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

Limit 

(ppmv) 

NOx Limit 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

Limit 

(ppmv) 

Phased compliance dates with 

equivalent NOx & Ammonia limits to 

the Proposed Project 

Liquid Fuel – Outer Continental Shelf2 30 5 -- -- 30 5 Compliance Date:  December 31, 2023 

Natural Gas – Combined Cycle 2 5 -- -- 2 5 Compliance Date:  June 30, 2023 

Natural Gas – Pipeline Compressor Gas 

Turbine7 
83.5 510 -- -- 83.5 510 Compliance Date:  December 31, 2023 

Natural Gas – Simple Cycle 2.5 5 -- -- 2.5 5 Compliance Date:  December 31, 2022 

Produced Gas 59 5 -- -- 59 5 Compliance Date:  December 31, 2023 

Produced Gas – Outer Continental Shelf3 15 5 -- -- 15 5 Compliance Date:  December 31, 2023 

Other 12.5 5 -- -- 12.5 5 Compliance Date:  December 31, 2023 
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Table 1-2 

 Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 

CATEGORY PROPOSED PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Earlier Compliance Date 

12/31/2022 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Phased Compliance Dates 

Air Quality 

Expected to result in NOx emission 

reductions of 2.8 tons per day.  

Stationary gas turbines at affected 

RECLAIM facilities will transition to a 

command-and-control regulatory 

structure.  The affected stationary gas 

turbines are expected to be retrofitted 

with SCR technology, or repowered or 

replaced. 

 

Stationary gas turbines operated at non-

RECLAIM facilities are expected to be 

retrofitted with SCR technology, or 

repowered, or replaced.   

 

Upon project implementation, all 

stationary gas turbines at RECLAIM and 

non-RECLAIM facilities will achieve 

BARCT equivalency for NOx. 

No NOx emission 

reductions will occur 

because RECLAIM 

facilities would not 

transition to a command-

and control regulatory 

structure such that their 

stationary gas turbines will 

not be retrofitted with air 

pollution control 

equipment, repowered, or 

replaced.  Non-RECLAIM 

stationary gas turbines will 

continue to meet the 

existing NOx limits in the 

current version of Rule 

1134. 

Expected to result in NOx emission 

reductions of 2.8 tons per day, which 

is equivalent to the proposed project 

but achieved one year earlier than the 

proposed project.  Upon project 

implementation, all stationary gas 

turbines at RECLAIM and non-

RECLAIM facilities will achieve 

BARCT equivalency for NOx.   

Expected to result in equivalent NOx 

emission reductions of 2.8 tons per day, 

which is equivalent to the proposed 

project; the quantity of emission 

reductions will occur incrementally due 

to the phased compliance dates.  A 

portion of the overall NOx emission 

reductions will be achieved one year 

earlier (e.g., by 12/31/2022) for simple 

cycle gas turbines either equipped with 

or without SCR technology.  The 

remaining stationary gas turbines will 

achieve the remaining portion of the 

overall NOx emission reductions by 

12/31/23.  Upon project 

implementation, all stationary gas 

turbines at RECLAIM and non-

RECLAIM facilities will achieve 

BARCT equivalency for NOx.   
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Table 1- 2 

Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives (continued) 

CATEGORY PROPOSED PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Earlier Compliance Date 

12/31/2022 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Phased Compliance Dates 

Significance of 

Air Quality 

Impacts 

Less than Significant:  No exceedances 

of the SCAQMD's air quality 

significance thresholds for any pollutant 

are expected to occur either during 

construction, during construction with 

overlapping operational impacts, or 

during operation after all construction is 

completed.  As facilities implement 

modifications to retrofit existing 

stationary gas turbines with air pollution 

control equipment (e.g., SCR 

technology/systems installation), or 

repower or replace existing stationary 

gas turbines, emissions from 

construction are expected to occur.  As 

facilities transition their existing 

stationary gas turbines to achieve 

BARCT emission levels over the 4-year 

compliance period, some facilities will 

have completed construction, which will 

create incremental NOx emission 

reductions, an air quality benefit (see 

Appendix F).  Upon completion of 

construction at all affected facilities, an 

overall benefit to operational air quality 

will occur due to the project’s overall 

NOx emission reductions.   

Not Significant:  
Alternative A would not 

result in an exceedance of 

any SCAQMD air quality 

significance thresholds 

during construction or 

operation because no 

physical modifications 

would be expected to occur 

that would create 

construction emissions or 

reduce overall NOx 

emissions from the 

affected equipment.  The 

SCAQMD will not achieve 

any emissions reductions 

of NOx (a pre-cursor to the 

formation of ozone); thus, 

attainment for the 

SCAQMD for ozone is 

unlikely to occur.   

Significant:  Due to having an earlier 

compliance date when compared to 

the proposed project, the construction 

schedules of the affected facilities 

under Alternative B would be 

expected to occur over a shorter 

period time such that more facilities 

would be expected to undergo 

construction on a peak day.  As such, 

an exceedance of the SCAQMD’s air 

quality significance threshold for 

NOx is expected to occur during 

overlapping construction of more 

SCR systems and more retrofit, 

repower or replacement of stationary 

gas turbines on a peak day, than the 

proposed project.  As facilities 

transition their existing stationary gas 

turbines to achieve BARCT emission 

levels over the 3-year compliance 

period, some facilities will have 

completed construction, which will 

create incremental NOx emission 

reductions, an air quality benefit.  

Upon completion of construction at 

all affected facilities, an overall 

benefit to operational air quality will 

occur sooner due to the project’s 

overall NOx emission reductions.   

Significant:  Due to having earlier 

compliance dates for gas turbines 

equipped with and without SCRs, the 

construction schedules of the affected 

facilities under Alternative C would be 

expected to occur over a shorter period 

time such that more facilities would be 

expected to undergo construction on a 

peak day.  As such, exceedances of the 

SCAQMD’s air quality significance 

threshold for NOx is expected to occur 

during overlapping construction of 

more SCR systems and more retrofit, 

repower or replacement of stationary 

gas turbines stationary gas turbines on a 

peak day, than the proposed project.  

As facilities transition their existing 

stationary gas turbines to achieve 

BARCT emission levels over the 3-

year compliance period for gas turbines 

equipped with and without SCRs and 

over the 4-year compliance period for 

the remaining gas turbines, some 

facilities will have completed 

construction, which will create 

incremental NOx emission reductions, 

an air quality benefit.  Upon 

completion of construction at all 

affected facilities, an overall benefit to 

operational air quality will occur 

sooner due to the project’s overall NOx 

emission reductions.   
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Table 1- 2 

Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives (concluded) 

CATEGORY PROPOSED PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project 

ALTERNATIVE B 

More Stringent Compliance 

Deadline 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Phased Compliance Deadline 

Hazards and 

Hazardous 

Materials 

Some of the affected stationary gas 

turbines are expected to be retrofitted 

with SCR technology, which requires 

ammonia for operation.  Thus, the 

analysis assumes that one new ammonia 

storage tank will be needed for each 

SCR system installed at each facility.  

Ammonia is considered to be a 

hazardous material.   

None of the affected 

facilities will be required to 

achieve BARCT level 

equivalency through 

compliance with the 

proposed project. As such, 

no stationary gas turbines 

will be retrofitted with 

SCR technology.  Thus, no 

new ammonia storage 

tanks will be needed.  

Some of the affected stationary gas 

turbines are expected to be retrofitted 

with SCR technology, which requires 

ammonia for operation.  Thus, the 

analysis assumes that one new 

ammonia storage tank will be needed 

for each SCR system installed at each 

facility.  Ammonia is considered to 

be a hazardous material.   

Some of the affected stationary gas 

turbines are expected to be retrofitted 

with SCR technology, which requires 

ammonia for operation.  Thus, the 

analysis assumes that one new 

ammonia storage tank will be needed 

for each SCR system installed at each 

facility.  Ammonia is considered to be a 

hazardous material.   

Significance of 

Hazards and 

Hazardous 

Materials Impacts 

Significant:  Based on the analysis, 

using EPA RMP*Comp, the estimated 

distance of the toxic endpoint from the 

catastrophic failure of an aqueous 

ammonia storage tank to sensitive 

receptors could result in significant 

impacts for any facility that installs a 

new ammonia storage tank, depending 

on the location of where the storage tank 

is installed, relative to the location of the 

offsite receptor.  If the toxic endpoint is 

outside of a facility’s boundaries, 

mitigation measures will be required. 

Not Significant:  The 

construction of SCR 

systems would not be 

necessary; thus, there 

would be no need to use 

ammonia or build new 

ammonia storage tanks. No 

significant hazards or 

hazardous materials 

impacts would be expected 

to occur.  

Significant:  Based on the analysis, 

using EPA RMP*Comp, the 

estimated distance of the toxic 

endpoint from the catastrophic failure 

of an aqueous ammonia storage tank 

to sensitive receptors could result in 

significant impacts for any facility 

that installs a new ammonia storage 

tank, depending on the location of 

where the storage tank is installed, 

relative to the location of the offsite 

receptor.  If the toxic endpoint is 

outside of a facility’s boundaries, 

mitigation measures will be required. 

 

The number of affected facilities 

would be the same as the proposed 

project.  The level of significance in 

Alternative B would be equivalent to 

the proposed project.   

Significant:  Based on the analysis, 

using EPA RMP*Comp, the estimated 

distance of the toxic endpoint from the 

catastrophic failure of an aqueous 

ammonia storage tank to sensitive 

receptors could result in significant 

impacts for any facility that installs a 

new ammonia storage tank, depending 

on the location of where the storage 

tank is installed, relative to the location 

of the offsite receptor.  If the toxic 

endpoint is outside of a facility’s 

boundaries, mitigation measures will be 

required.  The number of affected 

facilities would be the same as the 

proposed project.  The level of 

significance in Alternative C would be 

equivalent to the amount in the 

proposed project.   
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PROJECT LOCATION 

PAR 1134 applies to RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM stationary gas turbines that are not subject 

to Rule 1135 or located at petroleum refineries, landfills, or publicly owned treatment works.  The 

SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles, consisting of the 

four-county South Coast Air Basin (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, 

Riverside and San Bernardino counties), and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air 

Basin (SSAB) and Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of 

SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San 

Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the north and east.  It includes all of Orange County and 

the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside 

County portion of the SSAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans 

eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  A federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella 

Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of Riverside County and the SSAB that is bounded by the 

San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east 

(see Figure 2-1). 

 

 

Figure 2-1 

Southern California Air Basins 
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PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Rule 1134 was adopted in 1989 and applied to stationary gas turbines rated at 0.3 MW and larger 

that were issued a permit to operate by the SCAQMD prior to August 4, 1989.  The rule was 

developed as of result of the U.S. EPA’s 1979 adoption of New Source Performance Standards for 

Stationary Gas Turbines and CARB’s 1981 adoption of a Suggested Control Measure for 

Stationary Gas Turbines.  Rule 1134 established NOx emission limits based on stationary gas 

turbine size megawatt rating.  After adoption of the Rule in 1989, Rule 1134 was subsequently 

amended three times.  The December 1995 amendment exempted gas turbines located on San 

Clemente Island and the South East Desert Air Basin.  The April 1997 amendment increased the 

NOx concentration limit for turbines that utilized sewage digester gas.  And lastly, the August 

1997 amendment clarified the need for continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) on 

turbines with a power output of 2.9 MW or larger.   

In the 2016 AQMP, control measure CMB-05 – Further NOx Reductions from RECLAIM 

Assessment, committed to achieving NOx emission reductions of five tons per day by 2025, along 

with achieving BARCT level equivalency for all facilities through a command-and-control 

regulatory structure, while alleviating facilities from installing technology that would quickly 

become obsolete or serve as an intermediate technology.  The process of transitioning NOx 

RECLAIM facilities to a command-and-control regulatory structure will ensure that the affected 

equipment will meet BARCT level equivalency as soon as practicable.  As a result of control 

measure CMB-05 from the 2016 AQMP and ABs 617 and 398, SCAQMD staff has been directed 

by the Governing Board to begin the process of transitioning equipment at NOx RECLAIM 

facilities from a facility permit structure to an equipment-based command-and-control regulatory 

structure per SCAQMD Regulation XI – Source Specific Standards.  SCAQMD staff has proposed 

amendments to Rule 1134 to transition equipment from the NOx RECLAIM program to a 

command-and-control regulatory structure, while achieving BARCT.  PAR 1134 will assist in the 

transition of 18 facilities out of the RECLAIM program. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The main objectives of PAR 1134 are to:  1) reduce NOx emissions from stationary gas turbines 

and transition these equipment that are currently permitted under the NOx RECLAIM program 

to a command-and-control regulatory structure; and 2) implement Control Measure CMB-05 by 

updating the NOx limits and incorporating new ammonia (NH3) emission limits to reflect 

current BARCT.   
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

If adopted, PAR 1134 would: 1) expand its applicability to include stationary gas turbines that 

were not previously required to comply with Rule 1134; 2) update the NOx and NH3 emission 

limits for stationary gas turbines to comply with BARCT; 3) transition all monitoring, reporting, 

and recordkeeping requirements (MRR) in Rule 1134 to new SCAQMD Rule 113 - MRR 

Requirements for NOx and SOx Sources, upon its adoption; 4) establish new exemptions for low-

use equipment, certain existing combined cycle gas turbines, and emergency standby gas turbines; 

54) provide relief from having to comply with ammonia requirements for turbines that do not use 

ammonia for controlling NOx emissions; and 65) revise existing exemptions to remove obsolete 

provisions.  Implementation of the proposed project is estimated to reduce NOx emissions by 2.8 

tons per day after implementation of BARCT limits.   

The following is a detailed summary of key elements contained in PAR 1134.  A copy of PAR 

1134 can be found in Appendix A.  

PAR 1134 

Purpose – Subdivision (a) 

PAR 1134 proposes new subdivision (a) to establish the rule’s purpose, which is to reduce 

emissions of oxides of nitrogen from stationary gas turbines. 

Applicability – Subdivision (b) 

PAR 1134 proposes to clarify that the rule applies to all stationary gas turbines rated at 0.3 MW 

or larger and are located at non-RECLAIM and RECLAIM facilities, except those subject to Rule 

1135 or are located at landfills, petroleum refineries, or publicly owned treatment works, 

regardless of the date they were permitted.   

Definitions – Subdivision (c) 

PAR 1134 proposes to delete obsolete definitions, add new definitions, and modify existing 

definitions to clarify and explain key concepts.   

The following definitions are obsolete and are proposed to be deleted: 

Chemical Processing Gas Turbine 

Emission Control Plan 

Higher Heating Value of Fuel (HHV) 

Lower Heating Value of Fuel (LLV) 

Peaking Gas Turbine Unit 

Sewage Digester Gas 

Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB) 

The following are existing definitions which are proposed to be modified: 

Cogeneration Gas Turbine 

Combined Cycle Gas Turbine 

Compressor Gas Turbine (formerly Pipeline Gas Turbine Unit) 

Emergency Standby Gas Turbine 

Existing Gas Turbine 

Higher Heating Value of Fuel (HHV) 

Lower Heating Value of Fuel (LLV) 
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Stationary Gas Turbine 

The following are new definitions which are proposed to be added: 

Annual Capacity Factor 

Duct Burner 

Former RECLAIM NOx Facility 

Landfill  

Natural Gas 

Non-RECLAIM NOx Facility 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions 

Outer Continental Shelf 

Petroleum Refinery 

Produced Gas 

Publicly Owned Treatment Works 

RECLAIM NOx Facility 

Shutdown 

Simple Cycle Gas Turbine 

Start-up 

Tuning 

Emissions Limitations – Renumbered Subdivision (d) 

Subdivision (c) is proposed to be renumbered to subdivision (d).  Due to the proposed deletion of 

the term “unit” throughout PAR 1134, any reference to unit is also proposed to be deleted from 

subdivision (d) and replaced with the terms “stationary gas turbine” or “gas turbine”, as 

appropriate. 

Modified paragraph (d)(1) proposes to add a provision of applicability to existing turbines 

currently subject to Rule 1134 on an interim basis until the existing gas turbine can comply with 

the limits set forth in Table 1 of paragraph (d)(3) or by January 1, 2024, whichever comes first.  

Turbines that are a RECLAIM NOx source or a former RECLAIM NOx source are not subject to 

paragraph (d)(1). 

To help achieve the emission reduction goals of the 2016 AQMP and AB 617 requirement of 

BARCT implementation, PAR 1134 paragraphs (d)(1) and (d)(2) set the compliance date for 

electric generating units as January 1, 2024. 

New paragraph (d)(3) proposes to add the following emissions limits for stationary gas turbines 

with a compliance date of no later than January 1, 2024.  It is important to note that the NOx 

emission limit in Table 1 would not apply during start-up, shutdown, and tuning.  
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PAR 1134, Table 1I: Emissions Limits for Stationary Gas Turbines 

Fuel Type 
NOX 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv) 

Oxygen Correction 

(%, dry) 

Liquid – Turbines Located on Outer Continental Shelf  30 5 15 

Natural Gas – Combined Cycle Turbine 2 5 15 

Natural Gas – Pipeline Gas Turbine 8 5 15 

Natural Gas – Simple Cycle Turbine 2.5 5 15 

Produced Gas 59 5 15 

Produced Gas – Turbines Located on Outer Continental 

Shelf  
15 5 15 

Other 12.5 5 15 

 

New paragraph (d)(4) proposes to add the following emissions limits for compressor gas turbines 

with an effective date 24 months after a permit to construct is issued by the Executive Officer or 

three years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application is submitted before July 1, 

2021.   

 

PAR 1134, Table II: Emissions Limits for Compressor Gas Turbines 

Fuel Type 
NOX 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

(ppmv) 

Oxygen Correction 

(%, dry) 

Natural Gas – Compressor Gas Turbine  3.5 10 15 

 

New paragraph (d)(45) proposes to include requirements for start-up, shutdown, and tuning 

periods in each stationary gas turbine’s permit.  The requirements will specify duration, mass 

emissions, and number of start-ups, shutdowns, and, if applicable, tunings.  Requirements for start-

up, shutdown, and tuning of existing electric generating units are currently in the permits for that 

equipment.  Additionally, start-up, shutdown, and tuning are unique to each unit and evaluated 

during the permitting process.  Therefore, PAR 1134 does not specify specific start-up, shutdown, 

and tuning requirements, but instead states that the requirements will be put in each stationary gas 

turbine’s permit.   

New subparagraph (d)(56)(B) proposes  to allow the emissions limits of turbines that are installed 

after [Date of Adoption] to be averaged over a 60-minute rolling average.  For stationary gas 

turbines installed before [Date of Adoption], new subparagraph (d)(56)(A) allows the option for 

turbines to retain their current averaging time.  Compressor gas turbines will require the emission 

limits to be averaged over a 3-hour rolling average.  

New paragraph (d)(67) proposes to prohibit the use of liquid fuel in a stationary gas turbine except 

for Outer Continental Shelf gas turbines which do not have access to natural gas.  Outer 

Continental Shelf gas turbines burning 10 percent or less liquid fuel will be subject to the produced 

gas limit. 

New paragraph (d)(78) proposes to require the facility owner or operator of a stationary gas turbine 

to submit applications to reconcile their permits with Rule 1134 by July 1, 2022.  As facilities 



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Chapter 2 – Project Description 

PAR 1134 2-6 March 2019 

transition out of RECLAIM to Rule 1134, their permits will need to be revised to remove 

references to RECLAIM rules and include references to Rule 1134. 

New paragraph (d)(9) proposes to allow an owner or operator of a compressor gas turbine to 

request an extension of up to one year for compliance with the NOx emissions limits in Table II 

and a three year extension for compliance with the ammonia emissions limits in Table II.  If an 

owner or operator of a compressor gas turbine elects to submit a request for a time extension, that 

owner or operator is required to submit a request at least 30 days before the compliance deadline, 

as specified in paragraph (d)(4).  Part of the information to be submitted as part of an extension 

request includes a demonstration that the actual facility NOx emissions will decrease by at least 

25 percent averaged over three years beginning December 31, 2023 in comparison to 2017 facility 

emissions.  Any extension requested in excess of 12 months requires the compressor gas turbine 

to be equipped with an ammonia continuous emission monitoring system certified under an 

approved SCAQMD protocol.  For extension requests greater than 24 months, the facility must 

demonstrate that the compressor gas turbine is operating less than 1,000 hours per year.  The 

Executive Officer will approve or disapprove all requests for time extensions and will determine 

if an extenuating circumstance necessitates additional time to complete implementation.  

Monitoring and Source Testing – Subdivision (e) 

SCAQMD has committed to developing a new, separate rule, to be named Rule 113, to address 

monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements (MRR) for NOx and SOx emissions.  Once 

amended Rules 113 218 and 218.1 is are adopted, all Rule 1134 equipment will be required to 

transition to complying with the MRR requirements in Rule 113218 and 218.1.  For the interim 

period, the intention of the PAR 1134 MRR is to maintain current MRR for all facilities and 

minimize the RECLAIM reporting requirements.  Turbines that are non-RECLAIM NOx sources 

already comply with Rule 218 – Continuous Emission Monitoring (Rule 218) in addition to other 

MRR requirements.  Therefore, requiring compliance with Rule 218 will not affect these units. 

Paragraph (e)(1) applies to gas turbines 2.9 MW and larger located at non-RECLAIM NOx 

facilities and proposes to require compliance with SCAQMD Rule 218 – Continuous Emission 

Monitoring.  

Subparagraph (e)(2)(A) proposes to require the owner or operator of any existing gas turbine 

located at a non-RECLAIM NOx source not operating with a continuous emission monitoring 

systems to conduct a source test to demonstrate compliance with NOx and carbon monoxide 

concentration and demonstrated perfect efficiency (ERR) if applicable.  

New subparagraph (e)(2)(B) proposes to require stationary gas turbines operating with a catalytic 

control device to conduct source testing to determine compliance with the ammonia concentration 

emission limit.  Alternatively, a certified ammonia CEMS may be used to determine compliance 

in lieu of source testing.   

Subparagraph clause (e)(2)(C)(i) proposes to determine compliance with NOx concentration limits 

for turbines not equipped with NOx CEMS using source tests that shall be conducted every 

calendar year.  Clause (e)(2)(C)(ii) proposes to allow turbines that emit less than 25 tons per year 

of NOx to source test at least once every three calendar years.  Additionally, clause (e)(2)(C)(iii) 

proposes to allow for turbines not equipped with ammonia CEMS to source test quarterly when 

initially installed and after an annual test is failed.  After four consecutive compliant ammonia 
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source tests, source testing of ammonia may be conducted every calendar year.  Turbines currently 

testing for ammonia annually may retain that schedule until an annual test is failed. 

New paragraph (e)(3) applies to RECLAIM facilities and requires that current MRR be maintained 

until the facility leaves RECLAIM. 

New paragraph (e)(4) applies to former RECLAIM facilities.  To demonstrate compliance with 

the NOx emissions limits, these facilities will be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 2012 

with the exception of the following provisions that reference reporting requirements or that do not 

apply to stationary gas turbines: 

 Rule 2012 paragraphs (c)(3) through (c)(8), reporting and Super Compliant facilities; 

 Rule 2012 subparagraphs (d)(2)(B) through (d)(2)(E), reporting and emission factors;  

 Rule 2012 subdivision (e) NOx Process Units;  

 Rule 2012 paragraphs (g)(5) through (g)(8), reporting;  

 Rule 2012 paragraphs (h)(1), (h)(2), and (h)(4) through (h)(6), reporting and mass 

emissions; (F)  

 Rule 2012 subdivisions, (i), (k), and (l), Recordkeeping, Exemptions, Appeals; and 

 Rule 2012 Reported Data and Transmitting/Reporting Frequency requirements from 

Appendix A – “Protocol for Monitoring, Reporting and Recordkeeping for Oxides of 

Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions.” 

Test Methods – Subdivision (f) 

Subdivision (f) proposes to add SCAQMD Method 207.1 to determine ammonia concentration 

during source testing.   

Recordkeeping – Subdivision (g) 

Paragraph (g)(3) proposes to require the use of a data acquisition system as a replacement for 

monthly reporting.   

Exemptions – Subdivision (h) 

PAR 1134 proposes to remove several exemptions as follows:  Subparagraph (h)(1)(C) is proposed 

to be removed since those units must comply with applicable limits in Proposed Rule 1109.1 – 

Refinery Equipment; Subparagraph (h)(1)(D) and (h)(2)(B) is proposed to be removed since the 

Southeast Desert Air Basin is outside the SCAQMD; and Subparagraph (h)(2)(C) is proposed to 

be removed since there are no turbines located on San Clemente Island and therefore the exemption 

is unnecessary.   

Paragraph (h)(3) proposes to exempt existing combined cycle gas turbines at 2.5 ppmv NOx at 

15% oxygen on a dry basis from the emissions limitations in paragraph (d)(3), with the condition 

that the units keep their NOx and ammonia limits, start-up, shutdown, and tuning requirements, 

and averaging times on the current permit. 

To address low-use stationary gas turbines, a low-use provision, paragraph (h)(4) proposes to allow 

low-use equipment to continue operating without retrofit provided that they: do not exceed annual 

capacity factor limits; include annual capacity factor limits in their permit; and keep the NOx and 

ammonia limits, start-up, shutdown, and tuning requirements, and averaging times on the current 
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permit.  The annual capacity factor, paragraph (c)(1), is defined as the ratio between the actual 

annual input and the annual maximum heat input if operated continuous over one year.  The annual 

capacity factor limits for gas turbines in subparagraph (h)(4)(A) is less than twenty-five percent in 

one calendar year and less than ten percent averaged over three years.  In order to obtain the low-

use exemption, subparagraph (h)(4)(B) requires that an application for the low-use exemption be 

submitted by July 1, 2022.  Subparagraph (h)(4)(C) requires that annual capacity factor to be 

determined annually and submitted to the Executive Officer no later than March 1 following the 

reporting year.  If a unit exceeds the annual capacity factor, subparagraph (h)(4)(D) states the 

owner or operator is subject to a notice of violation for each year of exceedance and for each annual 

and/or three-year exceedance.  Clause (h)(4)(D)(iii) requires that after two years of the date of 

reported exceedance, the unit must come into compliance with the emissions limits in Table 1.  

There are also interim milestone requirements in clauses (h)(4)(D)(i) and (h)(4)(D)(ii): submitting 

a permit application within six months from the date of reported exceedance and a CEMS plan 

within six months from the date of permit application submittal.   

Paragraph (h)(5) proposes to exempt stationary gas turbines that do not use selective catalytic 

reduction or other processes that add ammonia into the exhaust gas from ammonia concentration 

limits and source testing requirements. 

SUMMARY OF AFFECTED EQUIPMENT 

Among the 34 39 facilities subject to PAR 1134 there are approximately 12 RECLAIM facilities 

and four non-RECLAIM facilities for a total of 16 facilities that are expected to be affected by 

PAR 1134.  The Final Staff Report indicates that 73 stationary gas turbines at 39 facilities would 

subject to PAR 1134.  However, for the CEQA analysis, 30 stationary gas turbines at 16 facilities 

were analyzed as these represent stationary gas turbines that will require physical changes such as 

modification or the replacement of an existing stationary gas turbine and/or an increase in 

ammonia usage for a SCR system.  The remaining facilities contain stationary gas turbines that 

either currently meet the proposed emission limits (six) or, are eligible for exemptions from the 

emission limits in PAR 1134 (24), qualify for low-use provisions (11), have been shut down, or 

have modified, retrofitted, or repowered their stationary gas turbines prior to the adoption of PAR 

1134.  Therefore, only 30 stationary gas turbines are included in the CEQA analysis.   

Amongst the 16 facilities that are affected by PAR 1134, approximately 30 stationary gas turbines 

would need to be replaced, repowered, or retrofitted with air pollution control equipment in order 

to comply with the NOx limits in PAR 1134.  Upon full implementation of BARCT, PAR 1134 is 

estimated to reduce NOx emissions by approximately 2.8 tons per day.  Table 2-1 identifies the 

industry sectors, as classified by the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) 

code, and the number of respective stationary gas turbines at facilities that would be subject to the 

requirements in PAR 1134.  
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Table 2-1 

Affected Industries Subject to PAR 1134 

NAICS Codes Description of Industry 
Number of 

Units 

423830 Industrial Machinery and Equipment Merchant Wholesalers 1 

622110 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals 1 

622110 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals 2 

611310 Colleges, Universities, and Professional Schools 2 

211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 2 

486210 Pipeline Transportation of Natural Gas 4 

221112 Fossil Fuel Electric Power Generation 1 

488111 Air Traffic Control 2 

221112 Fossil Fuel Electric Power Generation 1 

922140 Correctional Institutions 1 

921190 Other General Government Support 1 

611310 Colleges, Universities, and Professional Schools 1 

211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 3 

211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 3 

325412 Pharmaceutical Preparation Manufacturing 2 

211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 1 

211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 2 

 

Table 2-2 identifies the number of stationary gas turbines that would require modifications to 

comply with BARCT for the 16 affected facilities.  The following list describes stationary gas 

turbines that would require modifications in order to meet the updated BARCT NOx and NH3 

concentration limits in PAR 1134:   

1) Stationary Gas Turbines with SCR: seven stationary gas turbines may need modifications 

in order to comply with PAR 1134 if they continue operating.  Compliance with PAR 1134 

would require modifications to the existing SCR systems, additional ammonia deliveries, 

or replacement or repowering of the existing SCR system.  The analysis in this SEA applies 

the most conservative assumptions to represent a “worst-case” scenario therefore it is 

assumed that these seven stationary gas turbines would replace their existing SCR systems 

to comply with PAR 1134.  

2) Stationary Gas Turbines without SCR: Of the 30 stationary gas turbines, 17 units currently 

are not equipped with SCR post-combustion technology for NOx reduction and are 

expected to need modifications in order to comply with PAR 1134 if they continue 

operating.  Compliance with PAR 1134 for these 17 stationary gas turbines would require 

installation of post-combustion technology which is likely to be an SCR system that would 

also include installation of an ammonia or urea tank and ammonia or urea deliveries once 

the SCR system is operational.   

3) Stationary Gas Turbines located in the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS): There are six 

stationary gas turbines located in the OCS that may need modifications in order to comply 
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with PAR 1134 if they continue operating.  Typically for a stationary gas turbine when 

deciding the most effective NOx controls, installing an SCR system would be the primary 

post-combustion technology for NOx reduction however, there is no way to safely deliver 

and store aqueous ammonia for stationary gas turbines located in the OCS due to space 

constraints on the platforms and risk of exposure during catastrophic failure of an ammonia 

tank to workers.  Thus, as determined in the technology assessment in the Staff Report8 

replacement or repowering of the existing stationary gas turbines with equipment utilizing 

pre-combustion technology is the most likely scenario to ensure OCS stationary gas 

turbines meet BARCT for NOx. 

Table 2-2 

Summary of Stationary Gas Turbines and Expected Modifications 

Description of Modifications Total 

Gas Turbines expected to install new or modify 

existing SCR 
24 

Gas Turbines expected to be replaced 6 

Total Number of Affected Stationary Gas Turbines 30 
Note: Amongst the affected facilities the size of stationary gas turbines varies 

between approximately 1 MW and 50 60 MW.  Thus, modifications required to 

comply with PAR 1134 will vary based on the scale of NOx reductions needed 

and the size of the affected equipment.  

The 2015 NOx emission inventory for turbines that will be subject to PAR 1134 is 3.33.2 tons per 

day as presented in Table 2-3. 

Table 2-3 

NOx Emission Inventory and Electricity Generation Capacity 

Equipment Type 
2015 NOx Emission 

Inventory (tons per day) 

Electriciuty 

Generation 

Capacity 

(MWh) 

Combined Cycle Turbines 0.9 210258 

Simple Cycle Turbines 1.71.2 534540 

Produced Gas Turbines 0.2< 0.1 60161 

Outer Continental Shelf Gas Turbines 0.5 15 

Compressor Gas Turbines 0.6 37 

TOTAL 3.33.2 8191,011 

Key:  MWh = megawatt-hour 

                                                 
8 SCAQMD, Preliminary Draft Staff Report for Proposed Amended Rule 1134, December 2018.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/Proposed-Rules/1134/par-1134---pdsr---final.pdf 



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Chapter 2 – Project Description 

PAR 1134 2-11 March 2019 

TECHNOLOGY OVERVIEW 

Combustion is a high temperature chemical reaction resulting from burning a gas, liquid, or solid 

fuel (e.g., natural gas, diesel, fuel oil, gasoline, propane, and coal) in the presence of air (oxygen 

and nitrogen) to produce: 1) heat energy; and 2) water vapor or steam.  An ideal combustion 

reaction is when the entire amount of fuel needed is completely combusted in the presence of air 

so that only carbon dioxide (CO2) and water are produced as by-products.  However, since fuel 

contains other components such as nitrogen and sulfur plus the amount of air mixed with the fuel 

can vary, in practice, the combustion of fuel is not a “perfect” reaction.  As such, uncombusted 

fuel plus smog-forming by-products such as NOx, SOx, carbon monoxide (CO), and soot (solid 

carbon) can be discharged into the atmosphere.   

Of the total NOx emissions that can be generated, there are two types of NOx formed during 

combustion: 1) thermal NOx; and 2) fuel NOx.  Thermal NOx is produced from the reaction 

between the nitrogen and oxygen in the combustion air at high temperatures while fuel NOx is 

formed from a reaction between the nitrogen already present in the fuel and the available oxygen 

in the combustion air.  The amount of fuel NOx generated is dependent on fuel type and boilers, 

engines, and gas turbines all generate thermal NOx as a combustion by-product.  The following 

provides a brief description of the various types of existing combustion equipment that may be 

affected by PAR 1134 and subsequently retrofitted with NOx control equipment. 

Turbines:  Gas turbines convert energy stored in a fluid into mechanical energy by channeling the 

fluid through a system of stationary and moving vanes.  The moving vanes are attached to a rotor 

to turn either a shaft, producing work output in the form of torque, or to generate velocity and 

pressure energy in a jet.  Gas turbines can be used in combined-cycle cogeneration and simple-

cycle arrangements.  Combined cycle systems are typically used for very large systems and 

generally have higher capital costs than simple cycle gas turbines.  Gas turbines are used to produce 

both electricity and steam.  Gas turbines can operate on both gaseous (e.g., natural gas) and liquid 

fuels (e.g., diesel).  For the purpose of the analysis in this SEA, controlling NOx emissions from 

gas turbines is assumed to be accomplished with post-combustion SCR technology or pre-

combustion Dry Low-NOx for stationary gas turbines located in the OCS. 

One portion of the BARCT assessment for PAR 1134 evaluated technologically feasible NOx 

emissions control technologies specific to stationary gas turbines.  The BARCT assessment 

identified the following technologies that could be employed to achieve BARCT compliance in 

the event that a facility operator chooses to install new or modify their existing air pollution control 

equipment to reduce NOx emissions from electric power generating units:  1) dry low-NOx or lean 

premix emission combustors for natural gas, landfill gas, and produced gas turbines; 2) water or 

steam injection for natural gas, landfill gas, sewage digester gas, and produced gas turbines; 3) 

catalytic combustion for natural gas and produced gas turbines; 4) selective catalytic reduction 

(SCR) for natural gas, landfill gas, sewage digester gas, and produced gas turbines; and 6) catalytic 

absorption systems for natural gas turbines.  PAR 1134 is expected to result in 17 16 facilities 

either installing new or modifying existing air pollution control equipment as part of meeting 

updated BARCT and reducing NOx emissions.  The type of air pollution control equipment that 

is commonly used at a facility to reduce NOx emissions is dependent upon a variety of factors 

such as the age of the existing air pollution control equipment, the size of the stationary gas turbine, 

the amount of NOx emission reductions that can be achieved, and whether the stationary gas 

turbine is:  1) designed with pre-combustion technologies or features that help minimize the 

formation of NOx; 2) equipped with post-combustion air pollution control equipment; or 3) 
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equipped with a combination of pre- and post-combustion control technologies.  The following 

summarizes the technology assessment of pre- and post-combustion technologies that were 

analyzed as part of the BARCT assessment for PAR 1134. 

Pre-Combustion Technologies 

Dry Low-NOx or Lean Premix Emission Combustors (Natural Gas, Landfill Gas, Produced 

Gas Turbines) 

Prior to combustion, gaseous fuel and compressed air are pre-mixed, minimizing localized hot 

spots that produce elevated combustion temperatures and therefore, less NOx is formed.  

Atmospheric nitrogen from the combustion air is mixed with air upstream of the combustor at 

deliberately fuel-lean conditions. Approximately twice as much air is supplied as is actually 

needed to burn the fuel. This excess air is a key to limiting NOx formation, as very lean conditions 

cannot produce the high temperatures that create thermal NOx. Using this technology, NOx 

emissions, without further controls, have been demonstrated at single digits (< 9 ppmv at 15% 

oxygen, dry). The technology is engineered into the combustor that becomes an intrinsic part of 

the turbine design. Fuel staging or air staging is utilized to keep the flame within its operating 

boundaries.  It is not available as a “retrofit” technology and must be designed for each turbine 

application. 

Water or Steam Injection for Turbines (Natural Gas, Landfill Gas, Sewage Digester Gas, 

Produced Gas Turbines) 

Demineralized water is injected into the combustor through the fuel nozzles to lower flame 

temperature and reduce NOx emissions.  Water or steam provides a heat sink that lowers flame 

temperature.  Imprecise application leads to some hot zones so NOx is still created.  NOx levels in 

natural gas turbines can be lowered by 80% to 25 ppmv at 15% oxygen on a dry basis.  Addition 

of water or steam increases mass flow through the turbine and creates a small amount of additional 

power.  The addition of water increases carbon monoxide emissions and there is added cost to 

demineralize the water.  Turbines using water or steam injection has increased maintenance due to 

erosion and wear. 

Catalytic Combustion (Natural Gas, Produced Gas Turbines) 

A catalytic process is used instead of a flame to combust the natural gas.  Flameless combustion 

lowers combustion temperature resulting in reduced NOx formation.  The overriding constraints 

are operating efficiency over a wide operating range of the turbine.  Initial engine demonstrations 

have shown that catalytic combustion reducing NOx emissions.  In its first commercial installation, 

NOx concentrations were lowered from approximately 20 ppmv to below 3 ppmv at 15% O2 

oxygen on a dry basis without post-combustion controls.  Several turbine manufacturers are in the 

development stage to incorporate this technology. 

Post-Combustion Technologies 

Selective Catalytic Reduction (Natural Gas, Landfill Gas, Sewage Digester Gas, Produced 

Gas Turbines) 

Selective Catalytic Reduction is the primary post-combustion technology for NOx reduction and 

is widely used in turbines.  The technology can reduce NOx emissions 95 percent or greater.  In 

many cases the NOx reduction is limited by the release of other pollutants (ammonia and carbon 

monoxide), space constraints, or reaches the practical limit of the NOx measuring device.  Many 

stationary gas turbines already utilize selective catalytic reduction.  Further reductions could be 
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possible by adding catalyst modules.  From observations made during site visits, space is not 

readily available to add catalyst modules and would require construction. 

Ammonia is injected into the flue gas and reacts with NOx to form nitrogen and water.  Catalysts 

are made from ceramic materials and active catalytic components of base metals, zeolites, or 

precious metals.  The catalyst may be configured into plates but many new systems are configured 

into honeycombs to ensure uniform dispersion and reduce ammonia emissions to below 5 ppmv.  

The reductant, ammonia, is available as anhydrous ammonia, aqueous ammonia, or urea. 

Anhydrous ammonia is toxic and SCAQMD does not permit new installations of anhydrous 

ammonia storage tanks.  Urea is an alternative but requires conversion to ammonia to be used.  

Most new selective catalytic reduction installations utilize aqueous ammonia in a 19 percent 

solution. 

To perform optimally, the gas temperature in the control device should be between 400 degrees 

Fahrenheit and 800 degrees Fahrenheit.  During start-up and shutdown, the temperature will be 

below optimal range greatly reducing the effectiveness.  Thus, NOx concentration limits are 

generally not applicable during start-up or shutdown.  Newer stationary gas turbines reduce the 

low temperature periods where emissions are out of control. 

The catalyst is susceptible to “poisoning” if the flue gas contains contaminants including sulfur 

compounds, particulates, reagent salts, or siloxanes.  These contaminants are readily found in 

landfill gas, sewage digester gas, and other biogas.  Poisoned catalysts require cleaning or 

replacement resulting in additional costs and extended periods of non-operation for the stationary 

gas turbine.  In those cases, filtering may be used to reduce the impacts on the catalyst. 

Catalytic Absorption Systems for Turbines 

Catalytic absorption is based on an integration of catalytic oxidation and absorption technology 

resulting in similar control efficiency as selective catalytic reduction without the use of ammonia.  

Carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxide catalytically oxidize to carbon dioxide and nitrogen dioxide 

and the nitrogen dioxide molecules are absorbed onto the catalyst.  The catalyst is a platinum-

based substrate with a potassium carbonate coating.  The catalyst tends to be very sensitive to 

sulfur (e.g., can be poisoned by sulfur causing failure), even the small amounts in pipeline natural 

gas.  Initial issues regarding catalyst failures have been addressed by conducting more frequent 

and extensive catalyst washing.  At one facility, NOx emission levels were best achieved when all 

three catalyst layers are washed about every four months.  During the wash process, the turbine is 

non-operational for about three days. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In order to determine the significance of the impacts associated with a proposed project, it is 

necessary to evaluate the project’s impacts against the backdrop of the environment as it exists at 

the time the environmental analysis is commenced.  The CEQA Guidelines define “environment” 

as “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project 

including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or 

aesthetic significance.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360; see also Public Resources Code Section 

21060.5.)  Furthermore, a CEQA document must include a description of the physical environment 

in the vicinity of the project, as it exists at the time the environmental analysis is commenced, from 

both a local and regional perspective. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125.)  Therefore, the 

“environment” or “existing setting” against which a project’s impacts are compared consists of the 

immediate, contemporaneous physical conditions at and around the project site. (Remy, et al; 

1996.) 

The following sections summarize the existing setting for control measure CMB-05 and the 

existing rules that will be affected by the proposed project (e.g., PAR 1134) as well as the regional 

existing setting for air quality and hazards and hazardous materials which were the only 

environmental topics identified that may be adversely affected by the proposed project. 

The March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP also contains comprehensive information 

on existing and projected regional environmental settings for the topic of air quality and hazards 

and hazardous materials.  The March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP can be obtained 

by visiting the following website at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2016/2016aqmpfProgram EIR.pdf. 

Hard copies of the above referenced document as well as the other documents referenced in the 

following sections are also available by visiting the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at 

SCAQMD Headquarters located at 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765; by contacting 

Fabian Wesson, Public Advisor by calling (909) 396-2039 or by emailing at 

PICrequests@aqmd.gov. 

EXISTING SETTING 

In general, Rule 1134, was developed to reduce NOx emissions stationary gas turbines.  Control 

measure CMB-05 in the 2016 AQMP was also developed to identify a series of approaches that 

can be explored to ensure equivalency with equipment-based command-and-control regulations 

implementing BARCT, and to generate further NOx emission reductions at RECLAIM facilities.  

The following summarizes the existing setting for control measure CMB-05 as well as the current 

version of Rule 1134. 

CMB-05 - Further NOx Reductions from RECLAIM Assessment 

The 2016 AQMP identifies control measures and strategies to bring the region into attainment with 

the revoked 1997 8-hour NAAQS (standard) (80 parts per billion (ppb)) for ozone by 2024; the 

2008 8-hour ozone standard (75 ppb) by 2032; the 2012 annual PM2.5 standard (12 microgram 

per cubic meter (μg/m3) by 2025; the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard (35 μg/m3) by 2019; and the 

revoked 1979 1-hour ozone standard (120 ppb) by 2023.  The 2016 AQMP consists of three 

components: 1) the SCAQMD's Stationary, Area, and Mobile Source Control Measures; 2) State 

and Federal Control Measures provided by the CARB; and 3) Regional Transportation Strategy 

and Control Measures provided by the Southern California Association of Governments.  The 2016 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2016/2016aqmpfpeir.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2016/2016aqmpfpeir.pdf
mailto:PICrequests@aqmd.gov
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AQMP includes emission inventories and control measures for stationary, area and mobile sources, 

the most current air quality setting, updated growth projections, new modeling techniques, 

demonstrations of compliance with state and federal Clean Air Act requirements, and an 

implementation schedule for adoption of the proposed control strategy.  Control measure CMB-

05, one of several components in the 2016 AQMP, was developed to identify a series of approaches 

that can be explored to ensure equivalency with command-and-control regulations implementing 

BARCT, and to generate five tons per day of further NOx emission reductions at RECLAIM 

facilities as soon as feasible, and no later than 2025, and to transition to a command-and-control 

regulatory structure requiring BARCT level controls as soon as practicable.  Because many of the 

RECLAIM program’s original advantages appeared to be diminishing, CMB-05 prescribed an 

orderly sunset of the RECLAIM program to create more regulatory certainty and reduce 

compliance burdens for RECLAIM facilities, while also achieving more actual and SIP creditable 

emissions reductions.  

Rule 1134 

Rule 1134 was adopted in 1989.  The rule applies to stationary gas turbines rated at 0.3 MW and 

larger that were issued a permit to operate by the SCAQMD prior to August 4, 1989.  The origin 

of the rule can be traced to a New Source Performance Standard for Stationary Gas Turbines that 

was promulgated by the U.S. EPA in 1979.  In 1981, the CARB adopted a Suggested Control 

Measure for this same equipment. Rule 1134 was subsequently amended three times to provide 

regulatory flexibility.  In particular, in December 1995, Rule 1134 was amended to exempt gas 

turbines located on San Clemente Island and the South East Desert Air Basin.  In April 1997, Rule 

1134 was amended to increase the NOx concentration limit for turbines utilizing sewage digester 

gas.  In August 1997, Rule 1134 was amended to clarify the need for continuous emission 

monitoring systems (CEMS) on turbines with a power output of 2.9 MW or larger.  U.S. EPA 

approved Rule 1134 into the SIP on August 1, 2000. 

Beginning in 1994, a large number of utilities and third-party-owned cogenerators were included 

in the RECLAIM program and as such were not required to meet the NOx concentration limits 

contained in Rule 1134.  However, gas turbines permitted prior to August 4, 1989 and used at 

publicly-owned treatment works (POTWs), landfills, hospitals and other public facilities, and 

sources which were not subject to the RECLAIM program, were still required to meet the 

concentration limits in Rule 1134.  In addition, new turbines installed at non-RECLAIM facilities 

after August 4, 1989 were also not subject to Rule 1134.   

AIR QUALITY 

It is the responsibility of SCAQMD to ensure that state and federal ambient air quality standards 

are achieved and maintained in its geographical jurisdiction.  Health-based air quality standards 

have been established by California and the federal government for the following criteria air 

pollutants: ozone, CO, NO2, PM10, PM2.5, SO2, and lead.  These standards were established to 

protect sensitive receptors with a margin of safety from adverse health impacts due to exposure to 

air pollution.  The California standards are more stringent than the federal standards and in the 

case of PM10 and SO2, far more stringent.  California has also established standards for sulfates, 

visibility reducing particles, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.  The state and NAAQS for each 

of these pollutants and their effects on health are summarized in Table 3-1.  SCAQMD monitors 

levels of various criteria pollutants at 38 monitoring stations.  The 2016 air quality data (the latest 

data available) from SCAQMD’s monitoring stations are presented in Table 3-2.  
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Table 3-1 

State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 

  

Pollutant 

Averaging 

Time 

State 

Standarda 

Federal 

Primary 

Standardb Most Relevant Effects 

Ozone (O3)   

1-hour 
0.09 ppm 

(180 μg/m3) 
0.12 ppm 

(a) Short-term exposures: 1) Pulmonary 

function decrements and localized lung 

edema in humans and animals; and 2) Risk 

to public health implied by alterations in 

pulmonary morphology and host defense in 

animals; (b) Long-term exposures: Risk to 

public health implied by altered connective 

tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary 

morphology in animals after long-term 

exposures and pulmonary function 

decrements in chronically exposed humans; 

(c) Vegetation damage; and (d) Property 

damage. 

8-hour 
0.070 ppm 

(137 μg/m3) 

0.070 ppm 

(137 μg/m3) 

Suspended 

Particulate Matter 

(PM10)   

24-hour   50 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 

(a) Excess deaths from short-term exposures 

and exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive 

patients with respiratory disease; and (b) 

Excess seasonal declines in pulmonary 

function, especially in children.   Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

20 μg/m3   
No Federal 

Standard   

Suspended 

Particulate Matter 

(PM2.5)   

24-hour   
No State 

Standard 
35 μg/m3 

(a) Increased hospital admissions and 

emergency room visits for heart and lung 

disease; (b) Increased respiratory symptoms 

and disease; and (c) Decreased lung 

functions and premature death.   

Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean   

12 μg/m3   12 μg/m3 

 Carbon Monoxide 

(CO)   

1-Hour   
20 ppm 

(23 mg/m3) 

35 ppm  

(40 mg/m3) 

(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other 

aspects of coronary heart disease; (b) 

Decreased exercise tolerance in persons 

with peripheral vascular disease and lung 

disease; (c) Impairment of central nervous 

system functions; and (d) Possible increased 

risk to fetuses.   

8-Hour   
9 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 

9 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 
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Table 3-1 (concluded) 

State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant   

Averaging 

Time State Standarda 

Federal 

Primary 

Standardb Most Relevant Effects 

Nitrogen 

Dioxide 

(NO2) 

1-Hour 
0.18 ppm 

(339 μg/m3) 

0.100 ppm 

(188 μg/m3) 

(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory 

disease and respiratory symptoms in sensitive 

groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by 

pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical 

and cellular changes and pulmonary structural 

changes; and (c) Contribution to atmospheric 

discoloration. 

Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

0.030 ppm 

(57 μg/m3) 

0.053 ppm 

(100 μg/m3) 

Sulfur 

Dioxide 

(SO2) 

1-Hour 
0.25 ppm 

(655 μg/m3) 

75 ppb (196 

μg/m3)– 

Broncho-constriction accompanied by 

symptoms which may include wheezing, 

shortness of breath and chest tightness, during 

exercise or physical activity in persons with 

asthma. 
24-Hour 

0.04 ppm 

(105 μg/m3) 

No Federal 

Standard 

Sulfates 24-Hour 25 μg/m3 
No Federal 

Standard 

(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; 

(b)  Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; 

(c)  Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; 

(d)  Vegetation damage; (e) Degradation of 

visibility; and (f) Property damage 

Hydrogen 

Sulfide (H2S) 
1-Hour 

0.03 ppm 

(42 μg/m3) 

No Federal 

Standard 
Odor annoyance. 

Lead (Pb) 

30-Day 

Average 
1.5 μg/m3 

No Federal 

Standard 

(a) Increased body burden; and (b) Impairment 

of blood formation and nerve conduction. 

Calendar 

Quarter 
No State Standard 1.5 μg/m3 

Rolling 3-

Month 

Average 

No State Standard 0.15 μg/m3 

Visibility 

Reducing 

Particles 

8-Hour 

Extinction coefficient of 

0.23 per kilometer -

visibility of ten miles or 

more due to particles 

when relative humidity 

is less than 70 percent. 

No Federal 

Standard 

The statewide standard is intended to limit the 

frequency and severity of visibility impairment 

due to regional haze. This is a visibility based 

standard not a health based standard. 

Nephelometry and AISI Tape Sampler; 

instrumental measurement on days when 

relative humidity is less than 70 percent. 

Vinyl 

Chloride 
24-Hour 

0.01 ppm 

(26 μg/m3) 

No Federal 

Standard 

Highly toxic and a known carcinogen that causes 

a rare cancer of the liver. 

ppb  = parts per billion parts of air, by volume 

ppm  = parts per million parts of air, by volume 

μg/m3  = micrograms per cubic meter 

mg/m3  = milligrams per cubic meter 

a The California ambient air quality standards for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 are values not to be exceeded. All 

other California standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded. 
b The national ambient air quality standards, other than O3 and those based on annual averages are not to be exceeded more than once a year.  The 

O3 standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above the standards 

is equal to or less than one.  
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Table 3-2 

2016 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)a 

Source Receptor 

Area No. 

Location of Air 

Monitoring Station 

No. Days 

of Data 

Max. Conc. in 

ppm 

1-hour 

Max. Conc. in ppm, 

8-hour 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1 Central Los Angeles 361 1.9 1.4 

2 Northwest Coastal Los Angeles County 366 2.2 1.1 

3 Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County 362 1.6 1.3 

4 South Coastal Los Angeles County 1 -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal Los Angeles County 2 -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal Los Angeles County 3 363 3.3 2.2 

4 I-710 Near Road## -- -- -- 

6 West San Fernando Valley 366 2.4 1.9 

8 West San Gabriel Valley 366 1.5 1 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 366 1.3 1.2 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 364 1.1 1 

10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 361 1.7 1.3 

11 South San Gabriel Valley 366 2.8 1.7 

12 South Central Los Angeles County 366 4.4 3.9 

13 Santa Clarita Valley 366 1.3 1.1 

ORANGE COUNTY 

16 North Orange County 366 3.1 1.5 

17 Central Orange County 355 2.6 2.1 

17 I-5 Near Road## 360 3.7 2.2 

18 North Coastal Orange County 366 2.1 1.7 

19 Saddleback Valley 353 1.3 0.7 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

22 Corona/Norco Area -- -- -- 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 359 1.7 1.3 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 3 366 1.9 1.4 

24 Perris Valley -- -- -- 

25 Elsinore Valley 298* 1.2 0.6 

26 Temecula Valley -- -- -- 

29 San Gorgonio Pass -- -- -- 

30 Coachella Valley 1** 361 3.1 1.5 

30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- -- 

30 Coachella Valley 3** -- -- -- 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 366 1.7 1.3 

33 I-10 Near Road## 366 1.7 1.3 

33 CA-60 Near Road## -- -- -- 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 359 1.7 1 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 358 2.2 1.7 

35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- 

37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- 

38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- 

DISTRICT MAXIMUM  4.4 3.9 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN  4.4 3.9 

ppm = parts per million 

-- = Pollutant not monitored 

**Salton Sea Air Basin 

*Incomplete Data 
##  = Four near-road sites measuring one or more of the pollutants PM2.5, CO, and/or NO2 are operating near the following freeways: I-1, I-10, CA-60, and I-710. 

a  The federal 8-hour standard (8-hour average CO > 9 ppm) and state 8-hour standard (8-hour average CO > 9.0 ppm) were not exceeded.   

 The federal and state 1-hour standards (35 ppm and 20 ppm) were not exceeded either. 
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Table 3-2 (Continued) 

2016 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

OZONE (O3) 

Source 

Receptor 

Area No. 

Location of Air 

Monitoring Station 

No. 

Days 

of 

Data 

Max. 

Conc. in 

ppm 

1-hr 

Max. 

Conc. 

in 

ppm 

8-hr 

4th 

High 

Conc. 

ppm 

8-hr 

No. Days Standard Exceeded 

Federal State 

Old  

> 0.124 

ppm 

1-hr 

Current 

> 0.070 

ppm 

8-hr* 

2008  

> 

0.075 

ppm 

8-hr 

Current 

> 0.09 

ppm 

1-hr 

Current 

> 0.070 

ppm 

8-hr 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1 Central LA 364 0.103 0.078 0.071 0 4 1 2 4 

2 Northwest Coastal LA County 365 0.085 0.073 0.066 0 2 0 0 2 

3 Southwest Coastal LA County 361 0.087 0.08 0.067 0 2 1 0 3 

4 South Coastal LA County 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 2 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 3 365 0.079 0.059 0.055 0 0 0 0 0 

4 I-710 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

6 West San Fernando Valley 364 0.122 0.098 0.086 0 23 14 9 23 

8 West San Gabriel Valley 358 0.126 0.09 0.082 1 18 15 12 19 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 366 0.146 0.106 0.095 4 39 25 30 40 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 362 0.148 0.114 0.098 6 52 31 38 55 

10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 360 0.127 0.092 0.087 1 26 14 20 29 

11 South San Gabriel Valley 359 0.111 0.081 0.074 0 6 2 9 6 

12 South Central LA County 365 0.098 0.071 0.064 0 1 0 1 1 

13 Santa Clarita Valley 366 0.13 0.115 0.1 2 57 35 29 59 

ORANGE COUNTY 

16 North Orange County 365 0.103 0.078 0.075 0 6 3 3 7 

17 Central Orange County 354 0.103 0.074 0.071 0 4 0 2 4 

17 I-5 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

18 North Coastal Orange County 366 0.09 0.069 0.065 0 0 0 0 0 

19 Saddleback Valley 365 0.122 0.093 0.079 0 13 6 5 13 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

22 Corona/Norco Area -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 357 0.142 0.104 0.097 1 69 47 33 71 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 3 365 0.14 0.106 0.095 1 65 43 34 70 

24 Perris Valley 366 0.131 0.098 0.092 1 55 30 23 56 

25 Elsinore Valley 360 0.124 0.093 0.087 0 44 25 15 45 

26 Temecula Valley 355 0.092 0.081 0.077 0 19 6 0 20 

29 San Gorgonio Pass 358 0.128 0.106 0.094 1 52 39 26 54 

30 Coachella Valley 1** 363 0.103 0.092 0.087 0 46 20 6 48 

30 Coachella Valley 2** 331 0.099 0.089 0.081 0 27 12 3 29 

30 Coachella Valley 3** -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 366 0.156 0.116 0.11 10 88 65 53 89 

33 I-10 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

33 CA-60 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 362 0.139 0.105 0.098 3 49 39 34 52 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 366 0.158 0.118 0.114 10 106 76 70 108 

35 East San Bernardino Valley 364 0.145 0.119 0.103 3 97 71 55 100 

37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 365 0.163 0.121 0.116 9 101 80 64 103 

38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

DISTRICT MAXIMUM   0.163 0.121 0.116 10 106 80 70 108 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN   0.163 0.121 0.116 17 132 103 83 132 
ppm = parts per million 

-- = Pollutant not monitored 

**Salton Sea Air Basin 

*Incomplete data 
## = Four near-road sites measuring one or more of the pollutants PM2.5, CO, and/or NO2 are operating near the following freeways: I-1, I-10, CA-60, and I-710. 
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Table 3-2 (Continued) 

2016 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

NITROGEN DIOXIDE (NO2)b 

Source Receptor 

Area No. 

Location of Air 

Monitoring Station 

No. Days of 

Data 

1-hour 

 Max. 

Conc. 

ppb, 1, 

1-hour  

98th 

Percentile 

Conc. 

ppb,  

Annual 

Average 

AAM Conc. 

ppb 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1 Central LA 366 64.7 61 20.8 

2 Northwest Coastal LA County 366 54.5 49.3 11.6 

3 Southwest Coastal LA County 348 81.5 54.7 10.1 

4 South Coastal LA County 1 -- -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 2 -- -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 3 366 75.6 66.3 18.5 

4 I-710 Near Road## 366 95.3 76.6 23.9 

6 West San Fernando Valley 355 55.5 45.9 12.9 

8 West San Gabriel Valley 366 71.9 58.4 15.4 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 366 74.2 58.3 16.6 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 365 65.4 45.7 11.6 

10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 360 69.3 62.5 20.1 

11 South San Gabriel Valley 361 63.2 60.1 20 

12 South Central LA County 366 63.7 58.4 15.6 

13 Santa Clarita Valley 361 46.4 39.4 10.2 

ORANGE COUNTY 

16 North Orange County 359 60.4 51.5 14.7 

17 Central Orange County 354 64.3 56.7 14.8 

17 I-5 Near Road## 357 75.2 60.1 23.4 

18 North Coastal Orange County 349 59.8 51.2 10.1 

19 Saddleback Valley -- -- -- -- 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

22 Corona/Norco Area -- -- -- -- 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 366 73.1 52.2 14.9 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 3 366 64.9 48.3 13.6 

24 Perris Valley -- -- -- -- 

25 Elsinore Valley  345* 51.3 35.6 8.1 

26 Temecula Valley -- -- -- -- 

29 San Gorgonio Pass 348 46.9 42.6 7.9 

30 Coachella Valley 1** 363 42.6 34.4 6 

30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- -- -- 

30 Coachella Valley 3** -- -- -- -- 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 366 70.1 55.1 16.5 

33 I-10 Near Road## 362 93.4 74.3 29.3 

33 CA-60 Near Road## 361 89.8 71.3 31 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 357 71.7 56.4 18.2 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 355 60.1 51.4 16.6 

35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- -- 

37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- 

38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- 

DISTRICT MAXIMUM   95.3 76.6 31 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN   95.3 76.6 31 

ppb = parts per billion  

AAM  = Annual Arithmetic Mean 

-- = Pollutant not monitored 

**Salton Sea Air Basin 
## = Four near-road sites measuring one or more of the pollutants PM2.5, CO, and/or NO2 are operating near the following freeways: I-1, I-10, CA-60, and I-710. 

b The NO2 federal 1-hour standard is 100 ppb and the annual standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2 > 0.0534 ppm (53.4 ppb).  The state 1-hour and annual standards 

are 0.18 ppm (180 ppb) and 0.030 ppm (30 ppb). 
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Table 3-2 (Continued) 

2016 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2)c 

Source 

Receptor Area No. 
Location of Air Monitoring Station 

No. 

Days of Data 

Maximum 

Conc. 

ppb, 1-hour 

99th Percentile 

Conc. 

ppb, 1-hour 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1 Central LA 366 13.4 2.5 

2 Northwest Coastal LA County -- -- -- 

3 Southwest Coastal LA County 363 9.7 5.7 

4 South Coastal LA County 1 -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 2 -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 3 366 17.8 12 

4 I-710 Near Road## -- -- -- 

6 West San Fernando Valley -- -- -- 

8 West San Gabriel Valley -- -- -- 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 -- -- -- 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 -- -- -- 

10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- -- 

11 South San Gabriel Valley -- -- -- 

12 South Central LA County -- -- -- 

13 Santa Clarita Valley -- -- -- 

ORANGE COUNTY 

16 North Orange County -- -- -- 

17 Central Orange County -- -- -- 

17 I-5 Near Road## -- -- -- 

18 North Coastal Orange County 366 3.3 2.1 

19 Saddleback Valley -- -- -- 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

22 Corona/Norco Area -- -- -- 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 366 5.6 2 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 3 -- -- -- 

24 Perris Valley -- -- -- 

25 Elsinore Valley -- -- -- 

26 Temecula Valley -- -- -- 

29 San Gorgonio Pass -- -- -- 

30 Coachella Valley 1** -- -- -- 

30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- -- 

30 Coachella Valley 3** -- -- -- 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- 

33 I-10 Near Road## -- -- -- 

33 CA-60 Near Road## -- -- -- 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 363 6.3 2 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 -- -- -- 

35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- 

37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- 

38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- 

DISTRICT MAXIMUM   17.8 12 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN   17.8 12 

ppb = parts per billion 

--  = Pollutant not monitored 

** Salton Sea Air Basin 

##  = Four near-road sites measuring one or more of the pollutants PM2.5, CO, and/or NO2 are operating near the following freeways: I-1, I-10, CA-60, and I-710. 

c The federal SO2 1-hour standard is 75 ppb (0.075 ppm).  The state standards are 1-hour average SO2 > 0.25 ppm (250 ppb) and 24-hour average 

SO2 > 0.04 ppm (40 ppb).  
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Table 3-2 (Continued) 

2016 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER PM10d 

Source Receptor 

Area No. 

Location of Air  

Monitoring Station 

No. 

Days of 

Data 

Max. 

Conc. 

µg/m3, 

24-hour 

No. (%) Samples Exceeding Standard 
Annual Average 

AAM Conc.e 

µg/m3 

Federal  

> 150 µg/m3,  

24-hour 

State 

> 50 µg/m3,  

24-hour 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1 Central LA 277* 67 0 18(6%) 32.4 

2 Northwest Coastal LA County -- -- -- -- -- 

3 Southwest Coastal LA County 60 43 0 0(0%) 21.6 

4 South Coastal LA County 1 -- -- -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 2 60 56 0 3(5%) 27.8 

4 South Coastal LA County 3 59 75 0 8(14%) 31.9 

4 I-710 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- 

6 West San Fernando Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

8 West San Gabriel Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 60 74 0 12(20%) 33.7 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 362 74 0 21(6%) 29.8 

10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

11 South San Gabriel Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

12 South Central LA County -- -- -- -- -- 

13 Santa Clarita Valley 60 96 0 1(2%) 23.4 

ORANGE COUNTY 

16 North Orange County -- -- -- -- -- 

17 Central Orange County 353 74 0 3(1%) 24.4 

17 I-5 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- 

18 North Coastal Orange County -- -- -- -- -- 

19 Saddleback Valley 59 59 0 1(2%) 21 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

22 Corona/Norco Area 51* 62 0 7(14%) 31.7 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 302* 82 0 58(19%) 36.9 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 3 356+ 116 0 175(49%) 49 

24 Perris Valley 57 76 0 5(9%) 32.2 

25 Elsinore Valley 366 99 0 4(1%) 21.4 

26 Temecula Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

29 San Gorgonio Pass 57 65 0 3(5%) 24 

30 Coachella Valley 1** 355+ 113 0 6(2%) 20.8 

30 Coachella Valley 2** 313*+ 137 0 56(18%) 36.9 

30 Coachella Valley 3** 272*+ 150 0 76(28%) 43 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 363 72 0 5(1%) 25 

33 I-10 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- 

33 CA-60 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 61 94 0 15(25%) 38.1 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 333* 91 0 33(10%) 33.1 

35 East San Bernardino Valley 56 72 0 4(7%) 27.8 

37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 61 46 0 0(0%) 17.1 

38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- -- 

DISTRICT MAXIMUM   150+ 0+ 175+ 49.0+ 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN   116+ 0+ 181+ 49.0+ 

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air  

AAM  = Annual Arithmetic Mean  

-- = Pollutant not monitored 

**Salton Sea Air Basin 

*Incomplete Data 

## =  Four near-road sites measuring one or more of the pollutants PM2.5, CO, and/or NO2 are operating near 

the following freeways: I-1, I-10, CA-60, and I-710. 

+ =  High PM10 (≥ 155 µg/m3) data recorded in Coachella Valley (due to high winds) and the Basin (due to 

Independence Day fireworks) are excluded in accordance with the U.S. EPA Exceptional Event Rule.   

d
 Federal Reference Method (FRM) PM10 samples were collected every 6 days at all sites except for Stations 4144 and 4157, where samples were collected every 3 days.  PM10 

statistics listed above are for the FRM data only.  Federal Equivalent Method (FEM) PM10 continuous monitoring instruments were operated at some of the above locations.  

Max 24-hour average PM10 at sites with FEM monitoring was 152 µg/m3, at Indio. 
e 

State standard is annual average (AAM) > 20 µg/m3.  Federal annual PM10 standard (AAM > 50 µg/m3) was revoked in 2006.   
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Table 3-2 (Continued) 

2016 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER PM2.5 f 

Source 

Receptor 

Area No. 

Location of Air 

Monitoring Station 

No. 

Days of 

Data 

Max. 

Conc. 

µg/m3, 

24-hour 

98th Percentile 

Conc. in 

µg/m3 

24-hr 

No. (%) Samples 

Exceeding Federal Std  

> 35 µg/m3,  

24-hour 

Annual Average AAM 

Conc.g) µg/m3 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1 Central LA 357 44.39 27.3 2(0.6%) 11.83 

2 Northwest Coastal LA County -- -- -- -- -- 

3 Southwest Coastal LA County -- -- -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 1 356 29.37 23.56 0 10.36 

4 South Coastal LA County 2 350 28.93 22.05 0 9.62 

4 South Coastal LA County 3 -- -- -- -- -- 

4 I-710 Near Road## 352 33.31 26.09 0 12.03 

6 West San Fernando Valley 113 30.05 24.59 0 9.23 

8 West San Gabriel Valley 119 29.21 25.38 0 9.59 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 122 32.17 29.01 0 10.15 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 -- -- -- -- -- 

10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

11 South San Gabriel Valley 120 46.59 25.13 2(1.7%) 11.75 

12 South Central LA County 115 36.35 26.35 1(0.9%) 11.13 

13 Santa Clarita Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

ORANGE COUNTY 

16 North Orange County -- -- -- -- -- 

17 Central Orange County 349 44.45 24.02 1(0.3%) 9.47 

17 I-5 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- 

18 North Coastal Orange County -- -- -- -- -- 

19 Saddleback Valley 117 24.79 13.41 0 7.36 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

22 Corona/Norco Area -- -- -- -- -- 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 357+ 39.12 31.65 4(1.1%) 12.54 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 3 352+ 45.64 35.14 6(1.7%) 14.02 

24 Perris Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

25 Elsinore Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

26 Temecula Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

29 San Gorgonio Pass -- -- -- -- -- 

30 Coachella Valley 1** 112 14.71 12.43 0 5.53 

30 Coachella Valley 2** 115 25.84 15.04 0 7.74 

30 Coachella Valley 3** -- -- -- -- -- 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

33 I-10 Near Road## -- -- -- -- -- 

33 CA-60 Near Road##  347*+ 44.14 33.02 6(1.7%) 14.73 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 111+ 30.45 26.25 0 12.04 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 113+ 32.54 27.12 0 10.84 

35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- -- -- 

37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- -- 

38 East San Bernardino Mountains 55 28.42 22.14 0 6.83 

DISTRICT MAXIMUM   46.6+ 35.1+ 6+ 14.73+ 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN   46.6+ 35.1+ 9+ 14.73+ 

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air  

AAM  = Annual Arithmetic Mean 

--  = Pollutant not monitored 

**Salton Sea Air Basin 

*Incomplete Data 

## =  Four near-road sites measuring one or more of the pollutants PM2.5, CO, and/or NO2 are operating near 

 the following freeways: I-1, I-10, CA-60, and I-710 

+ =  High PM10 (≥ 155 µg/m3) data recorded in Coachella Valley (due to high winds) and the Basin (due 

 to Independence Day fireworks) are excluded in accordance with the U.S. EPA Exceptional Event Rule.   

f PM2.5 samples were collected every 3 days at all sites except for station numbers 072, 077, 087, 3176, 4144 and 4165, where samples were taken daily, and station number 

5818 where samples were taken every 6 days.  PM2.5 statistics listed above are for the FRM data only.  FEM PM2.5 continuous monitoring instruments were operated at 

some of the above locations for special purposes studies.
 

g Both federal and state standards are annual average (AAM) > 12.0 µg/m3.   
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Table 3-2 (Concluded) 

2016 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District 

h Federal lead standard is 3-months rolling average > 0.15 µg/m3; state standard is monthly average  1.5 µg/m3. .Lead standards were not 

exceeded. 
i Sulfate data is not available at this time.  State sulfate standard is 24-hour ≥ 25 µg/m3.  There is no federal standard for sulfate.  

 LEADh SULFATES (SOx)i 

Source 

Receptor 

Area No. 

Location of Air Monitoring Station 

Max. Monthly 

Average Conc. m)  

µg/m3 

Max. 3-Month 

Rolling 
Average m)  

µg/m3 

No. Days of 
Data  

Max. Conc. µg/m3,  
24-hour 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1 Central LA 0.016 0.01 58 5.8 

2 Northwest Coastal LA County -- -- -- -- 

3 Southwest Coastal LA County 0.006 0.01 58 6.2 
4 South Coastal LA County 1 -- -- -- -- 

4 South Coastal LA County 2 0.008 0.01 59 6.3 

4 South Coastal LA County 3 -- -- 57 7.4 

4 I-710 Near Road## -- -- -- -- 

6 West San Fernando Valley -- -- -- -- 

8 West San Gabriel Valley -- -- -- -- 
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 -- -- 58 9.5# 

9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 -- -- -- -- 

10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- -- -- 

11 South San Gabriel Valley 0.011 0.01 -- -- 
12 South Central LA County 0.016 0.01 -- -- 

13 Santa Clarita Valley -- -- 59 4.1 

ORANGE COUNTY 

16 North Orange County -- -- -- -- 

17 Central Orange County -- -- 59 5.3# 

17 I-5 Near Road## -- -- -- -- 
18 North Coastal Orange County -- -- -- -- 

19 Saddleback Valley -- -- 58 3.7 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

22 Corona/Norco Area -- -- 50 8.2# 

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 0.007 0.01 114 15.2# 
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 3 -- -- 118 13.6# 

24 Perris Valley -- -- 55 6.0# 

25 Elsinore Valley -- -- -- -- 

26 Temecula Valley -- -- -- -- 
29 San Gorgonio Pass -- -- 56 4.0# 

30 Coachella Valley 1** -- -- 51 3.9 

30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- 113 4.1 
30 Coachella Valley 3** -- -- -- -- 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 0.007 0.01 -- -- 
33 I-10 Near Road## -- -- -- -- 

33 CA-60 Near Road## -- -- -- -- 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 -- -- 59 17.1# 

34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 0.01 0.01 55 16.0# 

35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- 56 12.1# 

37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- 59 3.9# 
38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- 

DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.016++ 0.01++   17.1# 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 0.016++ 0.01++   17.1# 

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air 

-- =Pollutant not monitored 
**Salton Sea Air Basin 

*Incomplete Data 
## =  Four near-road sites measuring one or more of 

the pollutants PM2.5, CO, and/or NO2 are operating near 

the following freeways: I-1, I-10, CA-60, and I-710. 

+ =  High PM10 (≥ 155 µg/m3) data recorded in Coachella Valley (due to high 

winds) and  the Basin (due to Independence Day fireworks) are excluded 
in accordance with the  U.S. EPA Exceptional Event Rule.   

++ = Higher lead concentrations were recorded at near-source monitoring sites 
immediately  downwind of stationary lead sources. Maximum monthly 

and 3-month rolling averages  recorded were 0.88 µ/m3 and 0.06 µ/m3. 
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Carbon Monoxide 

CO is a primary pollutant, meaning that it is directly emitted into the air, not formed in the 

atmosphere by chemical reaction of precursors, as is the case with ozone and other secondary 

pollutants.  Ambient concentrations of CO in the Basin exhibit large spatial and temporal variations 

due to variations in the rate at which CO is emitted and in the meteorological conditions that govern 

transport and dilution.  Unlike ozone, CO tends to reach high concentrations in the fall and winter 

months.  The highest concentrations frequently occur on weekdays at times consistent with rush 

hour traffic and late night during the coolest, most stable portion of the day.  

Individuals with a deficient blood supply to the heart are the most susceptible to the adverse effects 

of CO exposure.  The effects observed include earlier onset of chest pain with exercise and 

electrocardiograph changes indicative of worsening oxygen supply to the heart.  

Inhaled CO has no direct toxic effect on the lungs but exerts its effect on tissues by interfering 

with oxygen transport by competing with oxygen to combine with hemoglobin present in the blood 

to form carboxyhemoglobin (COHb).  Hence, conditions with an increased demand for oxygen 

supply can be adversely affected by exposure to CO.  Individuals most at risk include patients with 

diseases involving heart and blood vessels, fetuses, and patients with chronic hypoxemia (oxygen 

deficiency) as seen in high altitudes.  

Reductions in birth weight and impaired neurobehavioral development have been observed in 

animals chronically exposed to CO resulting in COHb levels similar to those observed in smokers.  

Recent studies have found increased risks for adverse birth outcomes with exposure to elevated 

CO levels.  These include preterm births and heart abnormalities.  

CO concentrations were measured at 25 locations in the Basin and neighboring Salton Sea Air 

Basin areas in 2016.  CO concentrations did not exceed the standards in 2016.  The highest 1-hour 

average CO concentration recorded (4.4 ppm in the South Central Los Angeles County area) was 

13 percent of the federal 1-hour CO standard of 35 ppm and 22 percent of the state 1-hour standard 

of 20 ppm.  The highest 8-hour average CO concentration recorded (3.9 ppm in the South Central 

Los Angeles County area) was 43 percent of the federal and state 8-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm. 

In 2004, SCAQMD formally requested the U.S. EPA to re-designate the Basin from non-

attainment to attainment with the CO NAAQS.  On March 24, 2007, U.S. EPA published in the 

Federal Register its proposed decision to re-designate the Basin from non-attainment to attainment 

for CO.  The comment period on the re-designation proposal closed on March 16, 2007 with no 

comments received by the U.S. EPA.  On May 11, 2007, U.S. EPA published in the Federal 

Register its final decision to approve SCAQMD’s request for re-designation from non-attainment 

to attainment for CO, effective June 11, 2007.  

On August 12, 2011, U.S. EPA issued a decision to retain the existing NAAQS for CO, 

determining that those standards provided the required level of public health protection.  However, 

U.S. EPA added a monitoring requirement for near-road CO monitors in urban areas with 

population of one million or more, utilizing stations that would be implemented to meet the 2010 

NO2 near-road monitoring requirements.  The two new CO monitors are at the I-5 near-road site, 

located in Orange County near Anaheim, and the I-10 near-road site, located near Etiwanda 

Avenue in San Bernardino County near Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, and Fontana.  
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Ozone 

Ozone (O3), a colorless gas with a sharp odor, is a highly reactive form of oxygen. High ozone 

concentrations exist naturally in the stratosphere.  Some mixing of stratospheric ozone downward 

through the troposphere to the earth’s surface does occur; however, the extent of ozone transport 

is limited.  At the earth’s surface in sites remote from urban areas ozone concentrations are 

normally very low (e.g., from 0.03 ppm to 0.05 ppm).  

The propensity of ozone for reacting with organic materials causes it to be damaging to living cells 

and ambient ozone concentrations in the Basin are frequently sufficient to cause health effects.  

Ozone enters the human body primarily through the respiratory tract and causes respiratory 

irritation and discomfort, makes breathing more difficult during exercise, and reduces the 

respiratory system’s ability to remove inhaled particles and fight infection.  

Individuals exercising outdoors, children, and people with preexisting lung disease, such as asthma 

and chronic pulmonary lung disease, are considered to be the most susceptible subgroups for ozone 

effects.  Short-term exposures (lasting for a few hours) to ozone at levels typically observed in 

Southern California can result in breathing pattern changes, reduction of breathing capacity, 

increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, and some immunological 

changes.  In recent years, a correlation between elevated ambient ozone levels and increases in 

daily hospital admission rates, as well as mortality, has also been reported.  An increased risk for 

asthma has been found in children who participate in multiple sports and live in high ozone 

communities.  Elevated ozone levels are also associated with increased school absences.  

Ozone exposure under exercising conditions is known to increase the severity of the above 

mentioned observed responses.  Animal studies suggest that exposures to a combination of 

pollutants which include ozone may be more toxic than exposure to ozone alone.  Although lung 

volume and resistance changes observed after a single exposure diminish with repeated exposures, 

biochemical and cellular changes appear to persist, which can lead to subsequent lung structural 

changes.  

In 2016, SCAQMD regularly monitored ozone concentrations at 29 locations in the Basin and the 

Coachella Valley portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin.  Maximum ozone concentrations (fourth 

highest concentration ppm 8-hour) for all areas monitored were below the stage 1 episode level 

(0.20 ppm) and below the health advisory level (0.15 ppm) (see Table 3-2).  All counties in the 

Basin, as well as the Coachella Valley, exceeded the level of the new 2015 (0.070 ppm), the former 

2008 (0.075 ppm), and/or the 1997 (0.08 ppm) 8-hour ozone NAAQS in 2016.  While not all 

stations had days exceeding the previous 8-hour standards, all monitoring stations except two 

(South Coastal LA County 3 and North Coastal Orange County) had at least one day over the 2015 

federal ozone standard (70 ppb). 

In 2016, the maximum ozone concentrations in the Basin continued to exceed federal standards by 

wide margins.  Maximum 1-hour and 8-hour average ozone concentrations were 0.163 ppm and 

0.121 ppm, respectively (the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour average was recorded in the Central San 

Bernardino Mountain area).  The maximum 8-hour concentration of 0.121 ppm was 173 percent 

of the new federal standard (0.070 ppm).  The maximum 1-hour concentration was 181 percent of 

the 1-hour state ozone standard of 0.09 ppm.  The 8-hour average concentration was 173 percent 

of the 8-hour state ozone standard of 0.070 ppm. 
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Nitrogen Dioxide 

NO2 is a reddish-brown gas with a bleach-like odor.  Nitric oxide (NO) is a colorless gas, formed 

from the nitrogen (N2) and oxygen (O2) in air under conditions of high temperature and pressure 

which are generally present during combustion of fuels; NO reacts rapidly with the oxygen in air 

to form NO2.  NO2 is responsible for the brownish tinge of polluted air.  The two gases, NO and 

NO2, are referred to collectively as NOx.  In the presence of sunlight, NO2 reacts to form nitric 

oxide and an oxygen atom.  The oxygen atom can react further to form ozone, via a complex series 

of chemical reactions involving hydrocarbons.  Nitrogen dioxide may also react to form nitric acid 

(HNO3) which reacts further to form nitrates, components of PM2.5 and PM10. 

Population-based studies suggest that an increase in acute respiratory illness, including infections 

and respiratory symptoms in children (not infants), is associated with long-term exposures to NO2 

at levels found in homes with gas stoves, which are higher than ambient levels found in Southern 

California.  Increase in resistance to air flow and airway contraction is observed after short-term 

exposure to NO2 in healthy subjects.  Larger decreases in lung functions are observed in 

individuals with asthma and/or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (e.g., chronic bronchitis, 

emphysema) than in healthy individuals, indicating a greater susceptibility of these subgroups.   

More recent studies have found associations between NO2 exposures and cardiopulmonary 

mortality, decreased lung function, respiratory symptoms, and emergency room asthma visits. 

In animals, exposure to levels of NO2 considerably higher than ambient concentrations results in 

increased susceptibility to infections, possibly due to the observed changes in cells involved in 

maintaining immune functions.  The severity of lung tissue damage associated with high levels of 

ozone exposure increases when animals are exposed to a combination of ozone and NO2. 

In 2016, nitrogen dioxide concentrations were monitored at 27 locations.  No area of the Basin or 

SSAB exceeded the federal or state standards for NO2.  The Basin has not exceeded the federal 

standard for NO2 (0.0534 ppm) since 1991, when the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin 

recorded the last exceedance of the standard in any county within the United States.  The current 

1-hour average NO2 NAAQS (100 ppb) was last exceeded on two days in 2014 in the South 

Coastal Los Angeles County area at the Long Beach-Hudson air monitoring station.  However, the 

98th percentile form of the standard was not exceeded, and the 2013-2015 design value is not in 

violation of the NAAQS.  The higher relative concentrations in the Los Angeles area are indicative 

of the concentrated emission sources, especially heavy-duty vehicles.  NOx emission reductions 

continue to be necessary because it is a precursor to both ozone and PM (PM2.5 and PM10) 

concentrations. 

With the revised NO2 federal standard in 2010, near-road NO2 measurements were required to be 

phased in for larger cities.  The four near-road monitoring stations are: (1) I-5 near-road, located 

in Orange County near Anaheim; (2) I-710 near-road, located at Long Beach Blvd. in Los Angeles 

County near Compton and Long Beach; (3) SR-60 near-road, located west of Vineyard Avenue 

near the San Bernardino/Riverside County border near Ontario, Mira Loma, and Upland; and (4) 

I-10 near-road, located near Etiwanda Avenue in San Bernardino County near Ontario, Rancho 

Cucamonga, and Fontana. 

The longest operating near-road station in the Basin, adjacent to I-5 in Orange County, has not 

exceeded the level of the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS (100 ppb) since the measurements began on January 

1, 2014.  The peak 1-hour NO2 concentration at that site in 2014 was 78.8 ppb and the peak 

concentration for 2015 was 70.2 ppb.  This can be compared to the annual peak values measured 
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at the nearest ambient monitoring station in Central Orange County (Anaheim station), where the 

2014 and 2015 peaks were 75.8 and 59.1, respectively.   

Sulfur Dioxide 

SO2 is a colorless gas with a sharp odor.  It reacts in the air to form sulfuric acid (H2SO4), which 

contributes to acid precipitation, and sulfates, which are components of PM10 and PM2.5.  Most 

of the SO2 emitted into the atmosphere is produced by burning sulfur-containing fuels.  

Exposure of a few minutes to low levels of SO2 can result in airway constriction in some 

asthmatics.  All asthmatics are sensitive to the effects of SO2.  In asthmatics, increase in resistance 

to air flow, as well as reduction in breathing capacity leading to severe breathing difficulties, is 

observed after acute higher exposure to SO2.  In contrast, healthy individuals do not exhibit similar 

acute responses even after exposure to higher concentrations of SO2.  

Animal studies suggest that despite SO2 being a respiratory irritant, it does not cause substantial 

lung injury at ambient concentrations.  However, very high levels of exposure can cause lung 

edema (fluid accumulation), lung tissue damage, and sloughing off of cells lining the respiratory 

tract.  

Some population-based studies indicate that the mortality and morbidity effects associated with 

fine particles show a similar association with ambient SO2 levels.  In these studies, efforts to 

separate the effects of SO2 from those of fine particles have not been successful.  It is not clear 

whether the two pollutants act synergistically or one pollutant alone is the predominant factor.  

No exceedances of federal or state standards for sulfur dioxide occurred in 2016 at any of the six 

locations monitored the Basin.  The maximum 1-hour SO2 concentration was 17.8 ppb, as recorded 

in the South Coastal Los Angeles County area.  The 99th percentile of 1-hour SO2 concentration 

was 12 ppb, as recorded in South Coastal Los Angeles County area.  Though SO2 concentrations 

remain well below the standards, SO2 is a precursor to sulfate, which is a component of fine 

particulate matter, PM10, and PM2.5.  Historical measurements showed concentrations to be well 

below standards and monitoring has been discontinued. 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)  

Of great concern to public health are the particles small enough to be inhaled into the deepest parts 

of the lung.  Respirable particles (particulate matter less than about 10 micrometers in diameter 

(PM10)) can accumulate in the respiratory system and aggravate health problems such as asthma, 

bronchitis, and other lung diseases.  Children, the elderly, exercising adults, and those suffering 

from asthma are especially vulnerable to adverse health effects of PM10 and PM2.5.   

A consistent correlation between elevated ambient fine particulate matter (PM2.5) levels and an 

increase in mortality rates, respiratory infections, number and severity of asthma attacks, and the 

number of hospital admissions has been observed in different parts of the United States and various 

areas around the world.  Studies have reported an association between long-term exposure to air 

pollution dominated by PM2.5 and increased mortality, reduction in life-span, and an increased 

mortality from lung cancer.  

Daily fluctuations in fine particulate matter concentration levels have also been related to hospital 

admissions for acute respiratory conditions, to school and kindergarten absences, to a decrease in 
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respiratory function in normal children, and to increased medication use in children and adults 

with asthma.  Studies have also shown lung function growth in children is reduced with long-term 

exposure to particulate matter.  In addition to children, the elderly and people with preexisting 

respiratory and/or cardiovascular disease appear to be more susceptible to the effects of PM10 and 

PM2.5. 

SCAQMD monitored PM10 concentrations at 23 locations in 2016.  The federal 24-hour PM10 

standard (150 µg/m3) was not exceeded in 2016.  The Basin has remained in attainment of the 

PM10 NAAQS since 2006.  The maximum three-year average 24-hour PM10 concentration of 150 

µg/m3 was recorded in the Coachella Valley area and was 100 percent of the federal standard and 

300 percent of the much more stringent state 24-hour PM10 standard (50 µg/m3).  The state 24-

hour PM10 standard was exceeded at several of the monitoring stations.  The maximum annual 

average PM10 concentration of 49 µg/m3 was recorded in Metropolitan Riverside County.  The 

federal annual PM10 standard has been revoked.  The much more stringent state annual PM10 

standard (20 μg/m3) was exceeded in most stations in each county in the Basin and in the Coachella 

Valley. 

In 2016, PM2.5 concentrations were monitored at 19 locations throughout the Basin.  U.S. EPA 

revised the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3, effective December 17, 

2006.  In 2016, the maximum PM2.5 concentrations in the Basin exceeded the new federal 24-

hour PM2.5 standard in seven out of 19 locations.  The maximum 24-hour PM2.5 concentration 

of 46.6 µg/m3 was recorded in the South San Gabriel Valley area.  The 98th percentile 24-hour 

PM2.5 concentration of 35.1 µg/m3 was recorded in the Metropolitan Riverside County, which 

barely exceeds the federal standard of 35 µg/m3.  The maximum annual average concentration of 

14.73 µg/m3 was recorded in San Bernardino County, which represents 98 percent of the 2006 

federal standard of 15 µg/m3.   

On December 14, 2012, U.S. EPA strengthened the annual NAAQS for PM2.5 to 12 µg/m3 and, 

as part of the revisions, a requirement was added to monitor near the most heavily trafficked 

roadways in large urban areas.  Particle pollution is expected to be higher along these roadways as 

a result of direct emissions from cars and heavy-duty diesel trucks and buses.  SCAQMD has 

installed the two required PM2.5 monitors by January 1, 2015, at locations selected based upon 

the existing near-roadway NO2 sites that were ranked higher for heavy-duty diesel traffic.  The 

locations are: (1) I-710, located at Long Beach Blvd. in Los Angeles County near Compton and 

Long Beach; and (2) SR-60, located west of Vineyard Avenue near the San Bernardino/Riverside 

County border near Ontario, Mira Loma, and Upland.  These near-road sites measure PM2.5 daily 

with FRM filter-based measurements. 

Lead  

Lead in the atmosphere is present as a mixture of a number of lead compounds.  Leaded gasoline 

and lead smelters have been the main sources of lead emitted into the air.  Due to the phasing out 

of leaded gasoline, there was a dramatic reduction in atmospheric lead in the Basin over the past 

three decades.  

Fetuses, infants, and children are more sensitive than others to the adverse effects of lead exposure.  

Exposure to low levels of lead can adversely affect the development and function of the central 

nervous system, leading to learning disorders, distractibility, inability to follow simple commands, 

and lower intelligence quotient.  In adults, increased lead levels are associated with increased blood 

pressure.  
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Lead poisoning can cause anemia, lethargy, seizures, and death.  It appears that there are no direct 

effects of lead on the respiratory system.  Lead can be stored in the bone from early-age 

environmental exposure, and elevated blood lead levels can occur due to breakdown of bone tissue 

during pregnancy, hyperthyroidism (increased secretion of hormones from the thyroid gland), and 

osteoporosis (breakdown of bone tissue).  Fetuses and breast-fed babies can be exposed to higher 

levels of lead because of previous environmental lead exposure of their mothers.  

The state standards for lead were not exceeded in any area of the SCAQMD in 2016.  There have 

been no violations of these standards at SCAQMD’s regular air monitoring stations since 1982, as 

a result of removal of lead from gasoline.  However, monitoring at two stations immediately 

adjacent to stationary sources of lead recorded exceedances of the standard in Los Angeles County 

over the 2007-2009-time period.  These data were used for designations under the revised standard 

that also included new requirements for near-source monitoring.  As a result, a nonattainment 

designation was finalized for much of the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin when the 

current standard was implemented.   

The current lead concentrations in Los Angeles County are now below the NAAQS.  The 

maximum quarterly average lead concentration (0.01 µg/m3 at several monitoring) was seven 

percent of the federal quarterly average lead standard (0.15 µg/m3).  The maximum monthly 

average lead concentration (0.016 µg/m3 in South Central Los Angeles County) was one percent 

of the state monthly average lead standard.  As a result of the 2012-2014 design value below the 

NAAQS, SCAQMD will be requesting that U.S. EPA re-designate the nonattainment area as 

attaining the federal lead standard.  Stringent SCAQMD rules governing lead-producing sources 

will help to ensure that there are no future violations of the federal standard.  Furthermore, one 

business that had been responsible for the highest measured lead concentrations in Los Angeles 

County has closed and is in the process of demolition and site clean-up. 

Sulfates 

Sulfates are chemical compounds which contain the sulfate ion and are part of the mixture of solid 

materials which make up PM10.  Most of the sulfates in the atmosphere are produced by oxidation 

of SO2.  Oxidation of sulfur dioxide yields sulfur trioxide (SO3), which reacts with water to form 

sulfuric acid, which then contributes to acid deposition.  The reaction of sulfuric acid with basic 

substances such as ammonia yields sulfates, a component of PM10 and PM2.5. 

Most of the health effects associated with fine particles and SO2 at ambient levels are also 

associated with sulfates.  Thus, both mortality and morbidity effects have been observed with an 

increase in ambient sulfate concentrations.  However, efforts to separate the effects of sulfates 

from the effects of other pollutants have generally not been successful. 

Clinical studies of asthmatics exposed to sulfuric acid suggest that adolescent asthmatics are 

possibly a subgroup susceptible to acid aerosol exposure.  Animal studies suggest that acidic 

particles such as sulfuric acid aerosol and ammonium bisulfate are more toxic than nonacidic 

particles like ammonium sulfate.  Whether the effects are attributable to acidity or to particles 

remains unresolved.  

The most current preliminary data available for sulfates is for 2016.  In 2016, the state 24-hour 

sulfate standard (25 µg/m3) was not exceeded in any of the 19 monitoring locations in the Basin.   

The maximum 24-hour sulfate concentration was 17.1 ppb, as recorded in the Central San 

Bernardino Valley.  There are no federal sulfate standards.  
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Vinyl Chloride 

Vinyl chloride is a colorless, flammable gas at ambient temperature and pressure.  It is also highly 

toxic and is classified by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists 

(ACGIH) as A1 (confirmed carcinogen in humans) and by the International Agency for Research 

on Cancer (IARC) as 1 (known to be a human carcinogen).  (Air Gas, 2010.)  At room temperature, 

vinyl chloride is a gas with a sickly-sweet odor that is easily condensed.  However, it is stored as 

a liquid.  Due to the hazardous nature of vinyl chloride to human health there are no end products 

that use vinyl chloride in its monomer form.  Vinyl chloride is a chemical intermediate, not a final 

product.  It is an important industrial chemical chiefly used to produce polymer polyvinyl chloride 

(PVC).  The process involves vinyl chloride liquid fed to polymerization reactors where it is 

converted from a monomer to a polymer PVC.  The final product of the polymerization process is 

PVC in either a flake or pellet form.  Billions of pounds of PVC are sold on the global market each 

year.  From its flake or pellet form, PVC is sold to companies that heat and mold the PVC into end 

products such as PVC pipe and bottles.  

In the past, vinyl chloride emissions have been associated primarily with sources such as landfills.  

Risks from exposure to vinyl chloride are considered to be localized impacts rather than regional 

impacts.  Because landfills in the SCAQMD are subject to Rule 1150.1 – Control of Gaseous 

Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, which contain stringent requirements for landfill 

gas collection and control, potential vinyl chloride emissions are expected to be below the level of 

detection.  Therefore, SCAQMD does not monitor for vinyl chloride at its monitoring stations. 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

It should be noted that there are no state or NAAQS for VOCs because they are not classified as 

criteria pollutants.  VOCs are regulated, however, because limiting VOC emissions reduces the 

rate of photochemical reactions that contribute to the formation of ozone.  VOCs are also 

transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to higher PM10 and lower 

visibility levels.  

Although health-based standards have not been established for VOCs, health effects can occur 

from exposures to high concentrations of VOCs because of interference with oxygen uptake.  In 

general, ambient VOC concentrations in the atmosphere are suspected to cause coughing, 

sneezing, headaches, weakness, laryngitis, and bronchitis, even at low concentrations.  Some 

hydrocarbon components classified as VOC emissions are thought or known to be hazardous.  

Benzene, for example, one hydrocarbon component of VOC emissions, is known to be a human 

carcinogen.  

Non-Criteria Pollutants  

Although SCAQMD’s primary mandate is attaining the state and NAAQS for criteria pollutants 

within the Basin, SCAQMD also has a general responsibility pursuant to Health and Safety Code 

Section 41700 to control emissions of air contaminants and prevent endangerment to public health.  

Additionally, state law requires SCAQMD to implement airborne toxic control measures (ATCM) 

adopted by CARB and to implement the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Act.  As a result, SCAQMD has 

regulated pollutants other than criteria pollutants such as TACs, GHGs, and stratospheric ozone 

depleting compounds.  SCAQMD has developed a number of rules to control non-criteria 

pollutants from both new and existing sources.  These rules originated through state directives, 

Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, or the SCAQMD rulemaking process.  
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In addition to promulgating non-criteria pollutant rules, SCAQMD has been evaluating AQMP 

control measures as well as existing rules to determine whether or not they would affect, either 

positively or negatively, emissions of non-criteria pollutants.  For example, rules in which VOC 

components of coating materials are replaced by a non-photochemically reactive chlorinated 

substance would reduce the impacts resulting from ozone formation, but could increase emissions 

of toxic compounds or other substances that may have adverse impacts on human health. 

The following subsections summarize the existing setting for compounds that contribute to TACs.  

Air Quality – Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)  

Federal 

Under Section 112 of the CAA, U.S. EPA is required to regulate sources that emit one or more of 

the 187 federally listed hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).  HAPs are toxic air pollutants identified 

in the CAA, which are known or suspected of causing cancer or other serious health effects.  The 

federal HAPs are listed on the U.S. EPA website at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/orig189.html. In 

order to implement the CAA, approximately 100 National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 

Pollutants (NESHAPs) have been promulgated by U.S. EPA for major sources (sources emitting 

greater than 10 ton per year (tpy) of a single HAP or greater than 25 tpy of multiple HAPs).  

SCAQMD can either directly implement NESHAPs or adopt rules that contain requirements at 

least as stringent as the NESHAP requirements.  However, since NESHAPs often apply to sources 

in the Basin that are controlled, many of the sources that would have been subject to federal 

requirements already comply or are exempt. 

In addition to the major source NESHAPs, U.S. EPA has also controlled HAPs from urban areas 

by developing Area Source NESHAPs under their Urban Air Toxics Strategy.  U.S. EPA defines 

an area source as a source that emits less than 10 tons annually of any single hazardous air pollutant 

or less than 25 tons annually of a combination of hazardous air pollutants.  The CAA requires the 

U.S. EPA to identify a list of at least 30 air toxics that pose the greatest potential health threat in 

urban areas.  U.S. EPA is further required to identify and establish a list of area source categories 

that represent 90 percent of the emissions of the 30 urban air toxics associated with area sources, 

for which Area Source NESHAPs are to be developed under the CAA.  U.S. EPA has identified a 

total of 70 area source categories with regulations promulgated for more than 30 categories so far. 

The federal toxics program recognizes diesel engine exhaust (diesel particulate matter or DPM) as 

a health hazard; however, DPM itself is not one of their listed TACs.  Rather, each toxic compound 

in the speciated list of compounds in exhaust is considered separately.  Although there are no 

specific NESHAP regulations for DPM, DPM reductions are realized through federal regulations 

including diesel fuel standards and emission standards for stationary, marine, and locomotive 

engines; and idling controls for locomotives. 

  

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/orig189.html
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State 

The California air toxics program was based on the CAA and the original federal list of hazardous 

air pollutants.  The state program was established in 1983 under the Toxic Air Contaminant 

Identification and Control Act, Assembly Bill (AB) 1807, Tanner.  Under the state program, TACs 

are identified through a two-step process of risk identification and risk management.  This two-

step process was designed to protect residents from the health effects of toxic substances in the air.  

Control of TACs under the TAC Identification and Control Program: California's TAC 

identification and control program, adopted in 1983 as AB 1807, is a two-step program in which 

substances are identified as TACs and ATCMs are adopted to control emissions from specific 

sources.  CARB has adopted a regulation designating all 188 federal hazardous air pollutants 

(HAPs) as TACs.  

ATCMs are developed by CARB and implemented by SCAQMD and other air districts through 

the adoption of regulations of equal or greater stringency.  Generally, the ATCMs reduce emissions 

to achieve exposure levels below a determined health threshold.  If no such threshold levels are 

determined, emissions are reduced to the lowest level achievable through the best available control 

technology unless it is determined that an alternative level of emission reduction is adequate to 

protect public health.  

Under California law, a federal NESHAP automatically becomes a state ATCM, unless CARB has 

already adopted an ATCM for the source category.  Once a NESHAP becomes an ATCM, CARB 

and each air pollution control or air quality management district have certain responsibilities 

related to adoption or implementation and enforcement of the NESHAP/ATCM. 

Control of TACs under the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act: The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information 

and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588) establishes a statewide program to inventory and assess 

the risks from facilities that emit TACs and to notify the public about significant health risks 

associated with the emissions.  Facilities are phased into the AB 2588 program based on their 

emissions of criteria pollutants or their occurrence on lists of toxic emitters compiled by 

SCAQMD.  Phase I consists of facilities that emit over 25 tpy of any criteria pollutant and facilities 

present on SCAQMD's toxics list.  Phase I facilities entered the program by reporting their TAC 

emissions for calendar year 1989.  Phase II consists of facilities that emit between 10 and 25 tpy 

of any criteria pollutant and submitted air toxic inventory reports for calendar year 1990 emissions.  

Phase III consists of certain designated types of facilities which emit less than 10 tpy of any criteria 

pollutant and submitted inventory reports for calendar year 1991 emissions.  Inventory reports are 

required to be updated every four years under the state law. 

Air Toxics Control Measures: As part of its risk management efforts, CARB has passed state 

ATCMs to address air toxics from mobile and stationary sources.  Some key ATCMs for stationary 

sources include reductions of benzene emissions from service stations, hexavalent chromium 

emissions from chrome plating, perchloroethylene emissions from dry cleaning, ethylene oxide 

emissions from sterilizers, and multiple air toxics from the automotive painting and repair 

industries. 

Many of CARB’s recent ATCMs are part of the CARB Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate 

Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles (Diesel Risk Reduction Plan), which 

was adopted in September 2000 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/documents/rrpapp.htm) with the 

goal of reducing DPM emissions from compression ignition engines and associated health risk by 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/documents/rrpapp.htm
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75 percent by 2010 and 85 percent by 2020.  The Diesel Risk Reduction Plan includes strategies 

to reduce emissions from new and existing engines through the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, 

add-on controls, and engine replacement.  In addition to stationary source engines, the plan 

addresses DPM emissions from mobile sources such as trucks, buses, construction equipment, 

locomotives, and ships.  

OEHHA Health Risk Assessment Guidelines: In 2003, OEHHA developed and approved its 

Health Risk Assessment Guidance document (2003 OEHHA Guidelines) and prepared a series of 

Technical Support Documents, reviewed and approved by the Scientific Review Panel (SRP), that 

provided new scientific information showing that early-life exposures to air toxics contribute to an 

increased estimated lifetime risk of developing cancer and other adverse health effects, compared 

to exposures that occur in adulthood.  As a result, OEHHA developed the Revised OEHHA 

Guidelines in March 2015, which incorporated this new scientific information.  The new method 

utilizes higher estimates of cancer potency during early life exposures.  There are also differences 

in the assumptions on breathing rates and length of residential exposures. 

SCAQMD 

SCAQMD has regulated criteria air pollutants using either a technology-based or an emissions 

limit approach.  The technology-based approach defines specific control technologies that may be 

installed to reduce pollutant emissions.  The emissions limit approach establishes an emission 

limit, and allows industry to use any emission control equipment, as long as the emission 

requirements are met.  The regulation of TACs often uses a health risk-based approach, but may 

also require a regulatory approach similar to criteria pollutants, as explained in the following 

subsections. 

Rules and Regulations:  Under SCAQMD’s toxic regulatory program there are 26 source-specific 

rules that target toxic emission reductions that regulate over 10,000 sources such as metal 

finishing, spraying operations, dry cleaners, film cleaning, gasoline dispensing, and diesel-fueled 

stationary engines to name a few.  In addition, other source-specific rules targeting criteria 

pollutant reductions also reduce toxic emissions, such as Rule 461 – Gasoline Transfer and 

Dispensing, which reduces benzene emissions from gasoline dispensing, and Rule 1124 – 

Aerospace Assembly and Component Manufacturing Operations, which reduces 

perchloroethylene, trichloroethylene, and methylene chloride emissions from aerospace 

operations.   

New and modified sources of TACs in the SCAQMD are subject to Rule 1401 - New Source 

Review (NSR) of Toxic Air Contaminants and Rule 212 - Standards for Approving Permits. Rule 

212 requires notification of SCAQMD's intent to grant a permit to construct a significant project, 

defined as a new or modified permit unit located within 1000 feet of a school (a state law 

requirement under AB 3205), a new or modified permit unit posing a maximum individual cancer 

risk of one in one million (1 x 106) or greater, or a new or modified facility with criteria pollutant 

emissions exceeding specified daily maximums.  Distribution of notice is required to all addresses 

within a quarter mile radius, or other area deemed appropriate by SCAQMD.  Rule 1401 currently 

controls emissions of carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic (health effects other than cancer) air 

contaminants from new, modified and relocated sources by specifying limits on cancer risk and 

hazard index (explained further in the following discussion), respectively.  The rule lists nearly 

300 TACs that are evaluated during SCAQMD’s permitting process for new, modified, or 

relocated sources.  During the past decade, more than ten compounds have been added or had risk 

values amended.  The addition of DPM from diesel-fueled internal combustion engines as a TAC 
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in March 2008 was the most significant of recent amendments to the rule.  Rule 1401.1 – 

Requirements for New and Relocated Facilities Near Schools sets risk thresholds for new and 

relocated facilities near schools.  The requirements are more stringent than those for other air toxics 

rules in order to provide additional protection to school children. 

Air Toxics Control Plan: On March 17, 2000, the SCAQMD Governing Board approved the Air 

Toxics Control Plan (2000 ATCP), which was the first comprehensive plan in the nation to guide 

future toxic rulemaking and programs.  The ATCP was developed to lay out SCAQMD’s air toxics 

control program which built upon existing federal, state, and local toxic control programs as well 

as co-benefits from implementation of SIP measures.  The concept for the plan was an outgrowth 

of the Environmental Justice principles and the Environmental Justice Initiatives adopted by 

SCAQMD Governing Board on October 10, 1997.  Monitoring studies and air toxics regulations 

that were created from these initiatives emphasized the need for a more systematic approach to 

reducing TACs.  The intent of the plan was to reduce exposure to air toxics in an equitable and 

cost-effective manner that promotes clean, healthful air in the SCAQMD.  The plan proposed 

control strategies to reduce TACs in the SCAQMD implemented between years 2000 and 2010 

through cooperative efforts of SCAQMD, local governments, CARB, and U.S. EPA. 

Cumulative Impact Reduction Strategies (CIRS): The CIRS was presented to the SCAQMD 

Governing Board on September 5, 2003, as part of the White Paper on Regulatory Options for 

Addressing Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution Emissions.  The resulting 25 cumulative 

impacts strategies were a key element of the Addendum to March 2000 Final Draft Air Toxics 

Control Plan for Next Ten Years (2004 Addendum).  The strategies included rules, policies, 

funding, education, and cooperation with other agencies.  Some of the key SCAQMD 

accomplishments related to the cumulative impacts reduction strategies were:  

 Rule 1401.1, which set more stringent health risk requirements for new and relocated 

facilities near schools 

 Rule 1470 – Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal Combustion and Other 

Compression Ignition Engines, which established DPM emission limits and other 

requirements for diesel-fueled engines 

 Rule 1469.1 – Spraying Operations Using Coatings Containing Chromium, which 

regulated chrome spraying operations 

 Rule 410 – Odor from Transfer Stations and Material Recovery Facilities which addresses 

odors from transfer stations and material recovery facilities 

 Intergovernmental Review comment letters for CEQA documents 

 SCAQMD’s land use guidance document 

 Additional protection in toxics rules for sensitive receptors, such as more stringent 

requirements for chrome plating operations and diesel engines located near schools 

2004 Addendum: The 2004 Addendum was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board on April 

2, 2004, and served as a status report regarding implementation of the various mobile and 

stationary source strategies in the 2000 ATCP and introduced new measures to further address air 

toxics.  The main elements of the 2004 Addendum were to address the progress made in the 

implementation of the 2000 ATCP control strategies; provide a historical perspective of air toxic 

emissions and current air toxic levels; incorporate the CIRS approved in 2003 and additional 

measures identified in the 2003 AQMP; project future air toxic levels to the extent feasible; and 

summarize future efforts to develop the next ATCP.  Significant progress had been made in 
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implementing most of SCAQMD strategies from the 2000 ATCP and the 2004 Addendum.  CARB 

has also made notable progress in mobile source measures via its Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, 

especially for goods movement related sources, while the U.S. EPA continued to implement their 

air toxic programs applicable to stationary sources. 

Clean Communities Plan: On November 5, 2010, the SCAQMD Governing Board approved the 

2010 Clean Communities Plan (CCP).  The CCP was an update to the 2000 ATCP and the 2004 

Addendum.  The objective of the 2010 CCP was to reduce exposure to air toxics and air-related 

nuisances throughout the SCAQMD, with emphasis on cumulative impacts.  The elements of the 

2010 CCP are community exposure reduction, community participation, communication and 

outreach, agency coordination, monitoring and compliance, source-specific programs, and 

nuisance.  The centerpiece of the 2010 CCP is a pilot study through which SCAQMD staff works 

with community stakeholders to identify and develop solutions community-specific to air quality 

issues in two communities: (1) the City of San Bernardino; and (2) Boyle Heights and surrounding 

areas. 

Control of TACs under the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act: On October 2, 1992, the SCAQMD 

Governing Board adopted public notification procedures for Phase I and II facilities.  These 

procedures specify that AB 2588 facilities must provide public notice when exceeding the 

following risk levels: 

 Maximum Individual Cancer Risk:  greater than 10 in one million  (10 x 106)  

 Total Hazard Index:  greater than 1.0 for TACs except lead, or greater than 0.5 for lead  

Public notice is to be provided by letters mailed to all addresses and all parents of children 

attending school in the impacted area.  In addition, facilities must hold a public meeting and 

provide copies of the facility risk assessment in all school libraries and a public library in the 

impacted area.  

The AB 2588 Toxics “Hot Spots” Program is implemented through Rule 1402 - Control of Toxic 

Air Contaminants from Existing Sources.  SCAQMD continues to review health risk assessments 

submitted.  Notification is required from facilities with a significant risk under the AB 2588 

program based on their initial approved health risk assessments and will continue on an ongoing 

basis as additional and subsequent health risk assessments are reviewed and approved.  

There are currently about 361 facilities in SCAQMD’s AB 2588 program.  Since 1992 when the 

state Health and Safety Code incorporated a risk reduction requirement in the program, SCAQMD 

has reviewed and approved over 335 HRAs; 50 facilities were required to do a public notice and 

24 facilities were subject to risk reduction.  Currently, over 96 percent of the facilities in the 

program have cancer risks below ten in a million and over 97 percent have acute and chronic 

hazard indices of less than one. (SCAQMD, 2015a.) 

CEQA Intergovernmental Review Program: SCAQMD staff, through its Intergovernmental 

Review (IGR), provides comments to lead agencies on air quality analyses and mitigation 

measures in CEQA documents.  The following are some key programs and tools that have been 

developed more recently to strengthen air quality analyses, specifically as they relate to exposure 

of mobile source air toxics: 

 SCAQMD’s Mobile Source Committee approved the “Health Risk Assessment Guidance 

for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Emissions” (August 2002).  This 
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document provides guidance for analyzing cancer risks from DPM from truck idling and 

movement (e.g., truck stops, warehouse and distribution centers, or transit centers), ship 

hoteling at ports, and train idling.  

 CalEPA and CARB’s “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 

Perspective” (April 2005), provides recommended siting distances for incompatible land 

uses.  

 Western Riverside Council of Governments’ Regional Air Quality Task Force developed 

a policy document titled “Good Neighbor Guidelines for Siting New and/or Modified 

Warehouse/Distribution Facilities” (September 2005).  This document provides guidance 

to local government on preventive measures to reduce neighborhood exposure to TACs 

from warehousing facilities. 

Environmental Justice (EJ): Environmental justice has long been a focus of SCAQMD.  In 1990, 

SCAQMD formed an Ethnic Community Advisory Group that was restructured as the 

Environmental Justice Advisory Group (EJAG) in 2008.  EJAG’s mission is to advise and assist 

SCAQMD in protecting and improving public health in SCAQMD’s most impacted communities 

through the reduction and prevention of air pollution. 

In 1997, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted four guiding principles and ten initiatives 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/ej/history.htm) to ensure environmental equity.  Also in 1997, the 

SCAQMD Governing Board expanded the initiatives to include the “Children’s Air Quality 

Agenda” focusing on the disproportionate impacts of poor air quality on children.  Some key 

initiatives that have been implemented were the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Studies (MATES, 

MATES II, MATES III, and MATES IV); the Clean Fleet Rules; CIRS; funding for lower emitting 

technologies under the Carl Moyer Program; the Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality 

Issues in General Plans and Local Planning; a guidance document on Air Quality Issues in School 

Site Selection; and the 2000 ATCP and its 2004 Addendum.  Key initiatives focusing on 

communities and residents include the Clean Air Congress; the Clean School Bus Program; 

Asthma and Air Quality Consortium; Brain and Lung Tumor and Air Pollution Foundation; air 

quality presentations to schools and community and civic groups; and Town Hall meetings.  

Technological and scientific projects and programs have been a large part of SCAQMD’s EJ 

program since its inception.  Over time, the EJ program’s focus on public education, outreach, and 

opportunities for public participation have greatly increased.  Public education materials and other 

resources for the public are available on SCAQMD’s website (www.aqmd.gov). 

AB 2766 Subvention Funds: AB 2766 subvention funds, money collected by the state as part of 

vehicle registration and passed through to SCAQMD, is used to fund projects in local cities that 

reduce motor vehicle air pollutants.  The Clean Fuels Program, funded by a surcharge on motor 

vehicle registrations in SCAQMD, reduces TAC emissions through co-funding projects that 

develop and demonstrate low-emission clean fuels and advanced technologies, and to promote 

commercialization and deployment of promising or proven technologies in Southern California. 

Carl Moyer Program: Another program that targets diesel emission reductions is the Carl Moyer 

Program, which provides grants for projects that achieve early or extra emission reductions beyond 

what is required by regulations.  Examples of eligible projects include cleaner on-road, off-road, 

marine, locomotive, and stationary agricultural pump engines.  Other endeavors of SCAQMD’s 

Technology Advancement Office help to reduce DPM emissions through co-funding research and 

demonstration projects of clean technologies, such as low-emitting locomotives.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/ej/history.htm
http://www.aqmd.gov/
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Control of TACs with Risk Reduction Audits and Plans: Senate Bill (SB) 1731, enacted in 

1992 and codified in Health and Safety Code Section 44390 et seq., amended AB 2588 to include 

a requirement for facilities with significant risks to prepare and implement a risk reduction plan 

that will reduce the risk below a defined significant risk level within specified time limits.  

SCAQMD Rule 1402 was adopted on April 8, 1994, to implement the requirements of SB 1731.  

In addition to the TAC rules adopted by SCAQMD under authority of AB 1807 and SB 1731, 

SCAQMD has adopted source-specific TAC rules, based on the specific level of TAC emitted and 

the needs of the area.  These rules are similar to the state's ATCMs because they are source-specific 

and only address emissions and risk from specific compounds and operations. 

Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Studies  

Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES):  In 1986, SCAQMD conducted the first MATES 

report to determine the Basin-wide risks associated with major airborne carcinogens.  At the time, 

the state of technology was such that only 20 known air toxic compounds could be analyzed and 

diesel exhaust particulate did not have an agency accepted carcinogenic health risk value.  TACs 

are determined by U.S. EPA, and by CalEPA, including OEHHA and CARB.  For purposes of 

MATES, the California carcinogenic health risk factors were used.  The maximum combined 

individual health risk for simultaneous exposure to pollutants under the study was estimated to be 

600 to 5,000 in one million.  

Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study II (MATES II): At its October 10, 1997 meeting, the 

SCAQMD Governing Board directed staff to conduct a follow up to the MATES report to quantify 

the magnitude of population exposure risk from existing sources of selected air toxic contaminants 

at that time.  MATES II included a monitoring program of 40 known air toxic compounds, an 

updated emissions inventory of TACs (including microinventories around each of the 14 

microscale sites), and a modeling effort to characterize health risks from hazardous air pollutants.  

The estimated Basin-wide carcinogenic health risk from ambient measurements was 1,400 per 

million people.  About 70 percent of the Basin-wide health risk was attributed to DPM emissions; 

about 20 percent to other toxics associated with mobile sources (including benzene, butadiene, and 

formaldehyde); about 10 percent of Basin-wide health risk was attributed to stationary sources 

(which include industrial sources and other certain specifically identified commercial businesses 

such as dry cleaners and print shops.) 

Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study III (MATES III):  MATES III was part of the SCAQMD 

Governing Board's 2003-04 Environmental Justice Workplan approved on September 5, 2003.  

The MATES III report consisted of several elements including a monitoring program, an updated 

emissions inventory of TACs, and a modeling effort to characterize carcinogenic health risk across 

the Basin.  Besides toxics, additional measurements included organic carbon, elemental carbon, 

and total carbon, as well as, Particulate Matter (PM), including PM2.5.  It did not estimate 

mortality or other health effects from particulate exposures.  MATES III revealed a general 

downward trend in air toxic pollutant concentrations with an estimated Basin-wide lifetime 

carcinogenic health risk of 1,200 in one million.  Mobile sources accounted for 94 percent of the 

basin-wide lifetime carcinogenic health risk with diesel exhaust particulate contributing to 84 

percent of the mobile source Basin-wide lifetime carcinogenic health risk.  Non-diesel 

carcinogenic health risk declined by 50 percent from the MATES II values. 

Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study IV (MATES IV):  MATES IV, the current version, includes 

a monitoring program, an updated emissions inventory of TACs, and a modeling effort to 

characterize risk across the Basin.  The study focuses on the carcinogenic risk from exposure to 
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air toxics but does not estimate mortality or other health effects from particulate exposures.  An 

additional focus of MATES IV is the inclusion of measurements of ultrafine particle 

concentrations.  MATES IV incorporates the updated health risk assessment methodology from 

OEHHA.  Compared to previous studies of air toxics in the Basin, this study found decreasing air 

toxics exposure, with the estimated Basin-wide population-weighted risk down by about 57 

percent from the analysis done for the MATES III time period.  The ambient air toxics data from 

the ten fixed monitoring locations also demonstrated a similar reduction in air toxic levels and 

risks.  On average, diesel particulate contributes about 68 percent of the total air toxics risk.  This 

is a lower portion of the overall risk compared to the MATES III estimates of about 84 percent. 

Health Effects  

Carcinogenic Health Risks from TACs: One of the primary health risks of concern due to 

exposure to TACs is the risk of contracting cancer.  The carcinogenic potential of TACs is a 

particular public health concern because it is currently believed by many scientists that there is no 

"safe" level of exposure to carcinogens.  Any exposure to a carcinogen poses some risk of causing 

cancer.  It is currently estimated that about one in four deaths in the United States is attributable to 

cancer.  The proportion of cancer deaths attributable to air pollution has not been estimated using 

epidemiological methods.   

Non-Cancer Health Risks from TACs: Unlike carcinogens, for most non-carcinogens it is 

believed that there is a threshold level of exposure to the compound below which it will not pose 

a health risk.  CalEPA’s OEHHA develops Reference Exposure Levels (RELs) for TACs which 

are health-conservative estimates of the levels of exposure at or below which health effects are not 

expected.  The non-cancer health risk due to exposure to a TAC is assessed by comparing the 

estimated level of exposure to the REL.  The comparison is expressed as the ratio of the estimated 

exposure level to the REL, called the hazard index (HI). 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Hazard concerns are related to the potential for fires, explosions or the release of hazardous 

materials/substances in the event of an accident or upset conditions.  The potential for hazards 

exist in the production, use, storage, and transportation of hazardous materials.  Hazardous 

materials may be found at industrial production and processing facilities.  Some facilities produce 

hazardous materials as their end product, while others use such materials as an input to their 

production process.  Examples of hazardous materials used as consumer products include gasoline, 

solvents, and coatings/paints.  Hazardous materials are stored at facilities that produce such 

materials and at facilities where hazardous materials are a part of the production process.  

Specifically, storage refers to the bulk handling of hazardous materials before and after they are 

transported to the general geographical area of use.  Currently, hazardous materials are transported 

throughout the Basin in large quantities via all modes of transportation including rail, highway, 

water, air, and pipeline.  

PARs 1134 is intended to improve overall air quality; however, it may have direct or indirect 

hazards associated with the implementation.  In order to achieve the desired reduction of NOx 

emissions from PAR 1134, some stationary gas turbines may require the installation of air 

pollution control equipment such as SCR systems which utilize ammonia.  As such, 

implementation of PAR 1134 may affect the use, storage, and transport of hazards and hazardous 

materials for any facility that installs SCR technology for reducing NOx emissions.  New (or 

modifications to existing) air pollution control equipment and related components are expected to 
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be installed at some of the affected facilities such that their operations may increase the quantity 

of hazardous materials generated by the control equipment and may increase the quantity of 

ammonia used.  It is anticipated some facilities will need to install SCR technology to meet NOx 

emission limits and in doing so, may result in the overall increase in the amount of ammonia 

delivered, stored and injected.  Installation of SCR equipment may also result in potential ammonia 

slip emissions, an increase the amount of fresh catalyst needed, and an increase spent catalyst 

replaced over time.   

Hazardous Materials Regulations 

Incidents of harm to human health and the environment associated with hazardous materials have 

created a public awareness of the potential for adverse effects from careless handling and/or use 

of these substances.  As a result, a number of federal, state, and local laws have been enacted to 

regulate the use, storage, transportation, and management of hazardous materials and wastes.  The 

most relevant hazardous materials laws and regulations are summarized in the following 

subsection of this section. 

A number of properties may cause a substance to be hazardous, including toxicity, ignitability, 

corrosivity, and reactivity.  The term "hazardous material" is defined in different ways for different 

regulatory programs.  For the purposes of this SEA, the term "hazardous materials" refers to both 

hazardous materials and hazardous wastes.  A hazardous material is defined as hazardous if it 

appears on a list of hazardous materials prepared by a federal, state, or local regulatory agency or 

if it has characteristics defined as hazardous by such an agency.  Health and Safety Code section 

25501(k) defines hazardous material as follows: 

 "Hazardous material" means any material that because of its quantity, concentrations, or 

physical or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to 

human health and safety or to the environment if released into the workplace or the 

environment.  "Hazardous materials" include but are not limited to hazardous substances, 

hazardous waste, and any material which a handler or the administering agency has a 

reasonable basis for believing would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or 

harmful to the environment if released into the workplace or the environment.   

Examples of the types of materials and wastes considered hazardous are hazardous chemicals (e.g., 

toxic, ignitable, corrosive, and reactive materials), radioactive materials, and medical (infectious) 

waste.  The characteristics of toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, and reactivity are defined in Title 

22, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 66261.20-66261.24 and are summarized 

below: 

 Toxic Substances:  Toxic substances may cause short-term or long-lasting health effects, 

ranging from temporary effects to permanent disability, or even death.  For example, such 

substances can cause disorientation, acute allergic reactions, asphyxiation, skin irritation, 

or other adverse health effects if human exposure exceeds certain levels.  (The level 

depends on the substances involved and are chemical-specific.)   Carcinogens (substances 

that can cause cancer) are a special class of toxic substances.  Examples of toxic substances 

include benzene (a component of gasoline and a suspected carcinogen) and methylene 

chloride (a common laboratory solvent and a suspected carcinogen).   

 Ignitable Substances:  Ignitable substances are hazardous because of their ability to burn.  

Gasoline, hexane, and natural gas are examples of ignitable substances. 
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 Corrosive Materials:  Corrosive materials can cause severe burns.  Corrosives include 

strong acids and bases such as sodium hydroxide (lye) or sulfuric acid (battery acid). 

 Reactive Materials:  Reactive materials may cause explosions or generate toxic gases.  

Explosives, pure sodium or potassium metals (which react violently with water), and 

cyanides are examples of reactive materials.  

Federal Regulations 

The U.S. EPA is the primary federal agency charged with protecting human health and with 

safeguarding the natural environment from pollution into air, water, and land.  The U.S. EPA works 

to develop and enforce regulations that implement environmental laws enacted by Congress.  The 

U.S. EPA is responsible for researching and setting national standards for a variety of 

environmental programs, and delegates to states and Indian tribes the responsibility for issuing 

permits and for monitoring and enforcing compliance.  Since 1970, Congress has enacted 

numerous environmental laws that pertain to hazardous materials, for the U.S. EPA to implement 

as well as to other agencies at the federal, state and local level, as described in the following 

subsections. 

Toxics Substances Control Act:  The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) was enacted by 

Congress in 1976 (see 15 U.S.C. §2601 et seq.) and gave the U.S. EPA the authority to protect the 

public from unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment by regulating the manufacture, 

sale, and use of chemicals currently produced or imported into the United States.  The TSCA, 

however, does not address wastes produced as byproducts of manufacturing.  The types of 

chemicals regulated by the act fall into two categories: existing and new.  New chemicals are 

defined as “any chemical substance which is not included in the chemical substance list compiled 

and published under [TSCA] section 8(b).”  This list included all of chemical substances 

manufactured or imported into the United States prior to December 1979.  Existing chemicals 

include any chemical currently listed under section 8 (b).  The distinction between existing and 

new chemicals is necessary as the act regulates each category of chemicals in different ways.  The 

U.S. EPA repeatedly screens both new and existing chemicals and can require reporting or testing 

of those that may pose an environmental or human-health hazard.  The U.S. EPA can ban the 

manufacture and import of those chemicals that pose an unreasonable risk. 

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act:  The Emergency Planning and 

Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) is a federal law adopted by Congress in 1986 that is 

designed to help communities plan for emergencies involving hazardous substances.  EPCRA 

establishes requirements for federal, state and local governments, Indian tribes, and industry 

regarding emergency planning and "Community Right-to-Know" reporting on hazardous and toxic 

chemicals.  The Community Right-to-Know provisions help increase the public's knowledge and 

access to information on chemicals at individual facilities, their uses, and releases into the 

environment.  States and communities, working with facilities, can use the information to improve 

chemical safety and protect public health and the environment.  There are four major provisions 

of EPCRA:  

1. Emergency Planning (§§301 – 303) requires local governments to prepare chemical 

emergency response plans, and to review plans at least annually.  These sections also 

require state governments to oversee and coordinate local planning efforts.  Facilities that 

maintain Extremely Hazardous Substances (EHS) on-site (see 40 Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR) Part 355 for the list of EHS chemicals) in quantities greater than 



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Chapter 3 – Existing Setting 

PAR 1134 3-29 March 2019 

corresponding “Threshold Planning Quantities” must cooperate in the preparation of the 

emergency plan.  

2. Emergency Release Notification (§304) requires facilities to immediately report accidental 

releases of EHS chemicals and hazardous substances in quantities greater than 

corresponding Reportable Quantities (RQs) as defined under the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) to state and local 

officials.  Information about accidental chemical releases must be made available to the 

public. 

3. Hazardous Chemical Storage Reporting (§§311 – 312) requires facilities that manufacture, 

process, or store designated hazardous chemicals to make Safety Data Sheets (SDSs, 

formerly referred to as material safety data sheets or MSDSs) describing the properties and 

health effects of these chemicals available to state and local officials and local fire 

departments.  These sections also require facilities to report to state and local officials and 

local fire departments, inventories of all on-site chemicals for which SDSs exist.  Lastly, 

information about chemical inventories at facilities and SDSs must be available to the 

public.  

4. Toxic Chemical Release Inventory (§313) requires facilities to annually complete and 

submit a Toxic Chemical Release Inventory Form for each Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) 

chemical that are manufactured or otherwise used above the applicable threshold 

quantities.  

Implementation of EPCRA has been delegated to the State of California.  The California 

Emergency Management Agency requires facilities to develop a Hazardous Materials Business 

Plan if they handle hazardous materials in quantities equal to or greater than 55 gallons, 500 

pounds, or 200 cubic feet of gas or extremely hazardous substances above the threshold planning 

quantity.  The Hazardous Materials Business Plan is provided to state and local emergency 

response agencies and includes inventories of hazardous materials, an emergency plan, and 

implements a training program for employees. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act: The Hazardous Material Transportation Act 

(HMTA), adopted in 1975 (see 49 U.S.C. §§5101 – 5127), gave the Secretary of Transportation 

the regulatory and enforcement authority to provide adequate protection against the risks to life 

and property inherent in the transportation of hazardous material in commerce.  The United States 

Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) (see 49 CFR Parts 171-180) oversees the movement of 

hazardous materials at the federal level. The HMTA requires that carriers report accidental releases 

of hazardous materials to U.S. DOT at the earliest practical moment.  Other incidents that must be 

reported include deaths, injuries requiring hospitalization, and property damage exceeding 

$50,000.  The hazardous material regulations also contain emergency response provisions which 

include incident reporting requirements.  Reports of major incidents go to the National Response 

Center, which in turn is linked with CHEMTREC, a public service hotline established by the 

chemical manufacturing industry for emergency responders to obtain information and assistance 

for emergency incidents involving chemicals and hazardous materials.  

Hazardous materials regulations are implemented by the Research and Special Programs 

Administration (RSPA) branch of the U.S. DOT.  The regulations cover the definition and 

classification of hazardous materials, communication of hazards to workers and the public, 
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packaging and labeling requirements, operational rules for shippers, and training.  These 

regulations apply to interstate, intrastate, and foreign commerce by air, rail, ships, and motor 

vehicles, and also cover hazardous waste shipments.  The Federal Aviation Administration Office 

of Hazardous Materials Safety is responsible for overseeing the safe handling of hazardous 

materials aboard aircraft.  The Federal Railroad Administration oversees the transportation of 

hazardous materials by rail.  The U.S. Coast Guard regulates the bulk transport of hazardous 

materials by sea.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is responsible for highway 

routing of hazardous materials and issuing highway safety permits. 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Regulations 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act:  The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

(RCRA) of 1976 authorizes the U.S. EPA to control the generation, transportation, treatment, 

storage, and disposal of hazardous waste.  Under RCRA regulations, hazardous wastes must be 

tracked from the time of generation to the point of disposal.  In 1984, RCRA was amended with 

addition of the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments, which authorized increased enforcement 

by the U.S. EPA, stricter hazardous waste standards, and a comprehensive underground storage 

tank program.  Likewise, the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments focused on waste reduction 

and corrective action for hazardous releases.  The use of certain techniques for the disposal of 

some hazardous wastes was specifically prohibited by the Hazardous and Solid Waste 

Amendments.  Individual states may implement their own hazardous waste programs under 

RCRA, with approval by the U.S. EPA.  California has been delegated authority to operate its own 

hazardous waste management program. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act: The 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), which is 

often commonly referred to as Superfund, is a federal statute that was enacted in 1980 to address 

abandoned sites containing hazardous waste and/or contamination.  CERCLA was amended in 

1986 by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act, and by the Small Business Liability 

Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act of 2002. 

CERCLA contains prohibitions and requirements concerning closed and abandoned hazardous 

waste sites; establishes liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous waste at these 

sites; and establishes a trust fund to provide for cleanup when no responsible party can be 

identified.  The trust fund is funded largely by a tax on the chemical and petroleum industries.  

CERCLA also provides federal jurisdiction to respond directly to releases or impending releases 

of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the environment. 

CERCLA also enabled the revision of the National Contingency Plan (NCP) which provided the 

guidelines and procedures needed to respond to releases and threatened releases of hazardous 

substances, pollutants, or contaminants.  The NCP also established the National Priorities List, 

which identifies hazardous waste sites eligible for long-term remedial action financed under the 

federal Superfund program. 

Prevention of Accidental Releases and Risk Management Programs: Requirements pertaining 

to the prevention of accidental releases are promulgated in section112 (r) of the CAA Amendments 

of 1990 [42 U.S.C. §7401 et. seq.]. The objective of these requirements was to prevent the 

accidental release and to minimize the consequences of any such release of a hazardous substance.  

Under these provisions, facilities that produce, process, handle or store hazardous substance have 

a duty to: 1) identify hazards which may result from releases using hazard assessment techniques; 
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2) design and maintain a safe facility and take steps necessary to prevent releases; and 3) minimize 

the consequence of accidental releases that occur.  

In accordance with the requirements in section 112(r), U.S. EPA adopted implementing guidelines 

in 40 CFR Part 68. Under this part, stationary sources with more than a threshold quantity of a 

regulated substance shall be evaluated to determine the potential for and impacts of accidental 

releases from any processes subject to the federal risk management requirements. Under certain 

conditions, the owner or operator of a stationary source may be required to develop and submit a 

Risk Management Plan (RMP).  RMPs consist of three main elements: a hazard assessment that 

includes off-site consequences analyses and a five-year accident history, a prevention program, 

and an emergency response program.  At the local level, RMPs are implemented by the local fire 

departments.   

Hazardous Material Worker and Public Safety Requirements 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration Regulations: The federal Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration (OSHA) is an agency of the United States Department of Labor that 

was created by Congress under the Occupational Safety and Health Act in 1970.  OSHA is the 

agency responsible for assuring worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals in the 

workplace.  Under the authority of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, OSHA has 

adopted numerous regulations pertaining to worker safety (see 29 CFR Part 1910).  These 

regulations set standards for safe workplaces and work practices, including the reporting of 

accidents and occupational injuries.  Some OSHA regulations contain standards relating to 

hazardous materials handling to protect workers who handle toxic, flammable, reactive, or 

explosive materials, including workplace conditions, employee protection requirements, first aid, 

and fire protection, as well as material handling and storage.  For example, facilities which use, 

store, manufacture, handle, process, or move hazardous materials are required to conduct 

employee safety training, have available and know how to use safety equipment, prepare illness 

prevention programs, provide hazardous substance exposure warnings, prepare emergency 

response plans, and prepare a fire prevention plan.  

Procedures and standards for safe handling, storage, operation, remediation, and emergency 

response activities involving hazardous materials and waste are promulgated in 29 CFR Part 1910, 

Subpart H.  Some key subsections in 29 CFR Part 1910, Subpart H are §1910.106 -Flammable 

Liquids and §1910.120 - Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response.  In particular, 

the Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response regulations contain requirements for 

worker training programs, medical surveillance for workers engaging in the handling of hazardous 

materials or wastes, and waste site emergency and remediation planning, for those who are 

engaged in specific clean-up, corrective action, hazardous material handling, and emergency 

response activities (see 29 CFR Part 1910 Subpart H, §1910.120 (a)(1)(i-v) and §1926.65 (a)(1)(i-

v)). 

Process Safety Management: As part of the numerous regulations pertaining to worker safety 

adopted by OSHA, specific requirements that pertain to Process Safety Management (PSM) of 

Highly Hazardous Chemicals were adopted in 29 CFR Part 1910 Subpart H, §1910.119 and 8 CCR 

§5189 to protect workers at facilities that have toxic, flammable, reactive or explosive materials.  

PSM program elements are aimed at preventing or minimizing the consequences of catastrophic 

releases of chemicals and include process hazard analyses, formal training programs for employees 

and contractors, investigation of equipment mechanical integrity, and an emergency response plan.  

Specifically, the PSM program requires facilities that use, store, manufacture, handle, process, or 
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move hazardous materials to conduct employee safety training; have an inventory of safety 

equipment relevant to potential hazards; have knowledge on use of the safety equipment; prepare 

an illness prevention program; provide hazardous substance exposure warnings; prepare an 

emergency response plan; and prepare a fire prevention plan.  

Emergency Action Plan: An Emergency Action Plan (EAP) is a written document required by 

OSHA standards promulgated in 29 CFR Part 1910, Subpart E, §1910.38 (a) to facilitate and 

organize a safe employer and employee response during workplace emergencies.  An EAP is 

required by all that are required to have fire extinguishers.  At a minimum, an EAP must include 

the following:  1) a means of reporting fires and other emergencies;  2) evacuation procedures and 

emergency escape route assignments;  3) procedures to be followed by employees who remain to 

operate critical plant operations before they evacuate; 4)  procedures to account for all employees 

after an emergency evacuation has been completed; 5) rescue and medical duties for those 

employees who are to perform them; and 6)  names or job titles of persons who can be contacted 

for further information or explanation of duties under the plan. 

National Fire Regulations:  The National Fire Codes (NFC), Title 45, published by the National 

Fire Protection Association (NFPA) contains standards for laboratories using chemicals, which are 

not requirements, but are generally employed by organizations in order to protect workers.  These 

standards provide basic protection of life and property in laboratory work areas through prevention 

and control of fires and explosions, and also serve to protect personnel from exposure to non-fire 

health hazards.  

In addition to the NFC, the NFPA adopted a hazard rating system which is promulgated in NFPA 

704 - Standard System for the Identification of the Hazards of Materials for Emergency Response.   

NFPA 704 is a “standard (that) provides a readily recognized, easily understood system for 

identifying specific hazards and their severity using spatial, visual, and numerical methods to 

describe in simple terms the relative hazards of a material.  It addresses the health, flammability, 

instability, and related hazards that may be presented as short-term, acute exposures that are most 

likely to occur as a result of fire, spill, or similar emergency.”  In addition, the hazard ratings per 

NFPA 704 are used by emergency personnel to quickly and easily identify the risks posed by 

nearby hazardous materials in order to help determine what, if any, specialty equipment should be 

used, procedures followed, or precautions taken during the first moments of an emergency 

response.  The scale is divided into four color-coded categories, with blue indicating level of health 

hazard, red indicating the flammability hazard, yellow indicating the chemical reactivity, and white 

containing special codes for unique hazards such as corrosivity and radioactivity.  Each hazard 

category is rated on a scale from 0 (no hazard; normal substance) to 4 (extreme risk).  Table 3-3 

summarizes what the codes mean for each hazards category. 

In addition to the information in Table 3-3, a number of other physical or chemical properties may 

cause a substance to be a fire hazard.  With respect to determining whether any substance is 

classified as a fire hazard, SDS lists the NFPA 704 flammability hazard ratings (e.g., NFPA 704).  

NFPA 704 is a standard that provides a readily recognized, easily understood system for 

identifying flammability hazards and their severity using spatial, visual, and numerical methods to 

describe in simple terms the relative flammability hazards of a material. 
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Table 3-3 

NFPA 704 Hazards Rating Code 

Hazard Rating 

Code 

Health 

(Blue) 

Flammability 

(Red) 

Reactivity 

(Yellow) 

Special 

(White) 

4 = Extreme 

Very short 

exposure could 

cause death or 

major residual 

injury (extreme 

hazard). 

Will rapidly or 

completely vaporize at 

normal atmospheric 

pressure and temperature, 

or is readily dispersed in 

air and will burn readily. 

Flash point below 73°F. 

Readily capable of 

detonation or explosive 

decomposition at normal 

temperatures and 

pressures. 

W = Reacts 

with water 

in an 

unusual or 

dangerous 

manner. 

3 = High 

Short exposure 

could cause 

serious 

temporary or 

moderate 

residual injury. 

Liquids and solids that 

can be ignited under 

almost all ambient 

temperature conditions. 

Flash point between 73°F 

and 100°F. 

Capable of detonation or 

explosive decomposition 

but requires a strong 

initiating source, must be 

heated under 

confinement before 

initiation, reacts 

explosively with water, 

or will detonate if 

severely shocked. 

OXY = 

Oxidizer 

2 = Moderate 

Intense or 

continued but 

not chronic 

exposure could 

cause temporary 

incapacitation 

or possible 

residual injury. 

Must be moderately 

heated or exposed to 

relatively high ambient 

temperature before 

ignition can occur. Flash 

point between 100°F and 

200°F. 

Undergoes violent 

chemical change at 

elevated temperatures 

and pressures, reacts 

violently with water, or 

may form explosive 

mixtures with water. 

SA = 

Simple 

asphyxiant 

gas 

(includes 

nitrogen, 

helium, 

neon, argon, 

krypton, and 

xenon). 

1 = Slight 

Exposure would 

cause irritation 

with only minor 

residual injury. 

Must be heated before 

ignition can occur. Flash 

point over 200°F. 

Normally stable, but can 

become unstable at 

elevated temperatures 

and pressures. 

Not 

applicable 

0 = Insignificant 

Poses no health 

hazard, no 

precautions 

necessary. 

Will not burn. 

Normally stable, even 

under fire exposure 

conditions, and is not 

reactive with water. 

Not 

applicable 

 

Although substances can have the same NFPA 704 Flammability Ratings Code, other factors can 

make each substance’s fire hazard very different from each other.  For this reason, additional 

chemical characteristics, such as auto-ignition temperature, boiling point, evaporation rate, flash 

point, lower explosive limit (LEL), upper explosive limit (UEL), and vapor pressure, are also 

considered when determining whether a substance is fire hazard.  The following is a brief 

description of each of these chemical characteristics.  
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Auto-ignition Temperature:  The auto-ignition temperature of a substance is the lowest 

temperature at which it will spontaneously ignite in a normal atmosphere without an 

external source of ignition, such as a flame or spark. 

Boiling Point:  The boiling point of a substance is the temperature at which the vapor 

pressure of the liquid equals the environmental pressure surrounding the liquid.  Boiling is 

a process in which molecules anywhere in the liquid escape, resulting in the formation of 

vapor bubbles within the liquid.  

Evaporation Rate:  Evaporation rate is the rate at which a material will vaporize 

(evaporate, change from liquid to a vapor) compared to the rate of vaporization of a specific 

known material.  This quantity is a represented as a unit less ratio.  For example, a substance 

with a high evaporation rate will readily form a vapor which can be inhaled or explode, 

and thus have a higher hazard risk.  Evaporation rates generally have an inverse relationship 

to boiling points (i.e., the higher the boiling point, the lower the rate of evaporation). 

Flash Point:  Flash point is the lowest temperature at which a volatile liquid can vaporize 

to form an ignitable mixture in air.  Measuring a liquid's flash point requires an ignition 

source.  At the flash point, the vapor may cease to burn when the source of ignition is 

removed.  There are different methods that can be used to determine the flashpoint of a 

solvent but the most frequently used method is the Tagliabue Closed Cup standard (ASTM 

D56), also known as the TCC.  The flashpoint is determined by a TCC laboratory device 

which is used to determine the flash point of mobile petroleum liquids with flash point 

temperatures below 175 degrees Fahrenheit (79.4 degrees Centigrade). 

Flash point is a particularly important measure of the fire hazard of a substance.  For 

example, the Consumer Products Safety Commission (CPSC) promulgated Labeling and 

Banning Requirements for Chemicals and Other Hazardous Substances in 15 U.S.C. §1261 

and 16 CFR Part 1500.  Per the CPSC, the flammability of a product is defined in 16 CFR 

Part 1500.3 (c)(6) and is based on flash point.  For example, a liquid needs to be labeled 

as: 1) “Extremely Flammable” if the flash point is below 20 degrees Fahrenheit; 2) 

“Flammable” if the flash point is above 20 degrees Fahrenheit but less than 100 degrees 

Fahrenheit; or 3) “Combustible” if the flash point is above 100 degrees Fahrenheit up to 

and including 150 degrees Fahrenheit. 

Lower Explosive Limit (LEL):  The lower explosive limit of a gas or a vapor is the 

limiting concentration (in air) that is needed for the gas to ignite and explode or the lowest 

concentration (percentage) of a gas or a vapor in air capable of producing a flash of fire in 

presence of an ignition source (e.g., arc, flame, or heat).  If the concentration of a substance 

in air is below the LEL, there is not enough fuel to continue an explosion.  In other words, 

concentrations lower than the LEL are "too lean" to burn.  For example, methane gas has 

a LEL of 4.4 percent (at 138 degrees Centigrade) by volume, meaning 4.4 percent of the 

total volume of the air consists of methane.  At 20 degrees Centigrade, the LEL for methane 

is 5.1 percent by volume. If the atmosphere has less than 5.1 percent methane, an explosion 

cannot occur even if a source of ignition is present.  When the concentration of methane 

reaches 5.1 percent, an explosion can occur if there is an ignition source. 

Upper Explosive Limit (UEL):  The upper explosive limit of a gas or a vapor is the highest 

concentration (percentage) of a gas or a vapor in air capable of producing a flash of fire in 
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presence of an ignition source (e.g., arc, flame, or heat).  Concentrations of a substance in 

air above the UEL are "too rich" to burn.  

Vapor Pressure:  Vapor pressure is an indicator of a chemical’s tendency to evaporate 

into gaseous form. 

Health Hazards Guidance:  In addition to fire impacts, health hazards can also be generated due 

to exposure of chemicals present in both conventional as well as reformulated products.  Using 

available toxicological information to evaluate potential human health impacts associated with 

conventional solvents and potential replacement solvents, the toxicity of the conventional solvents 

can be compared to solvents expected to be used in reformulated products.  As a measure of a 

chemical’s potential health hazards, the following values need to be considered:  the Threshold 

Limit Values established by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygiene, 

OSHA’s Permissible Exposure Limits, the Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health levels 

recommended by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), and health 

hazards developed by the National Safety Council.  The following is a brief description of each of 

these values. 

Threshold Limit Values (TLVs):  The TLV of a chemical substance is a level to which it 

is believed a worker can be exposed day after day for a working lifetime without adverse 

health effects.  The TLV is an estimate based on the known toxicity in humans or animals 

of a given chemical substance, and the reliability and accuracy of the latest sampling and 

analytical methods.  The TLV for chemical substances is defined as a concentration in air, 

typically for inhalation or skin exposure.  Its units are in parts per million (ppm) for gases 

and in milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m³) for particulates.  The TLV is a recommended 

guideline by ACGIH.  

Permissible Exposure Limits (PEL):  The PEL is a legal limit, usually expressed in ppm, 

established by OSHA to protect workers against the health effects of exposure to hazardous 

substances. PELs are regulatory limits on the amount or concentration of a substance in the 

air.  A PEL is usually given as a time-weighted average (TWA), although some are short-

term exposure limits (STEL) or ceiling limits.  A TWA is the average exposure over a 

specified period of time, usually eight hours.  This means that, for limited periods, a worker 

may be exposed to concentrations higher than the PEL, so long as the average concentration 

over eight hours remains lower.  A short-term exposure limit is one that addresses the 

average exposure over a 15 to 30-minute period of maximum exposure during a single 

work shift.  A ceiling limit is one that may not be exceeded for any period of time, and is 

applied to irritants and other materials that have immediate effects.  The OSHA PELs are 

published in 29 CFR 1910.1000, Table Z1.  

Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health (IDLH):  IDLH is an acronym defined by 

NIOSH as exposure to airborne contaminants that is "likely to cause death or immediate or 

delayed permanent adverse health effects or prevent escape from such an environment."  

IDLH values are often used to guide the selection of breathing apparatus that are made 

available to workers or firefighters in specific situations. 
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State Regulations 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Regulations 

California Hazardous Waste Control Law:  The California Hazardous Waste Control Law is 

administered by CalEPA to regulate hazardous wastes within the State of California.  While the 

California Hazardous Waste Control Law is generally more stringent than RCRA, both the state 

and federal laws apply in California.  The California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

(DTSC) is the primary agency in charge of enforcing both the federal and state hazardous materials 

laws in California.  The DTSC regulates hazardous waste, oversees the cleanup of existing 

contamination, and pursues avenues to reduce hazardous waste produced in California.  The DTSC 

regulates hazardous waste in California under the authority of RCRA, the California Hazardous 

Waste Control Law, and the H&S.  Under the direction of the CalEPA, the DTSC maintains the 

Cortese List and Envirostor databases of hazardous materials and waste sites as specified under 

Government Code §65962.5.  The Cortese List consists of the following: 

1. Subsection 65962.5. (a) 

List provided by DTSC that includes:  

a. All hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 

25187.5 of the Health and Safety Code.  

b. All land designated as hazardous waste property or border zone property pursuant 

to Article 11 (commencing with Section 25220) of Chapter 6.5 of Division 20 of 

the Health and Safety Code.  

c. All information received by the Department of Toxic Substances Control pursuant 

to Section 25242 of the Health and Safety Code on hazardous waste disposals on 

public land.  

d. All sites listed pursuant to Section 25356 of the Health and Safety Code. 

e. All sites included in the Abandoned Site Assessment Program. 

2. Subsection 65962.5. (b) 

The State Department of Health lists of all public drinking water wells that contain 

detectable levels of organic contaminants and that are subject to water analysis pursuant 

to Section 116395 of the Health and Safety Code. 

3. Subsection 65962.5. (c) 

The State Water Resources Control Board shall list of all of the following:  

a. All underground storage tanks for which an unauthorized release report is filed 

pursuant to Section 25295 of the Health and Safety Code.  

b. All solid waste disposal facilities from which there is a migration of hazardous 

waste and for which a California regional water quality control board has notified 

the Department of Toxic Substances Control pursuant to subdivision (e) of 

Section 13273 of the Water Code.  

c. All cease and desist orders issued after January 1, 1986, pursuant to Section 

13301 of the Water Code, and all cleanup or abatement orders issued after 

January 1, 1986, pursuant to Section 13304 of the Water Code, that concern the 

discharge of wastes that are hazardous materials. 

4. Subsection 65962.5. (d) 

The appropriate local enforcement agency will list of all solid waste disposal facilities 

from which there is a known migration of hazardous waste.  
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The Hazardous Waste Control Law (22 CCR Chapter 11, Appendix X) also lists 791 chemicals 

and approximately 300 common materials which may be hazardous; establishes criteria for 

identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; prescribes management controls; 

establishes permit requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies 

some wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills. 

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration: The California Occupational 

Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA) is the primary agency responsible for worker safety 

in the handling and use of chemicals in the workplace.  The CalOSHA requires the employer to 

monitor worker exposure to listed hazardous substances and notify workers of exposure (8 CCR 

Sections 337-340).  The regulations specify requirements for employee training, availability of 

safety equipment, accident-prevention programs, and hazardous substance exposure warnings.  

CalOSHA standards are generally more stringent than federal regulations. 

Hazardous Materials Release Notification: Many state statutes require emergency notification 

of a hazardous chemical release, including: 

 H&S §25270.7, §25270.8, and §25507; 

 California Vehicle Code §23112.5; 

 California Public Utilities Code §7673 (General Orders #22-B, 161); 

 California Government Code §51018 and §8670.25.5(a); 

 California Water Code §13271 and §13272; and 

 California Labor Code §6409.1(b)10.  

California Accident Release Prevention (CalARP) Program: The California Accident Release 

Prevention Program (19 CCR Division 2, Chapter 4.5) requires the preparation of RMPs.  CalARP 

requires stationary sources with more than a threshold quantity of a regulated substance to be 

evaluated to determine the potential for and impacts of accidental releases from any processes on-

site (not transport) subject to state risk management requirements.  RMPs are documents prepared 

by the owner or operator of a stationary source containing detailed information including:  (1) 

regulated substances held onsite at the stationary source; (2) offsite consequences of an accidental 

release of a regulated substance; (3) the accident history at the stationary source; (4) the emergency 

response program for the stationary source; (5) coordination with local emergency responders; (6) 

hazard review or process hazard analysis; (7) operating procedures at the stationary source; (8) 

training of the stationary source's personnel; (9) maintenance and mechanical integrity of the 

stationary source's physical plant; and (10) incident investigation.  The CalARP Program is 

implemented at the local government level by Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPAs) also 

known as Administering Agencies (AAs).  Typically, local fire departments are the administering 

agencies of the CalARP Program because they frequently are the first responders in the event of a 

release.  California is proposing modifications to the CalARP Program along with the state’s PSM 

program in response to an accident at the Chevron Richmond Refinery.  The proposed regulations 

were released for public comment on July 15, 2016 and the public comment period closed on 

September 15, 2016.   

Hazardous Materials Disclosure Program: The Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous 

Materials Management Regulatory Program (Unified Program) as promulgated by CalEPA in 

CCR, Title 27, Chapter 6.11 requires the administrative consolidation of six hazardous materials 

and waste programs (program elements) under one agency, a CUPA. The Unified Program 

administered by the State of California consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the 
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administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and enforcement activities for the state's 

environmental and emergency management programs, which include Hazardous Waste Generator 

and On-Site Hazardous Waste Treatment Programs (“Tiered Permitting”); Above ground SPCC 

Program; Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventories (business plans); the 

CalARP Program; the UST Program; and the Uniform Fire Code Plans and Inventory 

Requirements. The Unified Program is implemented at the local government level by CUPAs. 

Hazardous Materials Management Act: The State of California (H&S Division 20, Chapter 

6.95) requires any business that handles more than a specified amount of hazardous or extremely 

hazardous materials, termed a "reportable quantity," to submit a Hazardous Materials Business 

Plan to its CUPA.  Business plans must include an inventory of the types, quantities, and locations 

of hazardous materials at the facility.  Businesses are required to update their business plans at 

least once every three years and the chemical portion of their plans every year.  Also, business 

plans must include emergency response plans and procedures to be used in the event of a 

significant or threatened significant release of a hazardous material.  These plans need to identify 

the procedures to follow for immediate notification to all appropriate agencies and personnel of a 

release, identification of local emergency medical assistance appropriate for potential accident 

scenarios, contact information for all company emergency coordinators, a listing and location of 

emergency equipment at the business, an evacuation plan, and a training program for business 

personnel.  The requirements for hazardous materials business plans are specified in the H&S and 

19 CCR. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation in California: California regulates the transportation of 

hazardous waste originating or passing through the State in Title 13, CCR.  The California 

Highway Patrol (CHP) and Caltrans have primary responsibility for enforcing federal and state 

regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies.  The CHP enforces 

materials and hazardous waste labeling and packing regulations that prevent leakage and spills of 

material in transit and provide detailed information to cleanup crews in the event of an incident.  

Vehicle and equipment inspection, shipment preparation, container identification, and shipping 

documentation are all part of the responsibility of the CHP.  Caltrans has emergency chemical spill 

identification teams at locations throughout the state. 

California Fire Code: While NFC Standard 45 and NFPA 704 are regarded as nationally 

recognized standards, the California Fire Code (24 CCR) also contains state standards for the use 

and storage of hazardous materials and special standards for buildings where hazardous materials 

are found.  Some of these regulations consist of amendments to NFC Standard 45. State Fire Code 

regulations require emergency pre-fire plans to include training programs in first aid, the use of 

fire equipment, and methods of evacuation. 

Local Regulations 

Los Angeles County: The Office of Emergency Management is responsible for organizing and 

directing the preparedness efforts of the Emergency Management Organization of Los Angeles 

County. Los Angeles County’s policies towards hazardous materials management include 

enforcing stringent site investigations for factors related to hazards; limiting the development in 

high hazard areas, such as floodplains, high fire hazard areas, and seismic hazard zones; facilitating 

safe transportation, use, and storage of hazardous materials; supporting lead paint abatement; 

remediating Brownfield sites; encouraging the purchase of homes on the FEMA Repeat Hazard 

list and designating the land as open space; enforcing restrictions on access to important energy 

sites; limiting development downslope from aqueducts; promoting safe alternatives to chemical-
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based products in households; and prohibiting development in floodways. The county has defined 

effective emergency response management capabilities to include supporting county emergency 

providers with reaching their response time goals; promoting the participation and coordination of 

emergency response management between cities and other counties at all levels of government; 

coordinating with other county and public agency emergency planning and response activities; and 

encouraging the development of an early warning system for tsunamis, floods and wildfires. 

Orange County: Orange County’s Hazardous Materials Program Office is responsible for 

facilitating the coordination of various parts of the County’s hazardous materials program; 

assisting in coordinating county hazardous materials activities with outside agencies and 

organizations; providing comprehensive, coordinated analysis of hazardous materials issues; and 

directing the preparation, implementation, and modification of the county’s Hazardous Waste 

Management Plan (HWMP).  Orange County is responsible for its own emergency plans 

concerning a nuclear power plant accident, and the Incident Response Plan is updated regularly. 

The regulatory agency responsible for enforcement, as well as inspection of pipelines transporting 

hazardous materials, is the California State Fire Marshal’s Office, Hazardous Liquid Pipeline 

Division.  The Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) has been designated by the Board 

of Supervisors as the agency to enforce the underground storage tank (UST) program.  The 

OCHCA UST Program regulates approximately 7,000 of the 9,500 underground tanks in Orange 

County.  The program includes conducting regular inspections of underground tanks; oversight of 

new tank installations; issuance of permits; regulation of repair and closure of tanks; ensuring the 

mitigation of leaking USTs; pursuing enforcement action; and educating and assisting the 

industries and general public as to the laws and regulations governing USTs.  Under mandate from 

the California HSC, the Orange County Fire Authority is the designated agency to inventory the 

distribution of hazardous materials in commercial or industrial occupancies, develop and 

implement emergency plans, and require businesses that handle hazardous materials to develop 

emergency plans to deal with these materials. 

San Bernardino County: San Bernardino County’s HWMP serves as the primary planning 

document for the management of hazardous waste in San Bernardino County. The HWMP 

identifies the types and amounts of wastes generated; establishes programs for managing these 

wastes; identifies an application review process for the siting of specified hazardous waste 

facilities; identifies mechanisms for reducing the amount of waste generated; and identifies goals, 

policies, and actions for achieving effective hazardous waste management. One of the county’s 

stated goals is to minimize the generation of hazardous waste and reduce the risk posed by storage, 

handling, transportation, and disposal of hazardous wastes. In addition, the county will protect its 

residents and visitors from injury and loss of life and protect property from fires by deploying 

firefighters and requiring new land developments to prepare site-specific fire protection plans. 

Riverside County: Through its membership in the Southern California Hazardous Waste 

Management Authority (SCHWMA), the County of Riverside has agreed to work on a regional 

level to solve problems involving hazardous waste. SCHWMA was formed through a joint powers 

agreement between Santa Barbara, Ventura, San Bernardino, Orange, San Diego, Imperial, and 

Riverside Counties and the Cities of Los Angeles and San Diego. Working within the concept of 

“fair share,” each SCHWMA county has agreed to take responsibility for the treatment and 

disposal of hazardous waste in an amount that is at least equal to the amount generated within that 

county. This responsibility can be met by siting hazardous waste management facilities (transfer, 

treatment, and/or repository) capable of processing an amount of waste equal to or larger than the 

amount generated within the county, or by creating intergovernmental agreements between 
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counties to provide compensation to a county for taking another county's waste, or through a 

combination of both facility siting and intergovernmental agreements. When and where a facility 

is to be sited is primarily a function of the private market. However, once an application to site a 

facility has been received, the county will review the requested facility and its location against a 

set of established siting criteria to ensure that the location is appropriate and may deny the 

application based on the findings of this review. The County of Riverside does not presently have 

any of these facilities within its jurisdiction and, therefore, must rely on intergovernmental 

agreements to fulfill its fair share responsibility to SCHWMA. 

Emergency Response to Hazardous Materials and Waste Incidents  

California Emergency Management Agency: The California Emergency Management Agency 

(Cal EMA) exists to enhance safety and preparedness in California through strong leadership, 

collaboration, and meaningful partnerships.  The goal of Cal EMA is to protect lives and property 

by effectively preparing for, preventing, responding to, and recovering from all threats, crimes, 

hazards, and emergencies.  Cal EMA under the Fire and Rescue Division coordinates statewide 

implementation of hazardous materials accident prevention and emergency response programs for 

all types of hazardous materials incidents and threats.  In response to any hazardous materials 

emergency, Cal EMA is called upon to provide state and local emergency managers with 

emergency coordination and technical assistance.  

Pursuant to the Emergency Services Act, California has developed an Emergency Response Plan 

to coordinate emergency services provided by federal, state, and local government agencies and 

private persons.  Response to hazardous materials incidents is one part of this Emergency Response 

Plan.  The Emergency Response Plan is administered by Cal EMA which coordinates the responses 

of other agencies.  Six mutual aid and Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) regions have 

been identified for California that are divided into three areas of the state designated as the Coastal 

(Region II, which includes 16 counties with 151 incorporated cities and a population of about eight 

million people.), Inland (Region III, Region IV and Region V, which includes 31 counties with 

123 incorporated cities and a population of about seven million people), and Southern (Region I 

and Region VI, which includes 11 counties with 226 incorporated cities and a population of about 

22 million people).  The SCAQMD jurisdiction covers portions of Region I and Region VI. 

In addition, pursuant to the Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 

1985, local agencies are required to develop "area plans" for response to releases of hazardous 

materials and wastes.  These emergency response plans depend to a large extent on the business 

plans submitted by persons who handle hazardous materials.  An area plan must include pre-

emergency planning of procedures for emergency response, notification, coordination of affected 

government agencies and responsible parties, training, and follow-up. 

Hazardous Materials Incidents  

Hazardous materials move through the region by a variety of modes:  Truck, rail, air, ship, and 

pipeline.  The movement of hazardous materials implies a degree of risk, depending on the 

materials being moved, the mode of transport, and numerous other factors (e.g., weather and road 

conditions).  According to the Office of Hazardous Materials Safety (OHMS) in the U.S. DOT, 

hazardous materials shipments can be regarded as equivalent to deliveries, but any given shipment 

may involve one or more movements or trip segments, which may occur by different routes (e.g., 
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rail transport with final delivery by truck).  According to the Commodity Flow Survey data9 there 

were approximately 2.6 billion tons of hazardous materials shipments in the United States in 2012 

(the last year for which data are available).  Table 3-4 indicates that trucks move more than 50 

percent and pipeline accounts for approximately 24 percent of all hazardous materials shipped 

from a location in the United States.  By contrast, rail accounts for only 4.3 percent of shipments10. 

Table 3-4 

Hazardous Material Shipments in the United States in 2012 

Mode 

Total 

Commercial 

Freight 

(thousand tons) 

Hazardous 

Materials 

Shipped 

(thousand tons) 

Percent of Total 

Hazardous Materials 

Shipped by Mode of 

Transportation 

Percent of Total 

Commercial 

Freight Shipped 

that is Hazardous 

Truck 8,060,166 1,531,405 59.4% 19.0% 

Rail 1,628,537 110,988 4.3% 6.8% 

Water 575,996 283,561 11.0% 49.2% 

Pipeline 635,975 626,652 24.3% 98.5% 

Other 398,735 27,547 1.1% 6.9% 

Total 11,299,409 2,580,153 100.0% 22.8% 

Source:  U.S. DOT11,12  

The movement of hazardous materials through the U.S. transportation system represents about 

22.8 percent of total tonnage for all freight shipments as measured by the Commodity Flow Survey.  

Comparatively, the total commercial freight moved in 2012 in California by all transportation 

modes was 718,345 thousand tons13. 

California Hazardous Materials Incident Reporting System: The California Hazardous 

Materials Incident Reporting System (CHMIRS) is a post incident reporting system to collect data 

on incidents involving the accidental release of hazardous materials in California.  Information on 

accidental releases of hazardous materials are reported to and maintained by Cal EMA.  While 

information on accidental releases are reported to Cal EMA, Cal EMA no longer conducts 

statistical evaluations of the releases, e.g., total number of releases per year for the entire State, or 

data by county.  The U.S. DOT Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) 

provides access to retrieve data from the Incident Reports Database, which also includes non-

pipeline incidents, e.g., truck and rail events.  Incident data and summary statistics, e.g., release 

                                                 
9 USDOT, 2015. United States: 2012; 2012 Economic Census and 2012 Commodity Flow Survey. Issued March 2015. Available 

at http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/ec12tcf-us.pdf  
10 USDOT, 2015. United States: 2012; 2012 Economic Census and 2012 Commodity Flow Survey. Issued March 2015. Available 

at http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/ec12tcf-us.pdf  
11 USDOT, 2016.  Table 1a. Hazardous Material Shipment Characteristics by Mode of Transportation for the United States: 

2012. Accessed July 25. 2016. 

http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/publications/commodity_flow_survey/2012/hazardous_materials/table1a   
12 USDOT, 2016a.  Table 1a. Shipment Characteristics by Mode of Transportation for the United States: 2012. Accessed July 25, 

2016.  http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/ files/publications/commodity_flow_survey/2012/united_states/table1  
13 USDOT, 2016b.  Table 3: Weight of Outbound Commodity Flows by State of Origin: 2012. Accessed July 25, 2016.  

http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/publications/commodity_flow_survey/2012/state_summaries/tables/table

3  

http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/ec12tcf-us.pdf
http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/ec12tcf-us.pdf
http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/publications/commodity_flow_survey/2012/hazardous_materials/table1a
http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/publications/commodity_flow_survey/2012/state_summaries/tables/table3
http://www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/publications/commodity_flow_survey/2012/state_summaries/tables/table3
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date, geographical location (state and county) and type of material released, are available online 

from the Hazmat Incident Database. 

Table 3-5 provides a summary of the reported hazardous material incidents for Los Angeles, 

Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties for 2012 through 2014 from the Hazmat Incident 

Database14.  Data presented is for the entire county and not limited to the portion of the county 

located within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. 

Table 3-5 

Reported Hazardous Materials Incidents for 2012 - 2014 

County 2012 2013 2014 

Los Angeles 286 337 287 

Orange 270 63 88 

Riverside 55 43 50 

San Bernardino 261 348 351 

Total 872 791 776 

 

In 2012, there were a total of 872 incidents reported for Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and San 

Bernardino counties.  In 2013, there were a total of 791 incidents reported for Los Angeles, Orange, 

Riverside and San Bernardino counties, and in 2014 a total of 776 incidents for these four counties.  

Over the three-year period, San Bernardino and Los Angeles counties accounted for the largest 

number of incidents, followed by Orange and Riverside counties.  As noted in Table 3-5, the 

number of incidents has reduced over the years. 

Hazards Associated with Air Pollution Control 

The SCAQMD has evaluated the hazards associated with previous AQMPs, proposed SCAQMD 

rules, and non-SCAQMD projects where the SCAQMD is the Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA.  

Add-on pollution control technologies, such as SCR, have been previously analyzed for hazards.  

The use of add-on pollution control equipment may concentrate or utilize hazardous materials.  A 

malfunction or accident when using add-on pollution control equipment could potentially expose 

people to hazardous materials, explosions, or fires.  The SCAQMD has determined that the 

transport, use, and storage of ammonia, both aqueous and anhydrous, (used in SCR systems) may 

have significant hazard impacts in the event of an accidental release.  Further analyses have 

indicated that the use of aqueous ammonia (instead of anhydrous ammonia) can usually reduce the 

hazards associated with ammonia use in SCR systems to less than significant. 

Ammonia 

Ammonia is the primary hazardous chemical identified with the use SCR technology.  Ammonia, 

though not a carcinogen, can have chronic and acute health impacts.  Therefore, a potential increase 

in the use of ammonia may increase the current existing risk setting associated with deliveries 

(e.g., truck and road accidents) and onsite or offsite spills for each facility that currently uses or 

                                                 
14 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), 2015. Incident Reports Database Search. Accessed, 

November 17, 2015 at https://hazmatonline.phmsa.dot.gov /IncidentReportsSearch/Welcome.aspx  
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will begin to use ammonia.  Exposure to a toxic gas cloud is the potential hazard associated with 

this type of control equipment.  A toxic gas cloud is the release of a volatile chemical such as 

anhydrous ammonia that could form a cloud that migrates off-site, thus exposing individuals.   

Anhydrous ammonia is heavier than air such that when released into the atmosphere, it would form 

a cloud at ground level rather than be dispersed.  “Worst-case” conditions tend to arise when very 

low wind speeds coincide with the accidental release, which can allow the chemicals to accumulate 

rather than disperse.  Though there are facilities that may be affected by the 2016 AQMP control 

measures that are currently permitted to use anhydrous ammonia, for any new construction, current 

SCAQMD policy no longer allows the use of anhydrous ammonia.  Instead, to minimize the 

hazards associated with ammonia used in the SCR or SNCR process, aqueous ammonia, no more 

than 19 percent by volume, is typically required as a permit condition associated with the 

installation of SCR or SNCR equipment for the following reasons: 1) 19 percent aqueous ammonia 

does not travel as a dense gas like anhydrous ammonia; and 2) 19 percent aqueous ammonia is not 

on any acutely hazardous materials lists unlike anhydrous ammonia or aqueous ammonia at higher 

percentages.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The CEQA Guidelines require environmental documents to identify significant environmental 

effects that may result from a proposed project. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a).)  Direct 

and indirect significant effects of a project on the environment should be identified and described, 

with consideration given to both short- and long-term impacts.  The discussion of environmental 

impacts may include, but is not limited to: the resources involved; physical changes; alterations of 

ecological systems; health and safety problems caused by physical changes; and other aspects of 

the resource base, including water, scenic quality, and public services.  If significant adverse 

environmental impacts are identified, the CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of measures that 

could either avoid or substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts to the greatest extent 

feasible. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4.) 

The categories of environmental impacts to be studied in a CEQA document are established by 

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines, as codified in 

Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.  Under the CEQA Guidelines, there 

are approximately 17 environmental categories in which potential adverse impacts from a project 

are evaluated.   

The CEQA Guidelines also indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA document 

depends on the type of project being proposed. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146.)  The detail of 

the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot be as great as for others.  As 

explained in Chapter 1, the analysis of PAR 1134 indicated that the type of CEQA document 

appropriate for the proposed project is a SEA. 

POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

This document is a SEA to the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP.  The March 

2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP determined that the overall implementation of CMB-

05 has the potential to generate adverse environmental impacts to seven topic areas – air quality, 

energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, solid and hazardous 

waste, and transportation.  More specifically, the March 2017 Final Program EIR evaluated the 

impacts from installation and operation of additional control equipment and SCR or selective non-

catalytic reduction (SNCR) equipment potentially resulting in construction emissions, increased 

electricity demand, hazards from additional ammonia transport and use, increase in water use and 

wastewater discharge, changes in noise volume, generation of solid waste from construction and 

disposal of old equipment and catalysts replacements, as well as changes in traffic patterns and 

volume.   

For the entire 2016 AQMP, the analysis concluded that significant and unavoidable adverse 

environmental impacts from the project are expected to occur after implementing mitigation 

measures for the following environmental topic areas:  1) aesthetics from increased glare and from 

the construction and operation of catenary lines and use of bonnet technology for ships; 2) 

construction air quality and GHGs; 3) energy (due to increased electricity demand); 4) hazards and 

hazardous materials due to:  (a) increased flammability of solvents; (b) storage, accidental release 

and transportation of ammonia; (c) storage and transportation of liquefied natural gas (LNG); and 

(d) proximity to schools; 5) hydrology (water demand); 6) construction noise and vibration; 7) 

solid construction waste and operational waste from vehicle and equipment scrapping; and, 8) 
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transportation and traffic during construction and during operation on roadways with catenary lines 

and at the harbors.  Since significant adverse environmental impacts were identified, mitigation 

measures were identified and applied.  However, the March 2017 Final Program EIR concluded 

that the 2016 AQMP would have significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts even 

after mitigation measures were identified and applied.  As such, mitigation measures were made a 

condition of project approval and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan was adopted.  

Findings were made and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was prepared and adopted for 

this project. 

PAR 1134 proposes to update emission limits to reflect current BARCT and to provide 

implementation timeframes for reducing NOx and ammonia emissions for RECLAIM and non-

RECLAIM stationary gas turbines that are not subject to Rule 1135 or located at landfills, 

petroleum refineries, or publicly owned treatment works.  PAR 1134 will also help transition 

RECLAIM facilities to a command-and-control regulatory structure.  Stationary gas turbines 

located at RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM facilities subject to Rule 1134 will be required to meet 

the applicable NOx concentration limit by January 1, 2024.  For PAR 1134, compliance is expected 

to be achieved through the installation of SCR technology and repowering, replacement, or 

retrofitting existing stationary gas turbines.  The proposed NOx emission reductions are expected 

to improve overall air quality in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and further the progress towards 

attaining and maintaining state and NAAQS for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5.  However, the 

implementation of the proposed project could create both direct and indirect air quality and hazards 

and hazardous materials impacts from those sources that install SCR technology or repower, or 

replace existing stationary gas turbines.  As demonstrated in the following analysis, the 

construction associated with installing new air pollution control equipment, or repowering, or 

replacing existing stationary gas turbines in order to reduce NOx emissions, is not expected to 

exceed the SCAQMD’s air quality significance thresholds for construction or operation.  Further, 

after construction is completed, the operation of any new SCR systems and repowered or replaced 

gas turbines would reduce NOx emissions overall, thus, reducing any potential adverse impact to 

air quality. 

However, for the topic of hazards and hazardous materials, the analysis demonstrates that for any 

installation of a SCR system, a corresponding installation of one new ammonia storage tank will 

be necessary.  The potential proximity of any new ammonia storage tank to any nearby sensitive 

receptor could potentially have a significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impact. For 

this reason, the analysis concludes that the implementation of PAR 1134 would be expected to 

have significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts from the storage and use of 

ammonia to operate any new SCR systems that are installed.   

No other environmental topic areas are expected to have new adverse impacts that were not 

previously analyzed in the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP.  Thus, only the 

topics of air quality and hazards and hazardous materials have been analyzed in this SEA. 

The environmental impact analysis for this environmental topic area incorporates a “worst-case” 

approach.  This approach entails the premise that whenever the analysis requires that assumptions 

be made, those assumptions that result in the greatest adverse impacts are typically chosen.  This 

method ensures that all potential effects of the proposed project are documented for the decision-

makers and the public.  Accordingly, the following analyses use a conservative “worst-case” 

approach for analyzing the potentially significant adverse air quality and hazards and hazardous 

materials impacts associated with the implementation of the PAR 1134. 
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AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

Significance Criteria 

The environmental analysis assumes that installation of NOx air pollution control equipment (e.g., 

dry low NOx for OCS facilities and SCR systems) for the affected sources will reduce NOx 

emissions overall, but construction activities associated with both the installation of new air 

pollution control devices and the repowering or replacement of existing gas turbines and 

modification of existing control devices will create secondary air quality impacts (e.g., emissions), 

which can adversely affect local and regional air quality.  An affected facility may generate 

emissions both during the construction period and through ongoing daily operations.  During 

installation of SCR systems or the repowering or replacement of existing gas turbines or 

modification of existing NOx control devices, emissions may be generated by onsite construction 

equipment and by offsite vehicles used for worker commuting.  After construction activities are 

completed, additional emissions may be generated from the increased electricity use of the SCRs 

(as GHGs) and offsite vehicles (as criteria pollutants and GHGs) used for delivering fresh materials 

(e.g., chemicals, fresh catalyst, etc.) needed for operations and hauling away solid waste for 

disposal or recycling (e.g., spent catalyst).  To determine whether air quality impacts from adopting 

and implementing PAR 1134 are significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the 

following criteria.  If impacts exceed any of the significance thresholds in Table 4-1, they will be 

considered significant.  All feasible mitigation measures will be identified and implemented to 

reduce significant impacts to the maximum extent feasible.  PAR 1134 will be considered to have 

significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the thresholds in Table 4-1 are equaled or 

exceeded.  In general, the SCAQMD makes significance determinations for construction and 

operational impacts based on the maximum or peak daily emissions during the construction or 

operation period, which provides a “worst-case” analysis of the construction and operational 

emissions.  The type of emission reduction projects that may be or expected to be undertaken to 

comply with PAR 1134 are primarily the installation of SCR technology and the repowering or 

replacement of existing stationary gas turbines for facilities located in the OCS with new stationary 

gas turbines with built-in dry low NOx technology; thus, this will be analyzed in this SEA.   

To comply with the proposed emission limits of PAR 1134, a facility has the following options: 

1) install an SCR system and associated ammonia storage tank; 2) replace their existing stationary 

gas turbine with a stationary gas turbine that has built-in pre-combustion controls such as dry low 

NOx technology; 3) replace their existing SCR system; or 4) modify their existing SCR system. 

However, since modifying the existing SCR system is expected to have less air quality impacts 

from construction than a replacement of an entire SCR system, the analysis in this SEA applies 

the most conservative assumptions to represent a “worst-case” scenario therefore it is assumed that 

facilities that currently do not meet BARCT with existing SCR systems will replace their existing 

SCR system rather than modifying the existing SCR system to comply with PAR 1134.  

Additionally, due to the number of affected stationary gas turbines and compliance date of January 

1, 2024, the “worst-case” construction analysis is based on a combination of these construction 

activities overlapping as detailed in Table 4-7.  In addition, because compressor gas turbines have 

an effective compliance date of two years after a permit to construct is issued by the Executive 

Officer or three years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application is submitted 

before July 1, 2021, the potential for overlapping construction activities is less likely to occur 

because of the extended compliance time provided in PAR 1134.    
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Table 4-1 

SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds  

Mass Daily Thresholds a 

Pollutant Construction b Operation c 

NOx 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

VOC 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

PM10 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

PM2.5 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

SOx 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

CO 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 

Lead 3 lbs/day 3 lbs/day 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs), Odor, and GHG Thresholds 
TACs 

(including carcinogens and non-carcinogens) 

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million 

Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas ≥ 1 in 1 million) 

Chronic & Acute Hazard Index ≥ 1.0 (project increment) 

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402 

GHG 10,000 MT/yr CO2eq for industrial facilities 

Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants d 
NO2 

 

1-hour average 

annual arithmetic mean 

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or 

contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards: 

0.18 ppm (state) 

0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal) 

PM10 
24-hour average 

annual average 

 

10.4 g/m3 (construction)
e
 & 2.5 g/m3  (operation) 

1.0 g/m3 

PM2.5 

24-hour average 

 

10.4 g/m3 (construction)
e
 & 2.5 g/m3  (operation) 

SO2 

1-hour average 

24-hour average 

 

0.25 ppm (state) & 0.075 ppm (federal – 99th percentile) 

0.04 ppm (state) 

Sulfate 

24-hour average 

 

25 g/m3 (state) 

CO 
 

1-hour average 

8-hour average 

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or 

contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards: 

20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal) 

9.0 ppm (state/federal) 

Lead 
30-day Average 

Rolling 3-month average 

 

1.5 g/m3 (state) 

0.15 g/m3 (federal) 
a Source:  SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993) 
b Construction thresholds apply to both the South Coast Air Basin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basins).  
c For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholds for operation are the same as the construction thresholds. 
d Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated. 
e Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403. 

KEY: lbs/day = pounds per day ppm = parts per million g/m3 = microgram per cubic meter ≥  = greater than or equal to 
 MT/yr  CO2eq = metric tons per year of CO2 equivalents > = greater than 

Revision:  March 2015  
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Project-Specific Air Quality Impacts During Construction 

Construction-related emissions can be distinguished as either onsite or offsite.  Onsite emissions 

generated during construction principally consist of exhaust emissions (NOx, SOx, CO, VOC, 

PM2.5 and PM10) from heavy-duty construction equipment operation, fugitive dust (primarily as 

PM10) from disturbed soil, and VOC emissions from asphaltic paving and painting.  Offsite 

emissions during the construction phase normally consist of exhaust emissions and entrained 

paved road dust (primarily as PM10) from worker commute trips, material delivery trips, and haul 

truck material trips to and from the construction site.  In general, limited construction emissions 

from site preparation activities, which may include earthmoving/grading, are anticipated because 

the each affected facility, typically, has already been graded and paved.  Further, operators at each 

affected facility who install air pollution control equipment such as SCR technology to reduce 

NOx emissions will also need to utilize chemicals such as ammonia and catalyst as part of the 

process.  As such, a new ammonia storage tank will need to be installed along with a containment 

berm large enough to hold 110 percent of the tank capacity in the event of an accidental release, 

pursuant to U.S. EPA’s spill prevention control and countermeasure regulations. 

To estimate the “worst-case” construction- and operational-related emissions associated with 

repowering or replacing an existing stationary gas turbine or installing new SCR systems in order 

to comply with the NOx emission limits in PAR 1134, assumptions were made to estimate 

combustion emissions from construction activities occurring onsite, off-site on-road emissions 

from worker trips, deliveries and haul trips, and on-site fugitive dust emissions, and operational 

emissions from deliveries and haul trips.   

Among the 34 39 facilities subject to PAR 1134 there are approximately 12 RECLAIM facilities 

and four non-RECLAIM facilities for a total of 16 facilities that are expected to require 

modifications to comply with PAR 1134.  The Final Staff Report indicates that 73 stationary gas 

turbines at 39 facilities would subject to PAR 1134.  However, for the CEQA analysis, 30 

stationary gas turbines at 16 facilities were analyzed as these represent stationary gas turbines that 

will require physical changes such as modification or the replacement of an existing stationary gas 

turbine and/or an increase in ammonia usage for a SCR system.  The remaining facilities contain 

stationary gas turbines that either currently meet the proposed emission limits (six), are eligible 

for exemptions from the emission limits in PAR 1134 (24), qualify for low-use provisions (11), 

have been shut down, or have modified, retrofitted, or repowered their stationary gas turbines prior 

to the adoption of PAR 1134.  Therefore, only 30 stationary gas turbines are included in the CEQA 

analysis.  The remaining facilities contain stationary gas turbines that either currently meet the 

proposed emission limits or are eligible for exemptions from the emission limits in PAR 1134.  

Amongst the 16 facilities that will require modifications to comply with PAR 1134, approximately 

30 stationary gas turbines would need to be replaced, repowered, or retrofitted with air pollution 

control equipment in order to comply with the NOx limits in PAR 1134.  Of the 30 stationary gas 

turbines seven are equipped with older, less efficient SCR systems that are not capable of meeting 

the more stringent NOx emission limits in PAR 1134 and the remaining stationary gas turbines are 

not equipped with any air pollution control equipment for reducing NOx emissions.  The seven 

facilities operating stationary gas turbines that are already equipped with existing SCR systems 

will need to increase the amount of ammonia injected and in turn increase their ammonia usage in 

order to meet the proposed emission limits in PAR 1134.  Some of these SCR systems may not be 

capable of meeting the proposed NOx limits even with the increased ammonia injection.  

Therefore, it is assumed that all existing SCR systems at the affected facilities will need to be 

replaced but that the existing ammonia storage tank will be used.  For any facility that operates a 
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stationary gas turbine that is not equipped with any air pollution control equipment for reducing 

NOx emissions, a new SCR system with a new ammonia tank will need to be installed or the 

existing stationary gas turbine will need to be replaced with a new stationary gas turbine with built-

in dry low NOx technology.  A summary of the affected units analyzed in this SEA are shown in 

Table 4-2. 

Table 4-2 

Proposed Construction Activities 

Construction Activities 
Number of 

Affected Units 

Install SCR system and associated ammonia tank 17 

Replace existing SCR system 71 

Replace existing stationary gas turbine with 

stationary gas turbine with built-in dry low NOx 

technology 

6 

1 Seven stationary gas turbines are equipped with SCR systems.  However, these SCR systems may 

need to be replaced with new SCR systems to meet the proposed NOx emission limits in PAR 1134. 

For this reason, the environmental analysis in this SEA assumes that overlapping construction 

activities from the installation of SCR systems and associated ammonia storage tank or 

replacement stationary gas turbines with dry low-NOx technology will be installed, which is 

expected to result in the “worst-case” emissions.   

SCR System Installation 

Currently, there are 17 stationary gas turbines that are not equipped with SCR technology.  If 

facility owners/operators of these 17 turbines decide to install 17 SCR systems, 17 ammonia 

storage tanks (e.g., one storage tank for each SCR system) would also need to be installed because 

SCR systems utilize ammonia in the NOx reduction process.  However, for any operator installing 

more than one SCR system at one facility, this analysis assumes that only one large aqueous 

ammonia storage tank would be installed in lieu of multiple, smaller ammonia storage tanks, 

because it is likely and expected the facilities would want to simplify their ammonia delivery 

schedule.  For example, several RECLAIM facilities have two stationary gas turbines that are each 

expected to utilize new SCR technology; therefore, it is possible that the facility operator of these 

facilities would elect to install one larger aqueous ammonia storage tank, in lieu of two smaller 

tanks, to service the two new SCR systems.  Also by assuming that one larger storage tank would 

be installed in lieu of multiple smaller storage tanks, the hazards and hazardous materials impacts 

from a catastrophic failure of the larger ammonia tank would represent the “worst-case” off-site 

consequence in the event of a spill.  The size of each storage tank that may be needed to supply 

ammonia to each SCR system has been estimated to range between 250 and 10,000 gallons in 

capacity.  As previously discussed, there are also seven existing SCR systems that may not be 

capable of meeting the proposed NOx emissions limits.  As such, it is assumed that these SCR 

systems will be replaced but the facility will continue to use the existing ammonia tanks.  Existing 

ammonia tanks are up to 12,000 gallons in capacity; however, the increase in ammonia usage will 

only affect the number of truck trips to deliver the ammonia and not the amount of ammonia stored 

on site. 

Some facilities may have sufficient space to install one new SCR system and one new ammonia 

storage tank for their existing stationary gas turbine(s) and would likely expect minor 

modifications to the existing facility.  However, because installation of a SCR system and 
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associated ammonia storage tank may need to occupy the space of existing equipment, demolition 

activities are assumed to occur prior to installation of the new equipment in order to remove any 

existing equipment or structures (as applicable), remove old piping and electrical connections, and 

break up the old foundation.  For these reasons, slab pouring or paving activities are also 

anticipated and were analyzed. 

The type of construction-related activities attributable to installing a new SCR system and 

associated ammonia storage tank would consist predominantly of deliveries of steel, piping, 

wiring, chemicals, catalysts, and other materials, and would also involve maneuvering the 

materials within the site via a variety of off-road equipment such as a crane, forklift et cetera or 

on-road equipment such as haul trucks, delivery trucks, and passenger vehicles for construction 

workers.  If a new foundation is not needed, to establish footings or structure supports, some 

concrete cutting and digging may be necessary in order to re-pour new footings prior to building 

above the existing foundation.  Because the gas turbines are currently operating at existing 

facilities, the analysis assumes that no more than 2,500 square feet of area would need to be 

disturbed at a single facility at a given time.  Construction was assumed to consist of four phases:  

1) demolition; 2) site preparation; 3) paving; and, 4) installing the NOx control equipment along 

with supporting devices and structures.  Based on previous CEQA analyses15 conducted for the 

installation of one SCR system and one ammonia storage tank, the typical equipment that may be 

needed to complete each construction phase at a single affected facility is presented in Table 4-3.  

  

                                                 
15  SCAQMD, Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rules 1146 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen 

from Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters; 1146.1 – Emissions of Oxides 

of Nitrogen from Small Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters; 1146.2 - 

Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Large Water Heaters and Small Boilers and Process Heaters; and Proposed Rule 1100 – 

Implementation Schedule for NOx Facilities, November 2018. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf
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Table 4-3 

Construction Equipment That May Be Needed to Install One SCR System and One 

Ammonia Tank at One Facility  

Construction Phase Off-Road Equipment Type Quantity Daily Usage Hours 

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8 

Demolition Cranes 1 2 

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 3 

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4 

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7 

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4 

Site Preparation Trenchers 1 4 

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 1 4 

Building Construction Cranes 1 2 

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6 

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8 

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4 

Building Construction Welders 1 4 

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6 

Paving Pavers 1 5 

Paving Plate Compactors 1 4 

Paving Rollers 1 4 

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4 

 

Construction emissions associated with installing one SCR system and one associated ammonia 

tank at one facility were estimated using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod), 

version 2016.3.2.  To estimate what the impacts would be for installing one SCR system and one 

associated ammonia storage tank, the following general assumptions were made: 

 To provide a “worst-case” analysis, each SCR system and associated ammonia storage tank 

installation will require its own construction crew and equipment.  For any facility with 

multiple gas turbines, the installation of SCR systems and associated ammonia storage 

tanks are assumed to occur in sequential order with the same construction crew and 

equipment in order to avoid all gas turbines being offline at the same time.  

 The four phases are assumed to occur sequentially during a traditional work week (e.g., 

five days) and each phase is assumed the following number of days: demolition – 15 days; 

site preparation – five days; installation of NOx control equipment – 180 days; and paving 

– five days.   

 During construction of each SCR system and ammonia storage tank the following number 

of round-trip trips would occur from off-road equipment each day: demolition - 25 trips; 

site preparation – 10 trips; installation of SCR system and ammonia tank – 68 trips; and 

paving – 10 trips.  In addition, 10 on-road hauling trips are estimated to be needed during 

demolition, seven on-road vendor trips are estimated to be needed during the installation 

of the SCR system and ammonia storage tank, and one vendor trip per day will be needed 

during paving.   
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 Taking into account the lead time needed to complete design and engineering, procure 

contracts, order equipment and obtain SCAQMD permits, construction is expected to begin 

in year 2020 at the earliest.  Further, depending on the facility, construction could span 

from six months to over one year or more if multiple SCR systems and multiple ammonia 

storage tanks (or one larger ammonia storage tank) will be installed at one facility.  The 

maximum number of SCR systems expected to be installed at one facility is four.  

Table 4-4 presents the peak daily emissions from construction activities to install one SCR system 

and one ammonia storage tank at one facility. There are 17 gas turbines located at nine facilities 

where each gas turbine is assumed to need one SCR system and one ammonia storage tank 

installed.  For the facilities that have more than one gas turbine and thus require more than one 

SCR system to be installed, it is possible only one ammonia storage tank with a large enough 

capacity to supply enough ammonia to all of the SCR systems would be needed.  Further, for these 

six facilities, the installations of the SCR systems are assumed to occur sequentially (e.g., one SCR 

system and one ammonia storage tank at a time) in order to avoid all gas turbines being offline 

simultaneously and to maintain operations at each facility.  There are an additional seven stationary 

gas turbines that may need to replace their existing SCR systems; thus this analysis includes 16 

facilities and 24 affected stationary gas turbines.  PAR 1134 provides approximately four years 

(compliance date of January 1, 2024) for facilities to take the necessary actions in order to achieve 

compliance, e.g., to construct each SCR system and ammonia storage tank at the nine affected 

facilities or to replace the existing SCR system at the other six affected facilities.  With a four-year 

compliance timeframe, construction at these 16 facilities would likely be staggered because of the 

lead time needed to complete design and engineering, procure contracts, order equipment, and 

obtain SCAQMD permits prior to beginning construction.  Construction activities may be further 

staggered due to the potential for the owner or operator of facilities with compressor gas turbines 

to submit a request to the Executive officer for a compliance date extension.  In addition, because 

compressor gas turbines have an effective compliance date of two years after a permit to construct 

is issued by the Executive Officer or three years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit 

application is submitted before July 1, 2021, the potential for overlapping construction activities 

is less likely to occur because of the extended compliance time provided in PAR 1134.  Thus, the 

analysis assumes that not all nine facilities would begin construction on the exact same day and 

maintain the exact same schedule.  However, it is possible that some facilities may have 

overlapping construction phases (e.g., Facility 1 would have demolition occurring, while Facility 

2 may be conducting site preparation, etc.).  Table 4-4 presents the peak daily emissions for the 

construction of one SCR system and ammonia storage tank at one facility, and the quantity of peak 

daily construction emissions are less than the SCAQMD’s air quality significance thresholds for 

construction.  Table 4-7 presents this overlap in peak daily emissions for construction of two SCR 

systems and two ammonia storage tanks.  Appendix B contains the CalEEMod output files for the 

annual, summer, and winter construction emissions for the construction of one SCR system at one 

facility. 
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Table 4-4 

Peak Daily Emissions from Construction Activities of One SCR System and One Ammonia 

Storage Tank at One Facility 

Peak Daily Construction 

Emissions 

VOC 

(lb/day) 

NOx 

(lb/day) 

COx 

(lb/day) 

SOx 

(lb/day 

PM10 

(lb/day) 

PM2.5 

(lb/day) 

Installation of 1 SCR and 1 

ammonia storage tank 

1.3 12.9 9.9 0.0 6.1 3.6 

Significance Threshold for 

Construction 
75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Significance?   NO NO NO NO NO NO 

 

Complete Replacement of Existing Stationary Gas Turbine 

In lieu of installing a new SCR system, a facility operator may consider completely replacing their 

existing stationary gas turbine with a new, more efficient stationary gas turbine equipped with dry 

low NOx technology that is capable of meeting the applicable NOx emission limit without the 

need for an SCR system.  The decision to completely replace a gas turbine will be based on a 

number of factors such as age, reliability, high maintenance and operating costs, fuel efficiency 

issues, and/or the lack of replacement parts.  However, it is impossible to predict when this would 

occur for the affected units, because it is a facility-based decision (e.g., cost, long-term planning, 

etc.) that is dependent on the status of the unit (e.g., unit operation schedule, unit age, and 

maintenance of the unit, etc.).   

In the event that a facility operator decides to completely replace an existing gas turbine, the 

following assumptions were made:   

 Before dismantling can occur, the existing gas turbine would need to be shut down and 

allowed to cool.  The dismantling and demolition process is estimated to take 20 days and 

then it would require approximately five days of site preparation, 180 days of building 

construction, and five days of paving, for a total of 190 days.  

 50 workers would be needed to dismantle the existing stationary gas turbine and install the 

new stationary gas turbine.   

 Equipment needed to replace a stationary gas turbine is presented in Table 4-5. 

 The footprint of the existing gas turbine is assumed to be approximately 3,000 square feet 

and the facility operator is assumed to replace the unit with equipment of the same or 

similar size and footprint.   

 To provide a “worst-case” analysis, each gas turbine replacement will require its own 

construction crew and equipment.  For any facility with multiple gas turbines undergoing 

replacement, the replacements are assumed to occur in sequential order with the same 

construction crew and equipment in order to avoid all gas turbines being offline at the same 

time.  

 Once the new gas turbine becomes operational, the NOx emissions are expected to be fewer 

in the new gas turbine relative to the existing gas turbine.  Similarly, the fuel efficiency of 
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the new gas turbine will be improved and is estimated to use eight to 10 percent less fuel 

than the existing gas turbine. 

 No additional employees are expected to be needed to operate and maintain the new gas 

turbine.  The required operation and maintenance activities are expected to be similar for 

the new gas turbine.   

Table 4-5 

Construction Equipment That May Be Needed to Replace One Stationary Gas Turbine at 

One Facility 

Construction Phase Off-Road Equipment Type Quantity Daily Usage Hours 

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8 

Demolition Cranes 1 3 

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 4 

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4 

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7 

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4 

Site Preparation Trenchers 1 4 

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 1 4 

Building Construction Cranes 1 3 

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6 

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8 

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4 

Building Construction Welders 1 4 

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6 

Paving Pavers 1 5 

Paving Plate Compactors 1 4 

Paving Rollers 1 4 

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4 

 

Construction emissions associated with removing one stationary gas turbine and replacing it with 

a new stationary gas turbine of comparable size and footprint were estimated using CalEEMod 

version 2016.3.2.  Appendix B contains the detailed construction estimates for replacing one 

stationary gas turbine.  Table 4-6 summarizes the peak daily construction emissions from replacing 

a stationary gas turbine with a new stationary gas turbine.   
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Table 4-6  

Peak Daily Construction Emissions from Replacing One Stationary Gas Turbine 

Construction Emissions 
VOC 

(lb/day) 

NOx 

(lb/day) 

CO 

(lb/day) 

SOx 

(lb/day 

PM10 

(lb/day) 

PM2.5 

(lb/day) 

Replacement of 1 Stationary 

Gas Turbine 
1.4 12.9 10.1 0.0 6.1 3.6 

Significance Threshold for 

Construction 
75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Significance?   NO NO NO NO NO NO 

  

As shown in Table 4-6, the construction emissions from the replacement of one stationary gas 

turbine on a peak day are less than SCAQMD’s air quality significance thresholds for construction.   

The existing six stationary turbines located in the OCS will likely replace some of their existing 

stationary gas turbines with new stationary gas turbines with dry low NOx technology or other 

NOx reduction control technology to comply with PAR 1134.  However, as explained earlier, to 

minimize disruption at the facility, each replacement is assumed to occur in sequential order with 

the same construction crew and equipment in order to avoid all gas turbines being offline at the 

same time. 

There may be other facilities that will elect to replace their existing gas turbine(s), but SCAQMD 

staff is unable to predict if there are additional facilities that would choose replacement since there 

are a variety of factors to be considered.  One factor is the useful life of the equipment since an 

average stationary gas turbine is estimated to have a useful life of 25 to 30 years.  Some facility 

operators may decide to replace an old gas turbine with a new gas turbine to improve operational 

efficiency or if the existing gas turbine cannot be retrofitted with a new SCR system.  Overall, the 

decision to replace an existing gas turbine will depend upon cost, the feasibility to install a new 

SCR system and achieve the NOx emission limits in PAR 1134, as well equipment age and size, 

and the facility’s operational needs.  

Given the duration of construction that would be needed to replace an existing gas turbine and 

install an SCR system and ammonia storage tank and the length of time provided to comply with 

the requirements of PAR 1134 (on or before January 1, 2024, approximately four years to achieve 

compliance), the construction phases for multiple facilities could potentially overlap on a peak 

day.  A peak day is expected to consist of two SCR systems and associated ammonia storage tank 

installations and one stationary gas turbine replacement.  Overlapping peak daily construction 

emissions are shown in Table 4-7.  In addition, because compressor gas turbines have an effective 

compliance date of two years after a permit to construct is issued by the Executive Officer or three 

years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application is submitted before July 1, 2021, 

the potential for overlapping construction activities is less likely to occur because of the extended 

compliance time provided in PAR 1134.   
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Table 4-7  

Overlapping Peak Daily Construction Emissions 

Construction Emissions 
VOC 

(lb/day) 

NOx 

(lb/day) 

CO 

(lb/day) 

SOx 

(lb/day 

PM10 

(lb/day) 

PM2.5 

(lb/day) 

Installation of Two SCR 

Systems and Two Ammonia 

Storage Tanks 

2.6 25.8 17.3 0.03 12.2 7.1 

Replacement of 1 Stationary 

Gas Turbine 
1.3 12.9 8.9 0.02 6.1 3.6 

Total Overlapping 

Construction Emissions 
4.0 38.7 26.2 0.05 18.3 10.7 

Significance Threshold for 

Construction 
75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Significance?   NO NO NO NO NO NO 

 

As shown in Table 4-7, the air quality impacts due to construction from the implementation of 

PAR 1134 are expected to be less than significant.   

Project-Specific Air Quality Impacts During Operation 

The proposed project is expected to result in direct air quality benefits from the reduction of 2.8 

tons per day of NOx emissions by January 1, 2024.  Implementation is expected to be achieved 

through any of the following modifications: 1) install one new SCR system for one existing 

stationary gas turbine that does not have post-combustion air pollution control equipment; 2) 

replace one existing stationary gas turbine with one new stationary gas turbine equipped with dry 

low-NOx technology; or 3) replace one existing SCR system and increase the amount of ammonia 

injection.  Once construction is complete, secondary criteria pollutant emissions may be generated 

as part of operation activities necessary with operating and maintaining the SCR systems and gas 

turbines.  In particular, the following activities may be sources of secondary criteria pollutant 

emissions during operation: 1) new vehicle trips via heavy-duty for periodic ammonia/urea 

deliveries for each SCR system installed; 2) new vehicle trips via heavy-duty trucks for periodic 

deliveries of fresh catalyst and hauling away spent catalyst the new SCR systems are installed; and 

3) increased vehicle trips vial heavy-duty periodic ammonia/urea deliveries for facilities increasing 

ammonia usage on existing SCR systems with replaced catalyst modules.   

The following assumptions were made about the operation of new SCR systems: 

 One new ammonia storage tank is assumed to require two one-way truck deliveries of 19 

percent aqueous ammonia. Ammonia delivery trucks can deliver approximately 6,400 

gallons at any one time.   

 Each facility with only one new SCR system installed will need only one new ammonia 

delivery trip per month, but the quantity delivered will vary according to the capacity of 

the ammonia storage tank.  For facilities that will have more than one SCR system installed, 

the analysis assumes that one new large ammonia storage tank will require two one-way 

truck deliveries of 19 percent aqueous ammonia.  Since the ammonia tanks will be 

pressurized, no ammonia emissions are expected from filling the storage tanks.  
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 As a conservative estimate, it is assumed the peak daily trips associated with ammonia/urea 

deliveries will be one truck per facility for all gas turbines that are equipped with new SCR 

systems. The delivery distance of one ammonia truck is assumed to be 100 miles round-

trip.   

 All initial catalyst deliveries are assumed to occur during the construction phase.  However, 

catalyst modules are expected to be replaced every two to three years.  When spent catalyst 

removal and replacement becomes necessary, two one-way trucks will be needed to remove 

the catalyst and two one-way trucks will be needed to deliver the fresh catalyst modules.  

 Peak daily trips assume truck trip distances to deliver catalyst would be similar to ammonia 

and are assumed to be 100 miles round-trip.  It is assumed the catalyst delivery vehicles 

would be similar to the ammonia delivery trucks (heavy-duty).   

 No additional employees are anticipated to be needed to operate the new SCR systems 

because the existing work force per affected facility is expected to be sufficient.  As such, 

no additional emissions from new workers are anticipated from the operation of the new 

SCR systems.   

 Nine facilities are expected to install new SCR systems with new ammonia deliveries with 

eight of the aforementioned facilities located within one quarter mile of sensitive receptors 

(e.g., schools, residences, etc.).   

 Six facilities with existing SCR systems are expected to increase their ammonia usage with 

two of the aforementioned facilities located within one quarter mile of sensitive receptors 

(e.g., schools, residences, etc.).   

 The projected increase in aqueous ammonia usage will not change the number of aqueous 

ammonia deliveries occurring on a peak day (e.g., one truck) per facility.  

A total of 16 facilities will need new ammonia deliveries.  Of the 16 facilities with SCR systems, 

seven had existing SCR systems and therefore, would not result in new catalyst delivery trips.   

Secondary operational emissions from these facilities were estimated using EMFAC2017 emission 

factors and are presented in Table 4-8.  Appendix B contains the detailed emissions calculations 

from the operational activities from the operating the new SCR systems and increase in delivery 

trucks as a result of increasing ammonia usage for facilities with existing SCR systems as well as 

new catalyst deliveries. 

Table 4-8 

Peak Daily Operational Emissions at One Facility 

Operational Activity 
VOC 

(lb/day) 

NOx 

(lb/day) 

CO 

(lb/day) 

SOx 

(lb/day) 

PM10 

(lb/day) 

PM2.5 

(lb/day) 

Increased Ammonia 

Delivery Trucks for 1 

Facility 

0.08 0.52 0.34 0.0 0.03 0.02 

New Catalyst Delivery 

and Spent Catalyst 

Haul Trip at 1 Facility 

0.15 1.04 0.68 0.0 0.07 0.04 

TOTAL 0.23 1.56 1.01 0.01 0.1 0.06 

Significance Threshold 

for Operation 
55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
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As indicated in Table 4-8, operational emissions from one facility as a result in an increase in 

delivery trucks is below the SCAQMD’s air quality significance thresholds for operation.  Due to the 

number of affected facilities with increased ammonia deliveries (17), operational emissions may 

overlap on a peak day.  However, in the most conservative assumption, if four facilities were to 

overlap their scheduled ammonia delivery and one facility with new SCR catalyst delivery, air 

quality impacts from operations are expected to be less than significant as shown in Table 4-9.   

 

Table 4-9 

Peak Daily Operational Emissions  

Operational Activity 
VOC 

(lb/day) 

NOx 

(lb/day) 

CO 

(lb/day) 

SOx 

(lb/day) 

PM10 

(lb/day) 

PM2.5 

(lb/day) 

Increased Ammonia 

Delivery Trucks for 4 

Facilities 

0.31 2.08 1.35 0.01 0.14 0.08 

New Catalyst Delivery 

and Spent Catalyst 

Haul Trip at 1 Facility 

0.15 1.04 0.68 0.00 0.07 0.04 

TOTAL 0.46 3.11 2.03 0.01 0.21 0.12 

Significance Threshold 

for Operation 
55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO 

 

Construction and Operation Overlap Impact  

Given the number of affected facilities and the varying modifications expected to occur at each 

affected facility in order to comply with PAR 1134, construction activities at some facilities could 

potentially overlap with operational activities occurring at other facilities that have completed 

construction.  The overlap could occur during the period from the date of adoption of PAR 1134 

until January 1, 2024, at which all affected stationary gas turbines, except for compressor gas 

turbines, are required to meet the NOx emission limits set forth in PAR 1134.  Compressor gas 

turbines have an effective compliance date of two years after a permit to construct is issued by the 

Executive Officer or three years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application is 

submitted before July 1, 2021.  The peak daily emissions during this overlap period are assumed 

to occur when two new SCR systems and associated ammonia storage tanks are being installed 

(see Table 4-4) and one existing stationary gas turbine is being replaced (see Table 4-6 for one 

stationary gas turbine installation).  Peak operational emissions are assumed to occur when four 

facilities receive ammonia deliveries and one facility receives new SCR catalyst and hauls off 

spent catalyst (see Table 4-9).  According to SCAQMD policy, in the event that there is an overlap 

of construction and operation phases, the peak daily emissions from the construction and operation 

overlap period should be summed and compared to the SCAQMD’s air quality significance 

thresholds for operation because the latter are more stringent, and thus, more conservative. As 

such, total emissions from overlapping construction and operational activities have been compared 

to the air quality significance thresholds for operation in Table 4-10.   
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Table 4-10 

Peak Daily Overlapping Construction and Operational Emissions  

Operational Activity 
VOC 

(lb/day) 

NOx 

(lb/day) 

CO 

(lb/day) 

SOx 

(lb/day) 

PM10 

(lb/day) 

PM2.5 

(lb/day) 

Installation of 2 new 

SCR Systems and 2 

new ammonia storage 

tanks (construction) 

3.9 38.7 29.6 0.1 18.2 10.7 

Replacement of 1 

Stationary Gas Turbine 

(construction) 

1.4 12.9 10.1 0.0 6.1 3.6 

Increased Truck Trips 

for ammonia delivery 

for 4 facilities 

(operation) 

0.31 2.08 1.35 0.01 0.14 0.08 

Increased Truck Trips 

for New Catalyst 

Delivery and Hauling 

Spent Catalyst at 1 

Facility 

0.15 1.04 0.68 0.00 0.07 0.04 

TOTAL 4.42 41.81 28.19 0.06 18.44 10.82 

Significance Threshold 

for Operation 
55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
 

As indicated in Table 4-10, the peak daily emissions during the construction and operational 

overlap period do not exceed any of the SCAQMD’s air quality significance thresholds for 

operation.  Therefore, the air quality impacts during the construction and operation overlap period 

are considered to be less than significant.  In conclusion, the proposed project is also not expected 

to result in significant adverse air quality impacts during the construction and operation overlap 

period. 

SCR systems reduce NOx emissions by using ammonia, which is considered a TAC.  Unreacted 

ammonia emissions generated from these units are referred to as ammonia slip.  Ammonia slip is 

limited to five ppm through permit conditions for new SCR installations.  Based on the November 

2015 Final Program Environmental Analysis for Proposed Amended Regulation XX - 

RECLAIM16 the concentration at a receptor located 25 meters from a stack would be much less 

than one percent of the concentration at the release from the exit of the stack.  Thus, the peak 

concentration of ammonia at a receptor located 25 meters from a stack is calculated by assuming 

a dispersion of one percent.  While ammonia does not have an OEHHA approved cancer potency 

value, it does have non-carcinogenic chronic (200 microgram (µg) per cubic meter) and acute 

(3,200 µg per cubic meter) reference exposure levels (RELs).  Table 4-11 summarizes the 

calculated non-carcinogenic chronic and acute hazard indices for ammonia and compares these 

values to the respective significance thresholds for a system with either an ammonia slip limit of 

5 ppmv or 10 ppmv, as applicable; both were shown to be less than significant.  

                                                 
16 SCAQMD, Final Program Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Regulation XX -RECLAIM, November 2015.   

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf
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Table 4-11 

Health Risk from the Facilities Using Ammonia 

Ammonia Slip 

Concentration at 

the Exit of the 

Stack 

(ppm) 

Peak 

Concentration 

at a Receptor 

25 m from the 

Stack 

(µg/m3) 

Acute 

REL 

(µg/m3) 

Chronic 

REL 

(µg/m3) 

Acute 

Hazard 

Index 

Chronic 

Hazard 

Index 

51 35 3,200 200 0.01 0.17 

10 70 3,200 200 0.02 0.35 

  
Significance 

Threshold 
1.0 1.0 

  Exceed Significance? NO NO 
1  Some facilities have stationary gas turbines that may qualify for exemptions provided they meet applicable specified criteria in 

PAR 1134.  Of those stationary gas turbines that may be exempt, some would have an ammonia limit not to exceed 10 ppmv at 

15 percent oxygen on a dry basis. Also, compressor gas turbines, of which there are only four currently located at one facility, 

have an ammonia slip limit not to exceed 10 ppmv at 15 percent oxygen on a dry basis. 

 

Even if multiple SCR systems are installed at one facility, the locations of all the stacks would 

generally not be situated in the same place within the affected facility’s property.  For a facility 

with space limitations and multiple SCR installations, the exhaust would likely be routed to one 

stack which would still be limited to either five ppmv or 10 ppmv ammonia slip.  As such, even 

with multiple SCR system installations, the acute and chronic hazard indices would not be 

expected to exceed the significance threshold.   

PM Impacts from Ammonia Usage 

In a SCR system, the ammonia is injected into the flue gas stream and reacts with NOx to form 

elemental nitrogen (N2) and water in the cleaned exhaust gas.  A small amount of unreacted 

ammonia (ammonia slip) may pass through.  The SCAQMD through permit conditions limits 

ammonia slip to five ppm.  In the November 2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM17, 

SCAQMD staff conducted a series of regional simulations to determine the impacts of reducing 

NOx while increasing the potential for creating ammonia slip due to increased use of ammonia 

needed for the operation of SCR systems.  In the analysis, 14 tons per day of NOx emission 

reductions at RECLAIM facilities were estimated while ammonia slip emissions from the same 

facilities would increase by 1.63 tons per day.  The simulations were run for the 2021 draft baseline 

emissions inventory to estimate what the impacts would be at full implementation of the 14 tons 

per day decrease in NOx emissions.  The effect of decreasing 14 tons per day of NOx would result 

in a decrease of annual PM2.5 of approximately 0.7 µg per cubic meter.  However, since the usage 

of ammonia is necessary to achieve the NOx emission reductions (via SCR technology), the 

ammonia usage would cause a concurrent increase in annual PM2.5 of approximately 0.6 µg per 

cubic meter.  Thus, increasing the amount of ammonia slip would result in a net average 0.1 µg 

per cubic meter decrease in annual PM2.5.  Further, the simulations showed that there would be 

no change in ozone levels compared to what would occur if there was no increase in ammonia slip.  

The overall decrease in annual PM2.5 would occur provided that all 14 tons per day of NOx 

emissions would be reduced, which in turn would reduce PM2.5 emissions overall, even if some 

PM2.5 emissions are generated from ammonia slip.  In summary, the impacts to regional PM2.5 

                                                 
17 SCAQMD, Final Program Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Regulation XX -RECLAIM, November 2015.   

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf


Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Chapter 4 – Environmental Impacts  

PAR 1134 4-18 March 2019 

and ozone due to increased ammonia slip in these simulations was concluded to not create a 

significant adverse impact.  Because this proposed project would have substantially less ammonia 

slip emissions than what was analyzed in the regional simulations, the impacts to regional PM2.5 

and ozone due to increased ammonia slip from PAR 1134 would not create a significant adverse 

air quality impact.   

Odor Impacts 

During construction, there will be odors associated with the operation of diesel-fueled off-road 

construction equipment used to install the new SCR systems, replace catalyst modules in existing 

SCR systems and to replace existing stationary gas turbines.  In addition, diesel-fueled on-road 

vehicles may be utilized during both construction and operation activities at the facilities and these 

vehicles will be required to use diesel fuel with a low sulfur content (e.g., 15 ppm by weight or 

less in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 431.2 - Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels).  Further, as 

explained earlier, the use of diesel-fueled trucks as part of construction and operation activities 

will not be allowed to idle longer than five minutes onsite, so lingering odors would not be 

expected from these vehicles.  Finally, because of the relatively small number of pieces of diesel-

fueled on- and off-road equipment being utilized at any one site and because construction will only 

be short-term, odor impacts are not expected to be significant. 

Once the new SCR systems are installed and operational and the existing SCR systems have their 

catalyst modules replaced, the amount of ammonia used by these systems will increase.  However, 

PAR 1134 contains an ammonia slip limit of five ppm for all stationary gas turbines except for 

compressor gas turbines (ammonia slip limit of 10 ppm) to prevent the over-injection of excess 

ammonia.  Because the exhaust gases from the gas turbines are hot, any ammonia slip emissions 

from operating a SCR would be quite buoyant and would rapidly rise to higher altitudes without 

any possibility of lingering at ground level.  The odor threshold of ammonia can range from one 

to five ppm, but because of the buoyancy of ammonia emissions combined with an average 

prevailing wind velocity of six miles per hour in the Basin, it is unlikely that ammonia slip 

emissions would exceed the ammonia odor threshold during operation.   

The replacement stationary gas turbines are expected to be the same size as the existing stationary 

gas turbines and therefore to cause any additional odors. Furthermore, since the replacement 

stationary gas turbines are newer and more gas efficient, there is potentially less odors due to a 

decrease in fuel usage.  [please add a sentence or two here explaining why the odor profile of 

replaced gas turbines may improve or at the very least remain unchanged since the newer more 

efficient gas turbines use less fuel when compared to their older counterparts.] 

Greenhouse Gas Impacts 

Significant changes in global climate patterns have recently been associated with global warming, 

an average increase in the temperature of the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface, attributed to 

accumulation of GHG emissions in the atmosphere.  GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere, which in 

turn heats the surface of the Earth.  Some GHGs occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere 

through natural processes, while others are created and emitted solely through human activities.  

The emission of GHGs through the combustion of fossil fuels (i.e., fuels containing carbon) in 

conjunction with other human activities, appears to be closely associated with global warming.  

State law defines GHG to include the following:  carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous 

oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 
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(Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g)).  The most common GHG that results from human 

activity is CO2, followed by CH4 and N2O. 

Traditionally, GHGs and other global warming pollutants are perceived as solely global in their 

impacts and that increasing emissions anywhere in the world contributes to climate change 

anywhere in the world.  A study conducted on the health impacts of CO2 “domes” that form over 

urban areas cause increases in local temperatures and local criteria pollutants, which have adverse 

health effects18. 

The analysis of GHGs is a different analysis than the analysis of criteria pollutants for the following 

reasons.  For criteria pollutants, the significance thresholds are based on daily emissions because 

attainment or non-attainment is primarily based on daily exceedances of applicable ambient air 

quality standards.  Further, several ambient air quality standards are based on relatively short-term 

exposure effects on human health (e.g., one-hour and eight-hour standards).  Since the half-life of 

CO2 is approximately 100 years, for example, the effects of GHGs occur over a longer term which 

means they affect the global climate over a relatively long-time frame. As a result, the SCAQMD’s 

current position is to evaluate the effects of GHGs over a longer timeframe than a single day (i.e., 

annual emissions).  GHG emissions are typically considered to be cumulative impacts because 

they contribute to global climate effects.  GHG emission impacts from implementing the proposed 

project were calculated at the project-specific level during construction and operation.  For 

example, installation of NOx control equipment has the potential to increase the use of electricity, 

fuel, and water and the generation of wastewater which will in turn increase CO2 emissions. 

The SCAQMD convened a “Greenhouse Gas CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group” to 

consider a variety of benchmarks and potential significance thresholds to evaluate GHG impacts.  

On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD adopted an interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for 

projects where SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD, 2008).  This interim threshold is set at 

10,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions (MTCO2eq) per year.  The SCAQMD prepared 

a “Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA GHG Significance Thresholds” that outlined the 

approved tiered approach to determine GHG significance of projects (SCAQMD, 2008, pg. 3-10).  

The first two tiers involve:  1) exempting the project because of potential reductions of GHG 

emissions allowed under CEQA; and, 2) demonstrating that the project’s GHG emissions are 

consistent with a local general plan.  Tier 3 proposes a limit of 10,000 MTCO2eq per year as the 

incremental increase representing a significance threshold for projects where SCAQMD is the lead 

agency (SCAQMD, 2008, pg. 3-11).  Tier 4 (performance standards) is yet to be developed.  Tier 

5 allows offsets that would reduce the GHG impacts to below the Tier 3 brightline threshold.  

Projects with incremental increases below this threshold will not be cumulatively considerable. 

As indicated in Chapter 3, combustion processes generate GHG emissions in addition to criteria 

pollutants.  The following analysis mainly focuses on directly emitted CO2 because this is the 

primary GHG pollutant emitted during the combustion process and is the GHG pollutant for which 

emission factors are most readily available.  CO2 emissions were estimated from CalEEMod for 

the SCR systems and stationary gas turbines equipped with dry low NOx technology. 

Installation of NOx control equipment as part of implementing the proposed project is expected to 

generate construction-related CO2 emissions.  In addition, based on the type and size of equipment 

                                                 
18 Jacobsen, Mark Z. “Enhancement of Local Air Pollution by Urban CO2 Domes,”  Environmental Science and Technology, as 

describe in Stanford University press release on March 16, 2010 available at:  http://news.stanford.edu/news/2010/march/urban-

carbon-domes-031610.html 

http://news.stanford.edu/news/2010/march/urban-carbon-domes-031610.html
http://news.stanford.edu/news/2010/march/urban-carbon-domes-031610.html
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affected by the proposed project, CO2 emissions from the operation of the NOx control equipment 

are likely to increase from current levels due to using electricity, fuel and water and generating 

more wastewater.  The proposed project will also result in an increase of GHG operational 

emissions produced from additional truck hauling and deliveries necessary to accommodate the 

additional solid waste generation and increased use of chemicals and supplies. 

For the purposes of addressing the potential GHG impacts of the proposed project, the overall 

impacts of CO2e emissions from the project were estimated and evaluated from the earliest 

possible initial implementation of the proposed project with construction beginning in 2020.  Once 

the proposed project is fully implemented, the potential NOx emission reductions would continue 

through the end of the useful life of the equipment.  The analysis estimated CO2e emissions from 

all sources subject to the proposed project (construction and operation) from the time construction 

is expected to commence (January 1, 2020) the end of the project (January 1, 2024).  The beginning 

of the proposed project was assumed to be no sooner than 2020, since installing NOx control 

equipment takes considerable advance planning and engineering.  The proposed project is expected 

to achieve 2.8 tons per day of the NOx emission reduction, such that any installed or modified 

NOx controls could be constructed and operational by December 31, 2023.  However, compressor 

gas turbines have an effective compliance date of two years after a permit to construct is issued by 

the Executive Officer or three years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application 

is submitted before July 1, 2021.  Thus, once construction is complete and the equipment is 

operational, CO2e emissions will remain constant. 

Approximately 17 new SCR systems and associated ammonia storage tanks, seven SCR system 

replacements, and six stationary gas turbine replacements are expected to be constructed as a result 

of the implementation of PAR 1134.  Also, 16 facilities will need new or additional ammonia 

deliveries.  Only one of the facilities is expected to need two additional deliveries per month while 

the remaining facilities will need one delivery per month for a total of 204 ammonia deliveries per 

year.  Additionally, SCR catalysts will need to be replaced.  For GHG emission estimates, it is 

conservatively assumed that 16 additional catalyst deliveries will occur per year for the 16 new 

SCR systems and 16 truck trips to remove spent catalyst.  The total increased truck trips per year 

is therefore 236 truck trips.  GHG Emissions from construction activities were estimated using 

CalEEMod v.2016.3.2 and GHG emissions from operational activities were estimated based on 

EMFAC2017 factors for heavy duty trucks.  Appendix B contains CalEEMod files for construction 

emissions and Appendix C contains detailed calculations for operational emissions. As 

summarized in Table 4-12, implementation of PAR 1134 may result in the generation of 145 

amortized metric tons of CO2e emissions during construction and 21 metric tons of CO2e 

emissions from mobile sources during operation from all the affected facilities.   

Table 4-12 

GHG Emissions from the Proposed Project  

Activity 
CO2  

(MT/yeara) 

Constructionb – 17 SCR systems and associated ammonia storage tanks, 7 

SCR System replacements, 6 Stationary Gas Turbines installed in one year 
145 

Operation – On-road vehicles 21 

Total GHG 166 

Significance Threshold 10,000 

Exceed Significance? NO 

a. 1 metric ton = 2,205 pounds  

b. GHGs from short-term construction activities are amortized over 30 years 
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As summarized in Table 4-12, GHG emissions from the installation of new SCR systems, and the 

replacement of SCR catalyst modules and existing stationary gas turbines were quantified by 

applying the same assumptions used to quantify the criteria pollutant emissions.  The only 

exception is that the construction GHG emissions were amortized over a 30-year project life in 

accordance with the guidance provided in the Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for 

Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans19 that was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board in 

December 2008. 

Thus, as shown in Table 4-12, total GHG emissions are 166 metric tons per year, which is below 

the SCAQMD’s GHG significance threshold for industrial sources.  For this reason, implementing 

the proposed project is not expected to generate significant adverse cumulative GHG air quality 

impacts. Further, PAR 1134 is not expected to generate GHG emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable 

plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG gases.  

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS – CONCLUSION:  Based on the preceding analysis, the 

overall conclusion is that air quality and GHG impacts for the proposed project are less than 

significant during construction, during construction overlapping with operation, and during 

operation.   

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  The analysis indicates that air quality 

impacts during the construction and operational phase are less than significant.  Additionally, there 

will be an overall reduction in NOx emissions during the operational phase of the proposed project.  

Thus, because there are no significant adverse air quality impacts as a result of the proposed 

project, no air quality mitigation measures are required. 

REMAINING IMPACTS:  The air quality analysis concluded that potential construction and 

operational air quality impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation measures were 

required, thus air quality impacts remain less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  The preceding analysis concluded that air quality impacts from 

construction and operational activities would be less than significant as a result of implementing 

the proposed project.  Thus, the air quality impacts due to construction and operation are not 

considered to be cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064 (h)(1) 

and therefore, there are no significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts.  Further, it should 

be noted that the air quality analysis is a conservative, “worst case” analysis so the actual 

construction and operational impacts are not expected to be as great as estimated in this SEA.  

Additionally, the construction activities are temporary when compared to the permanent project 

long-term emission reductions of NOx as a result of the proposed project.  Even though the 

proposed project will cause a temporary less than significant increase in air emissions during the 

construction and operation phase, the temporary net increase in construction emissions combined 

with the total permanent emission reductions projected overall during operation would not 

interfere with the expected overall NOx reductions as part of the proposed project.  For example, 

an increase in NOx emissions during the construction and operation overlap period is expected to 

result in approximately 42 pounds of NOx per day as indicated in Table 4-10, however the 

proposed project is expected to result in NOx emission reductions of 2.8 tons per day (5,600 

pounds per day) after implementation of BARCT limits.  Further, as facilities complete 

                                                 
19 Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf?sfvrsn=2  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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modifications to their existing stationary gas turbines to comply with PAR 1134, the incremental 

NOx emissions reductions that are expected to occur would offset the NOx emissions generated 

during construction.  An example of facility NOx emission reductions after implementation of 

PAR 1134 can be found in Appendix F.  

Also, implementing control measure CMB-05 contained in the 2016 AQMP, in addition to the air 

quality benefits of existing and proposed SCAQMD rules, is anticipated to bring the SCAQMD 

into attainment with all national and most state ambient air quality standards by the year 2023. 

Therefore, cumulative operational air quality impacts from the proposed project and previous 

amendments considered together, are not expected to be significant because implementation of the 

proposed project is expected to result in net emission reductions and overall air quality 

improvement.  Therefore, there will be no significant cumulative adverse operational air quality 

impacts from implementing the proposed project. 

Though the proposed project involves combustion processes which could generate GHG emissions 

such as CO2, CH4, and N2O, the proposed project does not affect equipment or operations that 

have the potential to emit other GHGs such as SF6, HFCs or PFCs.  Relative to GHGs, 

implementing the proposed project is not expected to increase GHG emissions that exceed the 

SCAQMD’s GHG significance threshold.  In addition, implementing the proposed project is 

expected to generate less than significant adverse cumulative GHG air quality impacts.  The GHG 

analysis for the proposed project can be found in Chapter 4. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IMPACTS 

Significance Criteria 

The impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials will be considered significant if any 

of the following occur: 

- Non-compliance with any applicable design code or regulation. 

- Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Association standards. 

- Non-conformance to regulations or generally accepted industry practices related to 

operating policy and procedures concerning the design, construction, security, leak 

detection, spill containment or fire protection. 

- Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentrations equal to or greater than the 

Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels. 

 

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS - HAZARD ANALYSIS:   

The hazards and hazardous materials analysis for the proposed project focuses on the transport, 

storage, and handling of aqueous ammonia used in the SCR system process.  To minimize the 

hazards associated with using aqueous ammonia, it is the policy of the SCAQMD to require the 

use of 19 percent by volume aqueous ammonia in air pollution control equipment for the following 

reasons:  1) 19 percent aqueous ammonia does not travel as a dense gas like anhydrous ammonia; 

and 2) 19 percent aqueous ammonia is not on any acutely hazardous materials lists unlike 

anhydrous ammonia or aqueous ammonia at higher percentages.  As such, SCAQMD staff does 

not typically issue permits for the use of anhydrous ammonia or aqueous ammonia in 

concentrations higher than 19 percent by volume for use in SCR systems.  As a result, this analysis 
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focuses on the use of 19 percent by volume aqueous ammonia.  The only exception to this 

assumption is the scenario analyzed under the “Ammonia Gas Release” subsection. 

Ten facilities are located within 1,000 feet or one-quarter mile of a sensitive receptor, including 

individuals at hospitals, nursing facilities, daycare centers, schools, and elderly intensive care 

facilities, as well as residential and off-site occupational areas.  Therefore, the potential for 

significant adverse impacts from hazardous emissions onsite or the handling of acutely hazardous 

materials, substances and wastes on sensitive receptors is expected from the proposed project as 

further explained in the following discussion. 

The facilities affected by the proposed project are expected to be located within urbanized 

industrial or commercial/mixed use areas.  Some are located within two miles of an airport as noted 

in Appendix D.  Some sites affected by the proposed project may also be identified on lists 

compiled by the California DTSC per Government Code Section 65962.5.  These sites are also 

identified in Appendix D.  The proposed project is not expected to interfere with existing hazardous 

waste management programs since facilities that currently handle hazardous waste would be 

expected to continue to manage any and all hazardous materials and hazardous waste, in 

accordance with applicable federal, state, and local rules and regulations.   

The analysis of hazard impacts can rely on information from past similar projects (i.e., installing 

new, or retrofitting existing equipment with an SCR system to comply with SCAQMD rules and 

regulations and installation of associated ammonia storage tanks) where the SCAQMD was the 

lead agency responsible for preparing an environmental analysis pursuant to CEQA.  To the extent 

that future projects to install SCR and associated ammonia storage equipment conform to the 

ammonia hazard analysis in this SEA, no further hazard analysis may be necessary.  If site-specific 

characteristics are involved with future SCR projects that are outside the scope of this analysis, 

further ammonia hazards analysis may be warranted. 

The onsite storage and handling of the ammonia creates the possibility of an accidental spill and 

release of aqueous ammonia, which could evaporate and present a potential offsite public and 

sensitive receptor exposure.  Since ammonia is not typically considered to be a flammable 

compound, other types of heat-related hazard impacts such as fires, explosions, boiling liquid – 

expanding vapor explosion (BLEVE) are not expected to occur and, therefore, will not be 

evaluated as part of this hazards analysis.  To further evaluate the potential for significant adverse 

environmental impacts due to an accidental release of aqueous ammonia, various scenarios were 

evaluated that could occur during the onsite storage, transportation, and transfer of ammonia.  

These scenarios and their consequences are discussed in detail below. 

Hazard Safety Regulations 

In spite of implementing modifications to comply with the proposed project, operators of each 

affected facility must comply or continue to comply with various regulations, including OSHA 

regulations (29 CFR Part 1910) that require the preparation of a fire prevention plan, and 20 CFR 

Part 1910 and CCR Title 8 that require prevention programs to protect workers who handle toxic, 

flammable, reactive, or explosive materials.  In addition, Section 112 (r) of the Federal Clean Air 

Act Amendments of 1990 [42 USC 7401 et. Seq.] and Article 2, Chapter 6.95 of the California 

Health and Safety Code require facilities that handle listed regulated substances to develop RMPs 

to prevent accidental releases of these substances.  If any of the affected facilities has already 

prepared an RMP, it may need to be revised to incorporate the changes associated with the 
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proposed project.  The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act is the federal legislation that 

regulates transportation of hazardous materials.   

Because operators of affected facilities are required to comply with all applicable design codes 

and regulations, conform to National Fire Protection Association standards, and conform to 

policies and procedures concerning leak detection containment and fire protection, no significant 

adverse compliance impacts are expected. 

Impacts on Water Quality 

A spill of any hazardous material such as aqueous ammonia that is used and stored at any of the 

affected facilities could occur under upset conditions such as an earthquake, tank rupture, or tank 

overflow.  Spills could also occur from corrosion of containers, piping and process equipment; and 

leaks from seals or gaskets at pumps and flanges.  A major earthquake would be a potential cause 

of a large spill.  Other causes could include human or mechanical error.  Construction of the vessels 

and foundations in accordance with the Uniform Building Code Zone 4 requirements helps 

structures to resist major earthquakes without collapse, but may result in some structural and non-

structural damage following a major earthquake.  Any facility with storage tanks on-site are 

currently required to have emergency spill containment equipment and would implement spill 

control measures in the event of an earthquake.  Storage tanks typically have secondary 

containment such as a berm which would be capable of containing 110 percent of the contents of 

the storage tanks.  Therefore, should a rupture occur, the contents of the tank would be collected 

within the containment system and pumped to an appropriate storage tank.  

Spills at the affected facilities would generally be collected within containment areas.  Large spills 

outside of containment areas at the affected facilities are expected to be captured by the process 

water system where they could be collected and controlled.  Spilled material would be collected 

and pumped to an appropriate tank or sent off-site if the materials cannot be used on-site.  Because 

of the containment system design, spills are not expected to migrate from the spill site and as such, 

potential adverse water quality hazard impacts are considered to be less than significant. 

Transportation Release 

It is expected that the affected facilities utilizing SCR technology will receive ammonia from a 

local ammonia supplier located in the greater Los Angeles area.  Deliveries of aqueous ammonia 

would be made by tanker truck via public roads.  The maximum capacity of an ammonia tanker 

truck is approximately 6,400 gallons.  The estimated ammonia use and storage needed to meet the 

NOx emission limits for PAR 1134 are shown in Appendix E.  The “worst-case” assumption for 

delivery frequency from a supplier would be to deliver one ammonia tanker truck to fill one 5,000-

gallon tank of ammonia at a facility (Facility A).  When comparing the proposed project to what 

was analyzed in the following Transportation Release Scenarios, the “worst-case” for PAR 1134 

would actually result in fewer deliveries of ammonia on any given day resulting in less impacts 

than Scenario 1 and a smaller volume of ammonia resulting in less impacts than Scenario 2.  For 

both scenarios, the potential impacts from transportation release are expected to be less than 

significant.  Thus, the potential impacts from a transportation release as a result of PAR 1134 

would also be less than significant.  Regulations for the transport of hazardous materials by public 

highway are described in 49 CFR Sections 173 and 177. 
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Transportation Release Scenario 1: 
To evaluate the hazard impacts from an accidental release of ammonia during ammonia transport, 

this analysis uses as a surrogate the project at the ConocoPhillips Carson Refinery in which SCR 

system was installed on boiler #10 and an associated 10,000 gallon ammonia storage tank was 

constructed (Final Negative Declaration for:  ConocoPhillips Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant 

SCR Unit Project, SCH. No. 2004011066, SCAQMD 2004).  This project required approximately 

six additional ammonia truck transport trips per month.  Although truck transport of aqueous 

ammonia and other hazardous materials is regulated for safety by the U.S. Department of 

Transportation, there is a possibility that a tanker truck could be involved in an accident that would 

cause its contents to spill.  The factors that enter into accident statistics include distance traveled 

and type of vehicle or transportation system.  Factors affecting automobiles and truck 

transportation accidents include the type of roadway, presence of road hazards, vehicle type, 

maintenance and physical condition, driver training, and weather.  A common reference frequently 

used in measuring risk of an accident is the number of accidents per million miles traveled.  

Complicating the assessment of risk is the fact that some accidents can cause significant damage 

without injury or fatality. 

Every time hazardous materials are moved from the site of generation, opportunities are provided 

for an accidental (unintentional) release.  A study conducted by the EPA indicates that the expected 

number of hazardous materials spills per mile shipped ranges from one in 100 million to one in 

one million, depending on the type of road and transport vehicle used.  The U.S. EPA analyzed 

accident and traffic volume data from New Jersey, California, and Texas, using the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act Risk/Cost Analysis Model and calculated the accident 

involvement rates presented in Table 4-14.  This information was summarized from the Los 

Angeles County Hazardous Waste Management Plan (Los Angeles County, 1988). 

In the study completed by the U.S. EPA, cylinders, cans, glass, plastic, fiber boxes, tanks, metal 

drum/parts, and open metal containers were identified as usual container types.  For each container 

type, the expected fractional release en route was calculated.  The study concluded that the release 

rate for tank trucks is much lower than for any other container type (Los Angeles County, 1988). 

Table 4-13 

Truck Accident Rates for Cargo on Highways 

Highway Type Accidents Per 1,000,000 miles 

Interstate 0.13 

U.S. and State Highways 0.45 

Urban Roadways 0.73 

Composite* 0.28 
Source:  Environmental Protection Agency, 1984. 

*Note:  Average number for transport on interstates, highways, and urban roadways. 

 

The accident rates developed based on transportation in California were used to predict the 

accident rate associated with trucks transporting aqueous ammonia to the facility.  Assuming an 

average truck accident rate of 0.28 accidents per million miles traveled (Los Angeles County, 

1988), the estimated accident rate associated with transporting aqueous ammonia for the 

ConocoPhillips project is 0.00101, or about one accident every 992 years. 

The actual occurrence of an accidental release of a hazardous material cannot be predicted.  The 

location of an accident or whether sensitive populations would be present in the immediate vicinity 

also cannot be identified.  In general, the shortest and most direct route that takes the least amount 
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of time would have the least risk of an accident.  Hazardous material transporters do not routinely 

avoid populated areas along their routes, although they generally use approved truck routes that 

take population densities and sensitive populations into account. 

The hazards associated with the transport of regulated hazardous materials (CCR Title 19, Division 

2, Chapter 4.5 or the California Accidental Release Prevention Program requirements), including 

aqueous ammonia, would include the potential exposure of numerous individuals in the event of 

an accident that would lead to a spill.  Factors such as amount transported, wind speed, ambient 

temperatures, route traveled, distance to sensitive receptors are considered when determining the 

consequence of a hazardous material spill. 

In the unlikely event that the tanker truck would rupture and release the entire 7,000 gallons of 

aqueous ammonia, the ammonia solution would have to pool and spread out over a flat surface in 

order to create sufficient evaporation to produce a significant vapor cloud.  For a road accident, 

the roads are usually graded and channeled to prevent water accumulation and a spill would be 

channeled to a low spot or drainage system, which would limit the surface area of the spill and the 

subsequent evaporative emissions.  Additionally, the roadside surfaces may not be paved and may 

absorb some of the spill.  In a typical release scenario, because of the characteristics of most 

roadways, the pooling effect on an impervious surface would not typically occur.  As a result, the 

spilled ammonia would not be expected to evaporate into a toxic cloud at concentrations that could 

significantly adversely affect residences or other sensitive receptors in the area of the spill.   

Based on the low probability of an ammonia tanker truck accident with a major release and the 

potential for exposure to low concentrations, if any, the conclusion of this analysis is that potential 

impacts due to accidental release of ammonia during this transportation scenario are less than 

significant. 

Transportation Release Scenario 2: 
This transportation release scenario uses as a surrogate analysis a project at the BP Carson refinery 

in which SCR system was retrofitted onto an existing fluid catalytic cracking unit (FCCU) and an 

associated 12,660 gallon ammonia storage tank was constructed (Final Negative Declaration for: 

BP Carson Refinery Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit NOx Reduction Project: SCH No. 2002021068; 

SCAQMD, 2002).   The following summarizes the ammonia transport analysis for the BP Carson 

Refinery FCCU project. 

The temperature of the ammonia released was estimated as follows.  For a delivery truck traveling 

from a non-desert area and taking into consideration the convective heat transfer from the tanker 

as it travels at highway speeds, the bulk temperature should be typical of the originating location 

(July average temperatures for Los Angeles, with no convective heat losses, would typically be 69 

degrees Fahrenheit (F)).  To be conservative for purpose of this analysis, the tanker bulk 

temperature was assumed to be 77 F. 

The proposed project was estimated to require approximately 35 tanker truck deliveries of aqueous 

ammonia during the first year of operation (two deliveries after construction to fill the tank plus 

one delivery every 11 days to replenish the tank during operations).  Truck accident rates are 

approximately one in 8.7-million miles (ENSR, 1994).  Based upon the projected 35 ammonia 

deliveries the first year, and a distance of 30 miles from the supplier to the facility, the number of 

truck-miles associated with the transport of aqueous ammonia is 1,050 truck-miles per year.  The 

expected number of truck accidents associated with the proposed BP Carson project is therefore 

approximately once every 8,300 years.  The likelihood of any release in a transportation accident 
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is 1 in 10, and that of a large release in a transportation accident is 1 in 40 (ENSR, 1994).  The 

likelihood of a major transportation release after the project is constructed is therefore 

approximately once per 330,000 years (8,300 times 40).  The probability of a transportation 

accident that would pose a significant risk to the public is therefore insignificant. 

In the unlikely event that a major release occurred during a tanker truck accident, the ammonia 

solution would have to pool and spread out over a flat surface in order to create sufficient 

evaporation to produce a significant vapor cloud.  Roads are usually graded and channeled to 

prevent water accumulation, and a spill would be channeled to a low spot or drainage system, 

which would limit the surface area of the spill and the subsequent toxic emissions.  Additionally, 

the roadside surfaces may not be paved and may absorb some of the spill.  Without this pooling 

effect on an impervious surface, the spilled ammonia would not evaporate into a toxic cloud and 

impact residences or other sensitive receptors in the area of the spill.  Therefore, potential impacts 

due to accidental release of ammonia during this transportation scenario are less than significant. 

Ammonia Tank Rupture 

To analyze the effects of aqueous ammonia as a result of an accidental release due to tank rupture, 

a Consequence Analysis using the EPA RMP*Comp (Version 1.07) is typically performed.  

SCAQMD staff estimated that the largest aqueous ammonia tank that would be installed as a result 

of implementing PAR 1134 would be 5,000 gallons at one facility.  The facilities that were 

identified as installing SCR systems and the associated ammonia storage tanks were estimated to 

need storage tanks with a capacity from 250 to 5,000 gallons.  Nine facilities were assumed to 

install one new SCR system and one new ammonia storage tank each.  Of these nine facilities, 

eight are located within one-quarter mile of sensitive receptors.  As summarized in Table 4-14, 

one facility would require the installation of four new SCR systems, five facilities would require 

the installation of two new SCR systems at each facility, and the remainder would only install one 

new SCR system per facility. The analysis assumed that each facility would install one large 

aqueous ammonia storage tank with enough capacity to service all of their new SCR systems.   

Table 4-14 

Number of New SCR Systems and Affected Facilities 

 Number of SCR Systems 

to be Installed at Each 

Facility 

Number of 

Affected Facilities 

4 1 

2 5 

1 3 

Total  17 9 

 

Although it is SCAQMD policy to reduce potential hazards associated with ammonia by requiring 

a permit condition that limits the aqueous ammonia concentration to 19 percent, the CalARP model 

only has the capability of evaluating the hazard potential of 20 percent aqueous ammonia.  

Therefore, the potential adverse impacts from aqueous ammonia were evaluated based on the 20 

percent aqueous ammonia.  Further, since it is assumed that an aqueous ammonia tank servicing 

one or more SCR systems would need to be relatively near to the existing equipment, the toxic 

endpoint for aqueous ammonia from a catastrophic failure of a storage tank would significantly 

adversely affect the sensitive receptors within 0.1 mile of the existing equipment. 
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A hazard analysis is dependent on knowing the exact location of the hazard within the site (e.g., 

location of the ammonia storage tank(s)), meteorological conditions, location of the receptor, et 

cetera, a site-specific hazard analysis is difficult to conduct without this information.  Since 

SCAQMD staff does not currently know the exact location of the ammonia storage tanks that 

would be installed in the future, to estimate a worst-case analysis, the following assumptions were 

made:  

 Location of tanks:  Edge of property line, near (i.e., less than ¼-mile) existing residences 

or sensitive receptors 

 Liquid Temperature: 77 °F 

 Mitigation Measures:  None 

Appendix E shows the estimated distance to the toxic endpoint for each facility using the estimated 

tank size needed for enough aqueous ammonia to reduce the facility’s emissions to the NOx limits.  

The largest tank expected to be installed at a facility is 5,000 gallons.  However, the tank can only 

hold about 67% of its capacity at any one time which in this case is 3,350 gallons of aqueous 

ammonia.  Facility A is expected to need one 5,000 gallon tank which will be sited adjacent to a 

sensitive receptor; Facility A is considered to be the “worst case” for determining offsite 

consequence in the event of an ammonia release.  It is important to note that there are facilities 

that have existing ammonia storage tanks larger than 5,000 gallons; however, since these tanks are 

existing, there is no increase in the amount of ammonia that will be stored at the facility at any one 

time.  Eight facilities have sensitive receptors that are located directly across or adjacent to the 

facilities within the toxic endpoint distance; thus, the hazards and hazardous materials impacts due 

to tank rupture will be potentially significant.  In addition, if mitigation measures (e.g., a secondary 

containment (dikes and/or berms), installation of grating-covered trench around the perimeter, and 

tertiary containment) were to occur, the toxic endpoint distance for some facilities would be less 

than 0.1 miles or 528 feet and the hazards and hazardous materials impacts would continue to be 

potentially significant due to the vicinity of the sensitive receptors relative to the location of the 

affected equipment.  Therefore, the proposed project has the potential to generate significant 

adverse hazard impacts as a result of the potential for accidental releases of aqueous ammonia. 

If significant adverse environmental impacts are identified in a CEQA document, the CEQA 

document shall describe feasible measures that could minimize the impacts of the proposed 

project.   

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS – CONCLUSION:  Based on the preceding description of 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts, the proposed project is not expected to generate 

significant adverse impacts related to the transport of ammonia.  However, because the affected 

facilities are located within ¼-mile of a sensitive receptor, implementation of the proposed project 

is expected to generate significant adverse impacts related to the potential for a rupture of an 

aqueous ammonia storage tank.  The overall conclusion is that hazards and hazardous materials 

impacts for the proposed project are significant. 

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES:  Facilities retrofitting units with SCR 

systems and the accompanying ammonia storage tank will need to submit permit applications to 

modify their equipment.  Thus, SCAQMD staff will conduct a CEQA evaluation of the facility-

specific project to determine if the project is covered by the analysis in this Revised Draft Final 

SEA.  If significant adverse environmental impacts are identified in a CEQA document, the CEQA 
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document shall describe feasible measures that could minimize the significant adverse impacts 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4).  Therefore, feasible mitigation measures to reduce the risk 

of an offsite consequence to nearby sensitive receptors are necessary. 

The following mitigation measures are required for any facility whose operators choose to install 

a new aqueous ammonia storage tank and the offsite consequence analysis indicates that sensitive 

receptors will be located within the toxic endpoint distance.  In addition, these mitigation measures 

will be included in a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan as part of issuing SCAQMD permits 

to construct for the facility-specific project.  These mitigation measures will be enforceable by 

SCAQMD personnel. 

HZ-1 Require the use of aqueous ammonia at concentrations less than 20 percent by 

volume. 

HZ-2 Install safety devices, including but not limited to:  continuous tank level monitors 

(e.g., high and low level), temperature and pressure monitors, leak monitoring and 

detection system, alarms, check valves, and emergency block valves. 

HZ-3 Install secondary containment such as dikes and/or berms to capture 110 percent of 

the storage tank volume in the event of a spill. 

HZ-4 Install a grating-covered trench around the perimeter of the delivery bay to 

passively contain potential spills from the tanker truck during the transfer of aqueous 

ammonia from the delivery truck to the storage tank. 

HZ-5 Equip the truck loading/unloading area with an underground gravity drain that 

flows to a large on-site retention basin to provide sufficient ammonia dilution to minimize 

the offsite hazards impacts to the maximum extent feasible to the extent that no hazards 

impact is possible in the event of an accidental release during transfer of aqueous ammonia. 

HZ-6 Install tertiary containment that is capable of evacuating 110 percent of the storage 

tank volume from the secondary containment area. 

Implementing Mitigation Measures HZ-1 through HZ-6 would be expected to prevent a 

catastrophic release of ammonia from leaving the facility property and exposing offsite sensitive 

receptors; however, as an abundance of caution, due to the anticipated number of affected facilities 

and without detailed information specific to each facility’s layout and plan of action for 

compliance, the overall conclusion is that hazards and hazardous materials impacts for the 

proposed project are significant. 

REMAINING IMPACTS:  Although the aforementioned mitigation measures, if employed, 

would reduce the hazards and hazardous materials impacts from aqueous ammonia, they are not 

expected to reduce impacts to less than significant. Therefore, the remaining hazardous and 

hazardous materials impacts from exposure to the ERPG 2 level of 0.14 mg/l of aqueous ammonia 

due to tank rupture are considered to be significant after mitigation. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  As noted in previous discussions, the accidental release of aqueous 

ammonia during transport is not expected to result in exposures to ammonia exceeding the ERPG 

2 level.  However, because the sensitive receptors are closer than 0.1 mile for several facilities, an 

accidental release of ammonia onsite, either during unloading from a truck or an accidental release 
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in the event of storage tank failure is considered significant.  Mitigation measures were identified, 

but it was concluded that they could not reduce hazard impacts from project-specific releases of 

ammonia to less than significant. 

Adverse impacts from an accidental release of aqueous ammonia are localized impacts (i.e., the 

impacts are isolated to the area around the affected facility).  However, to the extent that affected 

facilities are located near other facilities that have hazardous materials risks, the cumulative 

adverse hazard impacts from this project could contribute to existing nearby hazard risks from 

other projects.  Therefore, cumulative hazard risks from implementing the proposed project are 

considered to be significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  Because the project-specific hazards and hazardous 

materials impacts are considered to be cumulatively considerable for ammonia storage, cumulative 

mitigation measures for hazards and hazardous materials impacts for ammonia storage are 

required.  However, since no mitigation measures have been identified over and above the 

extensive safety regulations that currently apply to the storage of ammonia, no feasible cumulative 

mitigation measures for ammonia storage have been identified that would reduce cumulative 

impacts from hazards and hazardous materials to less than significant. Therefore, cumulative 

hazards and hazardous materials impacts remain significant; however, because no additional 

mitigation measures were identified no cumulative mitigation measures for hazards and hazardous 

materials impacts for ammonia use and storage are required. 

CUMULATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a) requires a discussion of cumulative impacts if a project may 

have an effect that is potentially cumulatively considerable, as defined in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15065(a)(3).  The preceding analysis concluded there are no cumulative secondary impacts 

associated with the NOx emissions limits and compliance dates as contained in PAR 1134.  

Further, upon completion of construction at all affected facilities, the net effect of the proposed 

project will result in overall emission reductions of NOx.  In addition, any construction as part of 

the proposed project will be temporary (for approximately one to four years) and the overall NOx 

emissions will be reduced during the construction and operation overlap.  For example, an increase 

in NOx emissions during the construction and operation overlap period is expected to result in 

approximately 42 pounds of NOx per day as indicated in Table 4-10, however the proposed project 

is expected to result in NOx emission reductions of 2.8 tons per day (5,600 pounds per day) after 

implementation of BARCT limits.  Further, as facilities complete modifications to their existing 

stationary gas turbines to comply with PAR 1134, the incremental NOx emissions reductions that 

are expected to occur would offset the NOx emissions generated during construction.  To achieve 

NOx emission reductions in the proposed project, new SCR systems or replacement SCR systems 

and replacement stationary gas turbines with dry low NOx technology would need to be 

constructed and ammonia usage would need to be increased.  Further, no exceedances of the 

SCAQMD’s air quality significance thresholds for any pollutant are expected to occur either 

during construction, during construction with overlapping operational impacts, or during operation 

after all construction is completed.  Any temporary emission increases in NOx during construction 

will not interfere with the air quality progress and attainment demonstration projected in the 2016 

AQMP.  Based on regional modeling analyses performed for the 2016 AQMP, implementing 

control measures contained in the 2016 AQMP, in addition to the air quality benefits of the existing 

rules, is anticipated to bring the District into attainment with all national and most state ambient 

air quality standards.  In particular, the federal annual PM2.5 standards are predicted to be achieved 
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in 2023 with implementation of the proposed ozone strategy and the California annual PM2.5 

standard will be achieved in 2025.  The 2016 AQMP is also expected to achieve the ozone 8-hour 

standard by 2023.   

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(e), previously approved land use documents, including, but 

not limited to, general plans, specific plants, regional transportation plans, plans for the reduction 

of greenhouse gas emissions, and local coastal plans may be used in a cumulative impact analysis.  

A pertinent discussion of cumulative impacts contained in one or more previously certified EIRs 

may be incorporated by reference pursuant to the provisions for tiering and program EIRs.  No 

further cumulative impacts analysis is required when a project is consistent with a general, specific, 

master, or comparable programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that the regional or 

areawide cumulative impacts of the proposed project have already been adequately addressed, as 

defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that plan.  Further, if a 

cumulative impact was adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community plan, zoning action, 

or general plan, and the project is consistent with that plan or action, then an EIR for such a project 

should not further analyze that cumulative impact, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15183(j). 

Full implementation of the proposed project would achieve NOx emission reductions capable of 

offsetting the construction NOx emissions.  As facilities implement modifications to retrofit 

existing stationary gas turbines with new air pollution control equipment (e.g. SCR 

technology/systems installation), modify existing SCR systems, or repower or replace existing 

stationary gas turbines, emissions from construction are expected to occur.  However, as 

RECLAIM facilities transition their existing stationary gas turbines to achieve BARCT emission 

levels over the 4-year compliance period, some facilities will have completed construction, which 

will create incremental NOx emission reductions, an air quality benefit.  Upon completion of 

construction at all affected facilities, an overall benefit to operational air quality will occur due to 

the project’s overall NOx emission reductions.  Specifically, as facilities modify, repower, or 

replace equipment, a single facility may reduce their NOx emissions between 12 pounds per day 

and 1,000 pounds per day, as illustrated in Appendix F.  Thus, when multiple facilities transition 

their equipment to comply with PAR 1134, the expected NOx emissions reductions will be 

permanent and cumulatively a larger quantity relative to the temporary NOx emission increases 

generated during construction.  Also, implementation of other control measures in the 2016 AQMP 

will provide human health benefits by reducing population exposures to existing NOx emissions.  

Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts from the proposed project, previous amendments, and 

all other AQMP control measures considered together, are not expected to be significant because 

implementation of all 2016 AQMP control measures is expected to result in net emission 

reductions and overall air quality improvement.  This determination is consistent with the 

conclusion in the 2016 AQMP Final Program EIR that cumulative air quality impacts from all 

AQMP control measures are not expected to be significant.  Therefore, there will be no significant 

cumulative adverse air quality impacts from implementing the proposed project.   

In addition, there is a potential for creating significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials 

impacts from the catastrophic failure of an ammonia storage tank, which has been based on the 

toxic endpoint (using EPA RMP*Comp) and the proximity of affected facilities to nearby sensitive 

receptors.  Because the project-specific hazards and hazardous materials impacts for ammonia 

deliveries would potentially create significant impacts, they are considered to be cumulatively 

considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section15064 (h)(1) and therefore, generate significant 

adverse cumulative hazards and hazardous materials impacts.  However, for ammonia use and 
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storage, the project-specific hazards and hazardous materials impacts do not exceed any applicable 

significance thresholds; thus, they are not considered to be cumulatively considerable pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(1) and therefore, do not generate significant adverse 

cumulative hazards and hazardous materials impacts. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE 

SIGNIFICANT 

Because this SEA is a subsequent CEQA document to the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 

2016 AQMP, this SEA relies on the conclusions reached in that document as evidence for 

environmental areas where impacts were found not to be significant.  The previous CEQA 

document reviewed approximately 17 environmental topic areas and analyzed whether the 

respective project would create potentially significant adverse impacts.  The March 2017 Final 

Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP concluded that significant and unavoidable adverse 

environmental impacts from the project are expected to occur after implementing mitigation 

measures for the following environmental topic areas:  1) aesthetics from increased glare and from 

the construction and operation of catenary lines and use of bonnet technology for ships; 2) 

construction air quality and GHGs; 3) energy (due to increased electricity demand); 4) hazards and 

hazardous materials due to:  (a) increased flammability of solvents; (b) storage, accidental release 

and transportation of ammonia; (c) storage and transportation of liquefied natural gas (LNG); and 

(d) proximity to schools; 5) hydrology (water demand); 6) construction noise and vibration; 7) 

solid construction waste and operational waste from vehicle and equipment scrapping; and, 8) 

transportation and traffic during construction and during operation on roadways with catenary lines 

and at the harbors.  It is important to note, however, that for these environmental topic areas, not 

all of the conclusions of significance are applicable to this currently proposed project, PAR 1134.  

Table 4-16 summarizes the eight significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts 

identified in the March 2017 Final Program EIR and identifies which apply to the proposed project. 
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Table 4-15  

 Applicability of Significant Impacts in March 2017 Final Program EIR to Proposed 

Project 
CONCLUSION OF 

SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS IN 

MARCH 2017 

FINAL PROGRAM 

EIR 

APPLICABLE 

TO/SIGNIFICANT 

FOR THE 

PROPOSED 

PROJECT? 

EXPLANATION 

Aesthetics from 

increased glare and 

from the construction 

and operation of 

catenary lines and use 

of bonnet technology 

for ships 

No 

This environmental topic area is not applicable to PAR  

1134 because neither catenary lines nor the use of 

bonnet technology for ships are applicable to  

stationary gas turbines and the corresponding NOx 

emission controls (e.g., SCR technology).  Therefore, 

this conclusion is not applicable to the proposed 

project. 

Construction air 

quality and GHGs 
No 

These environmental topic areas are applicable to the 

proposed project.  The impacts for these environmental 

topics areas are analyzed in this SEA (see pp. 4-3 to 4-

18 for construction air quality and GHGs), and the 

analysis concluded less than significant impacts. 

Energy due to 

increased electricity 

demand 

No 

While the use of SCR technology will require some 

electricity to operate, the amount of electricity that 

would be needed to install SCR technology for PAR 

1134 would be less than significant.   

Hazards and 

hazardous materials 

due the increased 

flammability of 

solvents 

No 

Stationary gas turbines and the corresponding NOx 

emission controls (e.g. SCR technology) do not utilize 

solvents for their operation.  Therefore, this conclusion 

is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Hazards and 

hazardous materials 

due to the storage, 

accidental release and 

transportation of 

ammonia 

Yes 

This environmental topic area is applicable to the 

proposed project because SCR technology utilizes 

ammonia.  The impacts for this environmental topic 

area are analyzed in this SEA (see pp. 4-19 to 4-27).  

The analysis concluded significant impacts for the 

storage and accidental release of ammonia and less 

than significant impacts for the transportation of 

ammonia.  

Hazards and 

hazardous materials 

due to the storage and 

transportation of 

LNG 

No 

Stationary gas turbines and the corresponding NOx 

emission controls (e.g. SCRs) do not utilize LNG for 

their operation.  Therefore, this conclusion is not 

applicable to the proposed project. 

Hazards and 

hazardous materials 

due to proximity to 

schools 

Yes 

This conclusion is applicable to the proposed project 

because some of the affected facilities that will install 

new SCR systems are located near schools.  The 

impacts for this environmental topic area are analyzed 

in this SEA (see pp. 4-19 to 4-27).  
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Table 4-15  

Applicability of Significant Impacts in March 2017 Final Program EIR to Proposed Project 

(concluded) 
CONCLUSION OF 

SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACTS IN 

MARCH 2017 

FINAL PROGRAM 

EIR 

APPLICABLE 

TO/SIGNIFICANT 

FOR THE 

PROPOSED 

PROJECT? 

EXPLANATION 

Hydrology  

(water demand) 
No 

Stationary gas turbines and the corresponding NOx 

emission controls (e.g. SCR technology) do not utilize 

water for their operation.  Therefore, this conclusion is 

not applicable to the proposed project. 

Construction noise 

and vibration 
No 

While the construction activities associated with 

installing new SCR technology for affected stationary 

gas turbines may create some noise and vibration, the 

existing noise environment at each facility is typically 

dominated by noise from existing equipment on-site, 

vehicular traffic around the facilities, and trucks 

entering and existing facility premises. Operation of the 

construction equipment would be expected to comply 

with all existing noise control laws and ordinances.  

Further, since the facilities are located in industrial or 

commercial land use areas, the noise generated during 

construction will likely be indistinguishable from the 

background noise levels at the property line.  

Therefore, the potential noise increases are expected to 

be within the allowable noise levels established by the 

local noise ordinances for industrial areas, and thus are 

expected to be less than significant.  

Solid construction 

waste and operational 

waste from vehicle 

and equipment 

scrapping 

No 

Vehicle scrapping is not applicable to stationary gas 

turbines and the corresponding NOx emission controls 

(e.g. SCR technology).  Therefore, this conclusion is 

not applicable to the proposed project. 

Transportation and 

traffic during 

construction and 

during operation on 

roadways with 

catenary lines and at 

the harbors 

No 

Catenary lines and the associated transportation and 

traffic impacts on roadways and at the harbors are not 

applicable to stationary gas turbines and the 

corresponding NOx emission controls (e.g. SCR 

technology).  Therefore, this conclusion is not 

applicable to the proposed project.  

 

PAR 1134 is expected to have:  1) significant effects that were not discussed in the previous March 

2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3)(A)); and 2) 

significant effects that were previously examined that will be substantially more severe than what 

was discussed in the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15162(a)(3)(B)).   

By preparing a SEA for the proposed project, since the topics of air quality and hazards and 

hazardous materials are the only environmental topic areas that would be affected by PAR 1134 
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no other environmental topic areas have been evaluated in this SEA.  Thus, the conclusions reached 

in this Revised DraftFinal SEA are consistent with the conclusions reached in the previously 

certified CEQA document (e.g.  the March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP) that 

aside from the topics air quality during construction and of hazards and hazardous materials, there 

would be no other significant adverse effects from the implementation of the proposed project.  

Thus, the proposed project would have no significant or less than significant direct or indirect 

adverse effects on the following environmental topic areas:   

• aesthetics 

• air quality and greenhouse gases 

• agriculture and forestry resources 

• biological resources 

• cultural resources 

• energy 

• geology and soils 

• hydrology and water quality 

• land use and planning 

• mineral resources 

• noise 

• population and housing 

• public services 

• recreation 

• solid and hazardous waste 

• transportation and traffic 

The March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP can be found using the links referenced 

in Chapter 2. 

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE 

AVOIDED 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b) requires an environmental analysis to consider "any 

significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented." 

This SEA identified the topic of hazards and hazardous materials as the only environmental topic 

area having potentially significant adverse environmental affects if the proposed project is 

implemented.   
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SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(c) requires an environmental analysis to consider "any 

significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved if the proposed action 

should be implemented."  This SEA identified the topic of hazards and hazardous materials as the 

only environmental area with potentially significant adverse impacts if the proposed project is 

implemented.  Significant adverse impacts to hazards and hazardous materials from the storage 

and use of ammonia cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels; thus, they may be 

considered irreversible because facility operators that install new SCRs for reducing NOx 

emissions are likely to operate these systems for the lifetime of the equipment. 

POTENTIAL GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d) requires an environmental analysis to consider the "growth-

inducing impact of the proposed action."  Implementing the proposed project will not, by itself, 

have any direct or indirect growth-inducing impacts on businesses in the SCAQMD's jurisdiction 

because it is not expected to foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional 

housing and primarily affects existing facilities. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM 

ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS 

CEQA documents are required to explain and make findings about the relationship between short-

term uses and long-term productivity. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(2).)  An important 

consideration when analyzing the effects of a proposed project is whether it will result in short-

term environmental benefits to the detriment of achieving long-term goals or maximizing 

productivity of these resources.  Implementing the proposed project is not expected to achieve 

short-term goals at the expense of long-term environmental productivity or goal achievement.  

PAR 1134 will transition stationary gas turbines at RECLAIM facilities to a command-and-control 

regulatory structure.  The primary objective of this project is to ensure RECLAIM and non-

RECLAIM stationary gas turbines that are not subject to SCAQMD Rule 1135 or located at 

petroleum refineries, landfills, or publicly owned treatment works meet NOx emission limits and 

BARCT level equivalency.  PAR 1134 implements control measure CMB-05 from the 2016 

AQMP.  NOx, is a precursor to the formation of ozone and PM2.5, so even if the proposed project 

is implemented and there will be some NOx emissions during construction and operation, there 

will also be an overall NOx emissions reduction occurring after implementation of the BARCT 

limits and these will continue to help attain federal and state air quality standards which are 

expected to enhance short- and long-term environmental productivity in the region.  Implementing 

the proposed project does not narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment.  Of the 

potential environmental impacts discussed in Chapter 4, only those related to hazards and 

hazardous materials for ammonia storage are concluded to have potentially significant adverse 

effects.
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INTRODUCTION 

This SEA provides a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project as required by CEQA.  

Alternatives include measures for attaining objectives of the proposed project and provide a means 

for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  A ‘no project’ alternative must also be 

evaluated.  The range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, but need not 

include every conceivable project alternative.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) specifically 

notes that the range of alternatives required in a CEQA document is governed by a 'rule of reason' 

and only necessitates that the CEQA document set forth those alternatives necessary to permit a 

reasoned choice.  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters 

informed decision making and meaningful public participation.  A CEQA document need not 

consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation 

is remote and speculative.  SCAQMD Rule 110 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD's 

certified regulatory program) does not impose any greater requirements for a discussion of project 

alternatives in a SEA than is required for an EIR under CEQA. 

METHODOLOGY FOR DEVELOPING PROJECT ALTERNATIVES  

The alternatives typically included in CEQA documents for proposed SCAQMD rules, regulations, 

or plans are developed by breaking down the project into distinct components (e.g., emission 

limits, compliance dates, applicability, exemptions, pollutant control strategies, etc.) and varying 

the specifics of one or more of the components.  Different compliance approaches that generally 

achieve the objectives of the project may also be considered as project alternatives. 

Alternatives to the proposed project were crafted by varying the timing of compliance.  Of the 

amendments proposed to Rule 1134, only the components that pertain to complying with the NOx 

emission limits could entail physical modifications to the affected equipment and that these 

physical modifications could create adverse environmental impacts.  As such, in addition to the no 

project alternative, two alternatives were developed by modifying compliance deadlines of the 

proposed project, which effect the manner and timing in which compliance with the NOx emission 

limits may be achieved.   

Typically for projects with potentially significant adverse environmental impacts, the existing 

setting is established at the time the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) is circulated for 

public review.  However, as previously explained, the proposed project is a subsequent CEQA 

document to the previously approved project that was analyzed in the March 2017 Final Program 

EIR for the 2016 AQMP. 

The March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP concluded that the overall 

implementation of CMB-05 has the potential to generate adverse environmental impacts to seven 

topic areas – air quality, energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, 

noise, solid and hazardous waste and transportation. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) recognizes that a baseline may be established at times other 

than when the NOP/IS is circulated to the public by stating (emphasis added), “This environmental 

setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines 

whether an impact is significant.”  Chapter 3 summarizes the existing setting/baseline for control 

measure CMB-05 from the 2016 AQMP as well as the current version of Rule 1134.  
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DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The evaluation of the components that comprise PAR 1134  indicate that only the installation of 

new ammonia storage tanks to support the installation of new SCR systems in order to comply 

with the proposed NOx emission limits could result in potentially significant adverse hazards and 

hazardous materials impacts for ammonia storage and use.  In particular, for each affected facility 

that was identified as having the potential to install one new ammonia storage tank, an analysis to 

determine the potential for an offsite consequence in the event of a release of ammonia was 

conducted using EPA RMP*Comp (see Appendix D - List of Affected Facilities and see Chapter 

4 for the analysis).  The analysis indicated that a catastrophic failure of an aqueous ammonia 

storage tank would cause a significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impact to nearby 

sensitive receptors located within 0.1 mile of the storage tank (e.g., the toxic endpoint distance). 

The evaluation also indicates that implementation of PAR 1134 will result in facility 

owners/operations making physical modifications to affected equipment and these activities will 

cause adverse, but less than significant, impacts to air quality during construction, during the 

period when construction and operation activities overlap, and during operation. 

As such, alternatives were developed by identifying and modifying major components of the 

proposed project.  The rationale for selecting and modifying specific components of the proposed 

project to generate feasible alternatives for the analysis is based on CEQA's requirement to present 

"realistic" alternatives; that is, alternatives that can actually be implemented. 

Three alternatives to the proposed project have been developed and summarized in Table 5-1, as 

follows:  Alternative A - No Project, Alternative B – Earlier Compliance Date, and Alternative C 

– Phased Compliance Dates.  The primary components of the proposed alternatives that have been 

modified are the manner and timing in which compliance with the NOx emission limits may be 

achieved.  Unless otherwise specifically noted, all other components of the project alternatives are 

identical to the components of the proposed project. 

The Governing Board may choose to adopt any portion or all of any alternative presented in the 

Final SEA with appropriate findings as required by CEQA.  The Governing Board is able to adopt 

any portion or all of any of the alternatives presented because the impacts of each alternative will 

be fully disclosed to the public and the public will have the opportunity to comment on the 

alternatives and impacts generated by each alternative.  Written suggestions on potential project 

alternatives received during the comment period for the Draft SEA will be considered when 

preparing the Final SEA and will be included as an appendix of the Final SEA. 

The following subsections provide a brief description of the alternatives. 

Proposed Project 

PAR 1134 will facilitate the transition of the NOx RECLAIM program to a command-and-control 

regulatory structure and will implement Control Measure CMB-05, of the 2016 AQMP for 

RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM stationary gas turbines that are not subject to Rule 1135 or located 

at petroleum refineries, landfills, or publicly owned treatment works.  The main objectives of PAR 

1134 are to:  1) reduce NOx emissions from stationary gas turbines and transition these equipment 

that are currently permitted under the NOx RECLAIM program to a command-and-control 

regulatory structure; and 2) implement Control Measure CMB-05 by updating the NOx limits and 

incorporating new ammonia (NH3) emission limits to reflect current BARCT.  PAR 1134 would:  
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1) expand its applicability to include stationary gas turbines that were not previously required to 

comply with Rule 1134; 2) update the NOx and ammonia emission limits for stationary gas 

turbines to comply with BARCT; 3) transition all monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping 

requirements (MRR) in Rule 1134 to new SCAQMD Rule 113 - MRR Requirements for NOx and 

SOx Sources, upon its adoption; 4) establish new exemptions for low-use equipment, certain 

existing combined cycle gas turbines, and emergency standby gas turbines; 54) provide relief from 

having to comply with ammonia requirements for turbines that do not use ammonia for controlling 

NOx emissions; and 65) revise existing exemptions to remove obsolete provisions.  PAR 1134 

implements control measure CMB-05 from the 2016 Final AQMP.  Affected equipment would 

have until December 31, 2023 (four years) to comply with PAR 1134. However, compressor gas 

turbines have an effective compliance date of two years after a permit to construct is issued by the 

Executive Officer or three years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application is 

submitted before July 1, 2021.   

Alternative A: No Project (Current Rule) 

Alternative A, the no project alternative, means that the current version of Rule 1134 that was 

amended in August 1997, would remain in effect and there would be no transition out of the NOx 

RECLAIM program.  Under the current version of Rule 1134, stationary gas turbines at RECLAIM 

facilities would not have to comply with the NOx emission limits in set forth in Rule 1134.  Under 

this alternative, no NOx emission reductions will be achieved, no ammonia use would be needed, 

and the stationary gas turbines at RECLAIM and non-RECLAIM facilities would not meet 

BARCT level equivalency.   

Alternative B: Earlier Compliance Date 12/31/2022 

Under Alternative B, the requirements would be equivalent to the proposed project but the 

compliance date for meeting the NOx and ammonia emission limits would one year earlier, 

December 31, 2022, which would allow three years to comply with PAR 1134.  The earlier 

compliance date under Alternative B is more stringent than the proposed project.  

Alternative C: Phased Compliance Dates 

Under Alternative C, the requirements would be equivalent to the proposed project, but the 

compliance dates for meeting the NOx and ammonia emission limits would vary depending on 

fuel type, as follows: 1) Liquid Fuel – Outer Continental Shelf: December 31, 2023, 2) Natural 

Gas – Combined Cycle: June 30, 2023; 3) Natural Gas – Pipeline Compressor Gas Turbine: 

December 31, 2023; 4) Natural Gas – Simple Cycle: December 31, 2022; 5) Produced Gas: 

December 31, 2023; 6) Produced Gas – Outer Continental Shelf: December 31, 2023; and 7) Other: 

December 31, 2023.  The earlier compliance dates for the Natural Gas – Combined Cycle and 

Natural Gas – Simple Cycle categories under Alternative C are more stringent than the proposed 

project but less stringent than Alternative B for the Natural Gas – Combined Cycle category. 
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Table 5 - 1 

 Summary of the Proposed Project Alternatives 
 

 

1 PAR 1134 applies to all stationary gas turbines located at non-RECLAIM and RECLAIM facilities (excluding those subject to Rule 1135 or those located at a petroleum refinery, landfills, or 

 publically owned treatment works), regardless of the date they were permitted.  
2, 3 Stationary gas turbines located in the outer continental shelf (defined in Title 40 CFR Part 55 – Outer Continental Shelf Air Regulations) are off-shore facilities and are not accessible via on-road 

 vehicles.  
4 For Alternative A, RECLAIM facilities will continue to comply with their annual facility-wide NOx allocations; there are no specific NOx Limits applicable to stationary gas turbines. 

5 For Alternative A, non-RECLAIM facilities: The August 1997 version of Rule 1134 and the following NOx limits will remain in effect: gas turbines without SCR have a NOx limit that ranges 

 between 12 and 25 ppmv and gas turbines with SCR have a NOx limit of nine ppmv.  
6 Phased compliance dates are based on the total NOx inventory for turbines subject to PAR 1134 with earlier compliance dates for equipment with larger NOx emission inventories.  

7 The effective date for compressor gas turbines is two years after a permit to construct is issued by the Executive Officer or three years after a permit to construct is issued if the permit application 

 is submitted before July 1, 2021.  Only four existing compressor gas turbines are subject to PAR 1134.  
 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

Compliance Date 12/31/20231 

ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project4, 5 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Earlier Compliance Date 

12/31/2022 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Phased Compliance Dates6 

Fuel Type 
NOx Limit 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

Limit 

(ppmv) 

NOx Limit 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

Limit 

(ppmv) 

NOx Limit 

(ppmv) 

Ammonia 

Limit 

(ppmv) 

Phased compliance dates with 

equivalent NOx & Ammonia limits to 

the Proposed Project 

Liquid Fuel – Outer Continental Shelf2 30 5 -- -- 30 5 Compliance Date: December 31, 2023 

Natural Gas – Combined Cycle 2 5 -- -- 2 5 Compliance Date: June 30, 2023 

Natural Gas – Pipeline Compressor Gas 

Turbine7 
83.5 510 -- -- 83.5 510 Compliance Date: December 31, 2023 

Natural Gas – Simple Cycle 2.5 5 -- -- 2.5 5 Compliance Date: December 31, 2022 

Produced Gas 59 5 -- -- 59 5 Compliance Date: December 31, 2023 

Produced Gas – Outer Continental Shelf3 15 5 -- -- 15 5 Compliance Date: December 31, 2023 

Other 12.5 5 -- -- 12.5 5 Compliance Date: December 31, 2023 
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

The following section describes the potential air quality and hazards and hazardous materials 

impacts that may occur for the project alternatives.  A comparison of the environmental impacts 

for each project alternative is provided in Table 5-2.  No other environmental topics other than air 

quality during the overlapping construction and operation phase for Alternatives B and C and 

hazards and hazardous materials for the proposed project, and Alternatives B and C were 

determined to be significantly adversely affected by implementing alternatives.  

Pursuant to the requirements in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) to mitigate or avoid the 

significant effects that a project may have on the environment, a comparison of the potential 

impacts to air quality and hazards and hazardous materials from each of the project alternatives 

for the individual rule components that comprise the proposed project is provided in Table 5-2.  

Secondary impacts from the proposed project were identified as having significant adverse impacts 

for hazards and hazardous materials from storage of ammonia (due to an accidental rupture of the 

storage tank).  The proposed project is considered to provide the best balance between emission 

reductions and the adverse environmental impacts due to the storage of ammonia (accidental 

rupture) while meeting the objectives of the project.  Therefore, the proposed project is preferred 

over the project alternatives. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), a CEQA document “shall include sufficient 

information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with 

the proposed project.  A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental 

effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison.  If an alternative would 

cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as 

proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the 

significant effects of the project as proposed.”  Accordingly, Table 5-2 provides a matrix 

displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of the proposed project 

and each alternative.
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Table 5- 2  

 Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 

CATEGORY PROPOSED PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Earlier Compliance Date 

12/31/2022 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Phased Compliance Dates 

Air Quality 

Expected to result in NOx emission 

reductions of 2.8 tons per day.  

Stationary gas turbines at affected 

RECLAIM facilities will transition to a 

command-and-control regulatory 

structure.  The affected stationary gas 

turbines are expected to be retrofitted 

with SCR technology, or repowered or 

replaced. 

 

Stationary gas turbines operated at non-

RECLAIM facilities are expected to be 

retrofitted with SCR technology, or 

repowered, or replaced.   

 

Upon project implementation, all 

stationary gas turbines at RECLAIM and 

non-RECLAIM facilities will achieve 

BARCT equivalency for NOx. 

No NOx emission 

reductions will occur 

because RECLAIM 

facilities would not 

transition to a command-

and control regulatory 

structure such that their 

stationary gas turbines will 

not be retrofitted with air 

pollution control 

equipment, repowered, or 

replaced.  Non-RECLAIM 

stationary gas turbines will 

continue to meet the 

existing NOx limits in the 

current version of Rule 

1134. 

Expected to result in NOx emission 

reductions of 2.8 tons per day, which 

is equivalent to the proposed project 

but achieved one year earlier than the 

proposed project.  Upon project 

implementation, all stationary gas 

turbines at RECLAIM and non-

RECLAIM facilities will achieve 

BARCT equivalency for NOx.   

Expected to result in equivalent NOx 

emission reductions of 2.8 tons per day, 

which is equivalent to the proposed 

project; the quantity of emission 

reductions will occur incrementally due 

to the phased compliance dates.  A 

portion of the overall NOx emission 

reductions will be achieved one year 

earlier (e.g., by 12/31/2022) for simple 

cycle gas turbines equipped either with 

or without SCR technology.  The 

remaining stationary gas turbines will 

achieve the remaining portion of the 

overall NOx emission reductions by 

12/31/23.  Upon project 

implementation, all stationary gas 

turbines at RECLAIM and non-

RECLAIM facilities will achieve 

BARCT equivalency for NOx.   
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Table 5- 2  

Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives (Continued) 

CATEGORY PROPOSED PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Earlier Compliance Date 

12/31/2022 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Phased Compliance Dates 

Significance of 

Air Quality 

Impacts 

Less than Significant:  No exceedances 

of the SCAQMD's air quality 

significance thresholds for any pollutant 

are expected to occur either during 

construction, during construction with 

overlapping operational impacts, or 

during operation after all construction is 

completed.  As facilities implement 

modifications to retrofit existing 

stationary gas turbines with air pollution 

control equipment (e.g., SCR 

technology/systems installation), or 

repower or replace existing stationary 

gas turbines, emissions from 

construction are expected to occur.  As 

facilities transition their existing 

stationary gas turbines to achieve 

BARCT emission levels over the 4-year 

compliance period, some facilities will 

have completed construction, which will 

create incremental NOx emission 

reductions, an air quality benefit (see 

Appendix F).  Upon completion of 

construction at all affected facilities, an 

overall benefit to operational air quality 

will occur due to the project’s overall 

NOx emission reductions.   

Not Significant:  
Alternative A would not 

result in an exceedance of 

any SCAQMD air quality 

significance thresholds 

during construction or 

operation because no 

physical modifications 

would be expected to occur 

that would create 

construction emissions or 

reduce overall NOx 

emissions from the 

affected equipment.  The 

SCAQMD will not achieve 

any emissions reductions 

of NOx (a pre-cursor to the 

formation of ozone); thus, 

attainment for the 

SCAQMD for ozone is 

unlikely to occur.   

Significant:  Due to having an earlier 

compliance date when compared to 

the proposed project, the construction 

schedules of the affected facilities 

under Alternative B would be 

expected to occur over a shorter 

period time such that more facilities 

would be expected to undergo 

construction on a peak day.  As such, 

an exceedance of the SCAQMD’s air 

quality significance threshold for 

NOx is expected to occur during 

overlapping construction of more 

SCR systems and more retrofit, 

repower or replacement of stationary 

gas turbines on a peak day, than the 

proposed project.  As facilities 

transition their existing stationary gas 

turbines to achieve BARCT emission 

levels over the 3-year compliance 

period, some facilities will have 

completed construction, which will 

create incremental NOx emission 

reductions, an air quality benefit.  

Upon completion of construction at 

all affected facilities, an overall 

benefit to operational air quality will 

occur sooner due to the project’s 

overall NOx emission reductions.   

Significant:  Due to having earlier 

compliance dates for gas turbines 

equipped with and without SCRs, the 

construction schedules of the affected 

facilities under Alternative C would be 

expected to occur over a shorter period 

time such that more facilities would be 

expected to undergo construction on a 

peak day.  As such, exceedances of the 

SCAQMD’s air quality significance 

threshold for NOx is expected to occur 

during overlapping construction of 

more SCR systems and more retrofit, 

repower or replacement of stationary 

gas turbines stationary gas turbines on a 

peak day, than the proposed project.  

As facilities transition their existing 

stationary gas turbines to achieve 

BARCT emission levels over the 3-

year compliance period for gas turbines 

equipped with and without SCRs and 

over the 4-year compliance period for 

the remaining gas turbines, some 

facilities will have completed 

construction, which will create 

incremental NOx emission reductions, 

an air quality benefit.  Upon 

completion of construction at all 

affected facilities, an overall benefit to 

operational air quality will occur 

sooner due to the project’s overall NOx 

emission reductions.   
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Table 5 - 2 

Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives (Continued) 

CATEGORY PROPOSED PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project 

ALTERNATIVE B 

More Stringent Compliance 

Deadline 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Phased Compliance Deadline 

Hazards and 

Hazardous 

Materials 

Some of the affected stationary gas 

turbines are expected to be retrofitted 

with SCR technology, which requires 

ammonia for operation.  Thus, the 

analysis assumes that a new ammonia 

storage tank will be needed at each 

facility that installs SCR equipment.  

Ammonia is considered to be a 

hazardous material.   

None of the affected 

facilities will be required to 

achieve BARCT level 

equivalency through 

compliance with the 

proposed project. As such, 

no stationary gas turbines 

will be retrofitted with 

SCR technology.  Thus, no 

new ammonia storage 

tanks will be needed.  

Some of the affected stationary gas 

turbines are expected to be retrofitted 

with SCR technology, which requires 

ammonia for operation.  Thus, the 

analysis assumes that a new 

ammonia storage tank will be needed 

at each facility that installs SCR 

equipment.  Ammonia is considered 

to be a hazardous material.   

Some of the affected stationary gas 

turbines are expected to be retrofitted 

with SCR technology, which requires 

ammonia for operation.  Thus, the 

analysis assumes that a new ammonia 

storage tank will be needed at each 

facility that installs SCR equipment.  

Ammonia is considered to be a 

hazardous material.   

Significance of 

Hazards and 

Hazardous 

Materials Impacts 

Significant:  Based on the analysis, 

using EPA RMP*Comp, the estimated 

distance of the toxic endpoint from the 

catastrophic failure of an aqueous 

ammonia storage tank to sensitive 

receptors could result in significant 

impacts for any facility that installs a 

new ammonia storage tank, depending 

on the location of where the storage tank 

is installed, relative to the location of the 

offsite receptor.  If the toxic endpoint is 

outside of a facility’s boundaries, 

mitigation measures will be required. 

Not Significant:  The 

construction of SCR 

systems would not be 

necessary; thus, there 

would be no need to use 

ammonia or build new 

ammonia storage tanks, No 

hazards or hazardous 

materials impacts would 

occur.  

Significant:  Based on the analysis, 

using EPA RMP*Comp, the 

estimated distance of the toxic 

endpoint from the catastrophic failure 

of an aqueous ammonia storage tank 

to sensitive receptors could result in 

significant impacts for any facility 

that installs a new ammonia storage 

tank, depending on the location of 

where the storage tank is installed, 

relative to the location of the offsite 

receptor.  If the toxic endpoint is 

outside of a facility’s boundaries, 

mitigation measures will be required. 

 

The number of affected facilities 

would be the same as the proposed 

project.  The level of significance in 

Alternative B would be equivalent to 

the proposed project.   

Significant:  Based on the analysis, 

using EPA RMP*Comp, the estimated 

distance of the toxic endpoint from the 

catastrophic failure of an aqueous 

ammonia storage tank to sensitive 

receptors could result in significant 

impacts for any facility that installs a 

new ammonia storage tank, depending 

on the location of where the storage 

tank is installed, relative to the location 

of the offsite receptor.  If the toxic 

endpoint is outside of a facility’s 

boundaries, mitigation measures will be 

required.  The number of affected 

facilities would be the same as the 

proposed project.  The level of 

significance in Alternative C would be 

equivalent to the amount in the 

proposed project.   
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ALTERNATIVES REJECTED AS INFEASIBLE 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (c), a CEQA document should identify any 

alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but were rejected as infeasible during the 

scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (c) also states that among the factors that may be used to 

eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in a CEQA document are:  1) failure to meet 

most of the basic project objectives; 2) infeasibility; or, 3) inability to avoid significant 

environmental impacts. 

As noted in the Introduction, the range of feasible alternatives to the proposed project is limited 

by the nature of the proposed project and associated legal requirements.  Similarly, the range of 

alternatives considered, but rejected as infeasible is also relatively limited.   

The following discussion identifies Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, as being rejected 

due its failure to meet most of the basic project objectives.   

CEQA documents typically assume that the adoption of a No Project alternative would result in 

no further action on the part of the project proponent or lead agency.  For example, in the case of 

a proposed land use project such as a housing development, adopting the No Project alternative 

terminates further consideration of that housing development or any housing development 

alternative identified in the associated CEQA document.  In that case, the existing setting would 

typically remain unchanged.  

The concept of taking no further action (and thereby leaving the existing setting intact) by adopting 

a No Project alternative does not readily apply to implementation of a control measure that has 

been adopted and legally mandated in the 2016 AQMP.  The federal and state Clean Air Acts 

require the SCAQMD to implement the AQMP in order to attain all state and national ambient air 

quality standards.  More importantly, a No Project alternative in the case of the proposed project 

is not a legally viable alternative because it violates a state law requirement in Health and Safety 

Code Section 40440 that regulations mandate the use of BARCT for existing sources and for the 

subset of RECLAIM facilities subject to the requirements of ABs 617 and 398. 

“The ‘no project’ analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation 

is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is 

commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if 

the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure 

and community services…”  It should be noted that, except for air quality, there would be no further 

incremental impacts on the existing environment if no further action is taken.  Although there are 

other existing rules that may have future compliance dates for NOx emission reductions, potential 

adverse impacts from these rules have already been evaluated in the Final Program EIR for the 

2016 AQMP and their subsequent rule-specific CEQA documents.  While air quality would 

continue to improve to a certain extent, it is unlikely that all state or federal ozone standards would 

be achieved as required by the federal and California CAAs.  It is possible that the federal 24-hour 

PM2.5 standard may be achieved; however, it is unlikely that further progress would be made 

towards achieving the state PM2.5 standard as required by the California CAA. 
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LOWEST TOXIC ALTERNATIVE 

In accordance with SCAQMD’s policy document Environmental Justice Program Enhancements 

for FY 2002-03, Enhancement II-1 recommends for all SCAQMD CEQA documents which are 

required to include an alternatives analysis, the alternative analysis shall also include and identify 

a feasible project alternative with the lowest air toxics emissions.  In other words, for any major 

equipment or process type under the scope of the proposed project that creates a significant 

environmental impact, at least one alternative, where feasible, shall be considered from a “least 

harmful” perspective with regard to hazardous or toxic air pollutants. 

As explained in the hazards and hazardous materials discussion in Chapter 4, implementation of 

the proposed project may alter the hazards and hazardous materials associated with the existing 

facilities affected by the proposed project.  Air pollution control equipment (e.g., SCR systems) 

are expected to be installed at affected facilities such that their operations may increase the quantity 

of ammonia (a hazardous material) used in the control equipment.  The main NOx reduction 

technology considered for the proposed project is based on employing SCR systems.  The analysis 

shows that in order to control NOx from existing stationary gas turbines, the use of SCRs may 

increase the use of toxic materials (e.g., aqueous ammonia). 

To identify a lowest toxic alternative with respect to the proposed project, a lowest toxic alternative 

would be if either no control technologies are used that utilize hazardous or toxic materials or NOx 

control technologies are employed that use the least amount of hazardous or toxic materials.  For 

the proposed project, and Alternatives B and C, it is assumed that SCR technology may be used 

control NOx, since PAR 1134 neither prescribes the method for controlling NOx emissions nor 

requires replacement of the existing stationary gas turbines with newer, cleaner equipment without 

the use of SCR systems.  Of the three alternatives, only Alternative A – the No Project alternative, 

does not assume that SCR systems and ammonia will be utilized.  Thus, hazardous materials would 

not be needed if Alternative A is implemented.  

Under Alternative A, the No Project alternative, no new NOx and ammonia emission limits would 

be imposed on stationary gas turbines, no NOx air pollution control equipment (e.g., SCR systems) 

would be installed, and no NOx emission reduction benefits would occur.  As such, Alternative A 

does not meet the project objectives.  Further, no significant adverse impacts from constructing 

and operating NOx air pollution control equipment would be expected to occur under Alternative 

A, and no hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be expected because no hazardous or 

toxic materials would be needed.  Because Alternative A would not change toxic emissions or alter 

the existing use of hazardous materials when compared to the proposed project, Alternative A, if 

implemented, is considered to be the lowest toxic alternative. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the environmentally superior alternative 

is the “no project” alternative, the CEQA document shall also identify an alternate environmentally 

superior alternative from among the other alternatives.   

If Alternative A is implemented, PAR 1134 would not be adopted, the proposed project’s 

objectives would not be achieved such that no NOx emissions reductions and the corresponding 

health benefits would not occur.  If Alternative A is implemented, the quantity of NOx emissions 

currently generated by the affected stationary gas turbines (the baseline) will remain unchanged.  

Currently, the Basin is in non-attainment for ozone and cannot achieve attainment unless NOx 
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emissions reductions occur.  In addition, implementing Alternative A means that RECLAIM 

facilities with stationary gas turbines would not transition to a command-and-control regulatory 

structure or some stationary gas turbines would not achieve BARCT level equivalency.  Units at 

non-RECLAIM facilities would also not meet BARCT level equivalency.  While Alternative A 

would not result in any significant adverse air quality or hazards and hazardous materials impacts, 

Alternative A would also not achieve the project objectives and air quality benefits.  Therefore, 

Alternative A is not the environmentally superior alternative. 

If Alternative B is implemented, the compliance date would be reduced by one year when 

compared to the proposed project.  The same quantity of NOx emissions reductions (e.g., 2.8 tons 

per day) would be achieved as the proposed project; however, the timing of when the NOx 

emission reductions would be achieved will occur one year earlier (e.g., by December 31, 2022 

instead of December 31, 2023).  While Alternative B will accelerate the operational benefits from 

the NOx emission reductions, the timing of the construction activities will also be accelerated and 

compressed over a three-year compliance period.  While the number of affected facilities would 

be the same as the proposed project,  these facilities would be required to retrofit, repower, or 

replace their equipment to comply with BARCT in a shorter timeframe (one year earlier).  The air 

quality impacts due to the physical modifications expected to take place at the affected facilities 

would be expected to exceed the SCAQMD’s regional air quality significance threshold for NOx 

during the overlapping construction and operation phase.  While a concurrent operational air 

quality benefit would result due to Alternative B’s overall NOx emission reductions, the 

application of an earlier compliance date for all stationary gas turbines would result in construction 

occurring over a shorter, compressed time frame than the proposed project and thus, the operational 

benefit from NOx emission reductions may not fully reduce the concurrent temporary increases in 

NOx emissions occurring during construction to less than significant levels.  Under Alternative B, 

once the SCR systems are installed and operational, the hazards and hazardous materials impacts 

would be the same as the proposed project.  If Alternative B is implemented, the project objectives 

would be achieved but potentially significant adverse air quality impacts during overlapping 

construction and operations will be expected to occur in addition to the significant adverse hazards 

and hazardous materials due to ammonia storage and use during operation. 

If Alternative C is implemented, the compliance dates for meeting the NOx and ammonia emission 

limits would vary  depending on fuel type, as follows: 1) Liquid Fuel – Outer Continental Shelf: 

December 31, 2023, 2) Natural Gas – Combined Cycle: June 30, 2023 ; 3) Natural Gas – Pipeline 

Compressor Gas Turbine: December 31, 2023; 4) Natural Gas – Simple Cycle: December 31, 2022 

; 5) Produced Gas: December 31, 2023; 6) Produced Gas – Outer Continental Shelf: December 31, 

2023; and 7) Other: December 31, 2023.  While the same quantity of NOx emissions reductions 

would be achieved under Alternative C as the proposed project (e.g., 2.8 tons per day), a portion 

of these NOx emission reductions would be achieved six months earlier for the Natural Gas – 

Combined Cycle category (by June 30, 2013 instead of December 31, 2023) and one year earlier 

for the Natural Gas – Simple Cycle category (by December 31, 2022 instead of December 31, 

2023).  This acceleration of the operational benefits under Alternative C will also mean that the 

timing of the construction activities associated with these fuel type categories will also be 

accelerated and compressed over a 3.5-year period for the Natural Gas – Combined Cycle category 

and over a three-year period for the Natural Gas – Simple Cycle category.  While the number of 

affected facilities would be the same as the proposed project, these facilities would be required to 

retrofit, repower, or replace their equipment to comply with BARCT in a shorter timeframe (from 

six months to one year earlier for the Natural Gas – Combined Cycle and the Natural Gas – Simple 

Cycle categories, respectively).  The air quality impacts due to the physical modifications expected 
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to take place at the affected facilities would be expected to exceed the SCAQMD’s regional air 

quality significance threshold for NOx during the overlapping construction and operation phase.  

While a concurrent operational air quality benefit would result due to Alternative C’s overall NOx 

emission reductions, the application of earlier compliance dates for natural gas-fueled simple and 

combined cycle stationary gas turbines would result in construction occurring over a shorter, 

compressed time frame than the proposed project and thus, the operational benefit from achieving 

earlier NOx emission reductions from these categories may not fully reduce the concurrent, 

temporary increases in NOx emissions occurring during construction to less than significant levels.  

Under Alternative C, once the SCR systems are installed and operational, the hazards and 

hazardous materials impacts would be the same as the proposed project.  If Alternative C is 

implemented, the project objectives would be achieved but potentially significant adverse air 

quality impacts during overlapping construction and operations will be expected to occur, though 

less than those that may be generated under Alternative B in addition  to the significant adverse 

hazards and hazardous materials due to ammonia storage and use during operation. 

In summary, of the three alternatives, Alternative C would be considered the environmentally 

superior alternative.   

CONCLUSION 

Of the three alternatives analyzed, Alternative A would generate the least severe and fewest 

number of adverse and beneficial environmental impacts compared to the proposed project.  

However, of the project alternatives, Alternative A would achieve none of the project objectives 

and would have no NOx emission reduction benefits.   

Also, because Alternative A would not involve any use of any hazardous or toxic materials, 

Alternative A is considered to be the lowest toxic alternative 

Thus, when comparing the environmental effects of the project alternatives to the proposed project 

and evaluating the effectiveness of whether each alternative is achieving the project objectives, 

while the proposed project has potentially significant hazards and hazardous materials impacts due 

to ammonia storage and use, these impacts are equivalent to the hazards and hazardous materials 

impacts for Alternatives B and C, and mitigation measures have been crafted to help affected 

facilities reduce or completely prevent, depending on each facility’s proximity to a sensitive 

receptor, their potential for an offsite release.  Further, the proposed project provides the best 

balance in achieving the project objectives while, unlike Alternatives B and C, assuring that less 

than significant air quality impacts will occur during construction, during the construction and 

operation overlap and during operation after full implementation of PAR 1134.
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APPENDIX A 

Proposed Amended Rule 1134 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from 

Stationary Gas Turbines 

In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of PAR 1134 

located elsewhere in the Governing Board Package (meeting date April 5, 2019). Original 

hard copies of the Draft SEA, which include the draft version of the proposed amended 

rule (PAR 1134 v120618) listed above, can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public 

Information Center at the Diamond Bar headquarters or by contacting Fabian Wesson, 

Public Advisor at the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center by phone at (909) 396-2039 

or by email at PICrequests@aqmd.gov. 
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APPENDIX B-1 

CalEEMod Files And Assumptions 

PAR1134 Construction SCR and NH3 Tank 



1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 3:52 PMPage 1 of 27

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Final  Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix B-1: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-1-1 March 2019



Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction Phase - SCR: Demolition: 15 days; Site Preparation: 5 days; Building Construction: 180 days; Paving: 5 days

Off-road Equipment - Cranes (1): 2 hours per day; Forklifts (1): 5 hours per day; Generator Sets (1): 8 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours 
per day; Welders (1): 4 hours per day; Aerial Lifts (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Concrete/Industrial Saws (1): 8 hours per day; Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 3 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; 
Cranes (1): 2 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Cement and Mortar Mixers (2): 6 hours per day; Pavers (1): 5 hours per day; Rollers (1): 4 hours per day; Plate Compactors (1): 4 hours 
per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 7 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; Trenchers (1): 4 hours per day

Trips and VMT - Demolition: 20 Worker Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 10 Hauling Trips
Site Preparation: 10 Work Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling Trips
Building Construction: 20 Worker Trips, 5 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling
Paving: 10 Worker Trips, 1 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling

Demolition - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 180.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Demolition

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Paving

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 10.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2020 0.1051 0.8910 0.8582 1.6300e-
003

0.0381 0.0465 0.0845 0.0139 0.0446 0.0585 0.0000 141.9421 141.9421 0.0210 0.0000 142.4658

Maximum 0.1051 0.8910 0.8582 1.6300e-
003

0.0381 0.0465 0.0845 0.0139 0.0446 0.0585 0.0000 141.9421 141.9421 0.0210 0.0000 142.4658

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2020 0.1051 0.8910 0.8582 1.6300e-
003

0.0381 0.0465 0.0845 0.0139 0.0446 0.0585 0.0000 141.9420 141.9420 0.0210 0.0000 142.4657

Maximum 0.1051 0.8910 0.8582 1.6300e-
003

0.0381 0.0465 0.0845 0.0139 0.0446 0.0585 0.0000 141.9420 141.9420 0.0210 0.0000 142.4657

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Unmitigated Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 1-2-2020 4-1-2020 0.3362 0.3362

2 4-2-2020 7-1-2020 0.3110 0.3110

3 7-2-2020 9-30-2020 0.3110 0.3110

Highest 0.3362 0.3362
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/2/2020 1/22/2020 5 15

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/23/2020 1/29/2020 5 5

3 Building Construction Building Construction 1/30/2020 10/7/2020 5 180

4 Paving Paving 10/8/2020 10/14/2020 5 5

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 2.00 231 0.29

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 3.00 247 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Trenchers 1 4.00 78 0.50

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 1 4.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Cranes 1 2.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 4.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 1 5.00 130 0.42

Paving Plate Compactors 1 4.00 8 0.43

Paving Rollers 1 4.00 80 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 4 20.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 6 20.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 10.00 1.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 7.8100e-
003

0.0746 0.0518 9.0000e-
005

3.9600e-
003

3.9600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

0.0000 8.1170 8.1170 1.5800e-
003

0.0000 8.1565

Total 7.8100e-
003

0.0746 0.0518 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.9600e-
003

3.9600e-
003

0.0000 3.7600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

0.0000 8.1170 8.1170 1.5800e-
003

0.0000 8.1565

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 4.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
003

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3773 0.3773 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3780

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.7000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

5.6800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.6500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.4815 1.4815 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4826

Total 7.1000e-
004

1.9100e-
003

5.9600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.7500e-
003

4.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.8588 1.8588 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.8605

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 7.8100e-
003

0.0746 0.0518 9.0000e-
005

3.9600e-
003

3.9600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

0.0000 8.1170 8.1170 1.5800e-
003

0.0000 8.1564

Total 7.8100e-
003

0.0746 0.0518 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.9600e-
003

3.9600e-
003

0.0000 3.7600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

0.0000 8.1170 8.1170 1.5800e-
003

0.0000 8.1564

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 4.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
003

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3773 0.3773 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3780

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.7000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

5.6800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.6500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.4815 1.4815 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4826

Total 7.1000e-
004

1.9100e-
003

5.9600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.7500e-
003

4.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.8588 1.8588 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.8605

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0132 0.0000 0.0132 7.2400e-
003

0.0000 7.2400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1500e-
003

0.0322 0.0152 3.0000e-
005

1.7400e-
003

1.7400e-
003

1.6000e-
003

1.6000e-
003

0.0000 2.3535 2.3535 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3725

Total 3.1500e-
003

0.0322 0.0152 3.0000e-
005

0.0132 1.7400e-
003

0.0149 7.2400e-
003

1.6000e-
003

8.8400e-
003

0.0000 2.3535 2.3535 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3725

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Total 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0132 0.0000 0.0132 7.2400e-
003

0.0000 7.2400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1500e-
003

0.0322 0.0152 3.0000e-
005

1.7400e-
003

1.7400e-
003

1.6000e-
003

1.6000e-
003

0.0000 2.3535 2.3535 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3725

Total 3.1500e-
003

0.0322 0.0152 3.0000e-
005

0.0132 1.7400e-
003

0.0149 7.2400e-
003

1.6000e-
003

8.8400e-
003

0.0000 2.3535 2.3535 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3725

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Total 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0824 0.7164 0.6921 1.1600e-
003

0.0397 0.0397 0.0383 0.0383 0.0000 98.7261 98.7261 0.0169 0.0000 99.1475

Total 0.0824 0.7164 0.6921 1.1600e-
003

0.0397 0.0397 0.0383 0.0383 0.0000 98.7261 98.7261 0.0169 0.0000 99.1475

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 3:52 PMPage 13 of 27

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Final  Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix B-1: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-1-13 March 2019



3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.5100e-
003

0.0480 0.0119 1.1000e-
004

2.8400e-
003

2.4000e-
004

3.0700e-
003

8.2000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

1.0400e-
003

0.0000 11.0678 11.0678 7.3000e-
004

0.0000 11.0860

Worker 8.0400e-
003

6.1600e-
003

0.0682 2.0000e-
004

0.0198 1.5000e-
004

0.0199 5.2400e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.3900e-
003

0.0000 17.7780 17.7780 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 17.7907

Total 9.5500e-
003

0.0542 0.0801 3.1000e-
004

0.0226 3.9000e-
004

0.0230 6.0600e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.4300e-
003

0.0000 28.8458 28.8458 1.2400e-
003

0.0000 28.8767

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0824 0.7164 0.6921 1.1600e-
003

0.0397 0.0397 0.0383 0.0383 0.0000 98.7260 98.7260 0.0169 0.0000 99.1474

Total 0.0824 0.7164 0.6921 1.1600e-
003

0.0397 0.0397 0.0383 0.0383 0.0000 98.7260 98.7260 0.0169 0.0000 99.1474

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.5100e-
003

0.0480 0.0119 1.1000e-
004

2.8400e-
003

2.4000e-
004

3.0700e-
003

8.2000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

1.0400e-
003

0.0000 11.0678 11.0678 7.3000e-
004

0.0000 11.0860

Worker 8.0400e-
003

6.1600e-
003

0.0682 2.0000e-
004

0.0198 1.5000e-
004

0.0199 5.2400e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.3900e-
003

0.0000 17.7780 17.7780 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 17.7907

Total 9.5500e-
003

0.0542 0.0801 3.1000e-
004

0.0226 3.9000e-
004

0.0230 6.0600e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.4300e-
003

0.0000 28.8458 28.8458 1.2400e-
003

0.0000 28.8767

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 1.2000e-
003

0.0113 0.0112 2.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.4855 1.4855 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.4963

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.2000e-
003

0.0113 0.0112 2.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.4855 1.4855 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.4963

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0615 0.0615 0.0000 0.0000 0.0616

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Total 1.2000e-
004

3.6000e-
004

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3084 0.3084 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3087

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 1.2000e-
003

0.0113 0.0112 2.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.4855 1.4855 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.4963

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.2000e-
003

0.0113 0.0112 2.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.4855 1.4855 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.4963

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 3:52 PMPage 16 of 27

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Final  Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix B-1: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-1-16 March 2019



4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0615 0.0615 0.0000 0.0000 0.0616

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Total 1.2000e-
004

3.6000e-
004

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3084 0.3084 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3087

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.547828 0.043645 0.199892 0.122290 0.016774 0.005862 0.020637 0.032653 0.002037 0.001944 0.004777 0.000705 0.000956

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

7.0 Water Detail
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction Phase - SCR: Demolition: 15 days; Site Preparation: 5 days; Building Construction: 180 days; Paving: 5 days

Off-road Equipment - Cranes (1): 2 hours per day; Forklifts (1): 5 hours per day; Generator Sets (1): 8 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours 
per day; Welders (1): 4 hours per day; Aerial Lifts (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Concrete/Industrial Saws (1): 8 hours per day; Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 3 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; 
Cranes (1): 2 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Cement and Mortar Mixers (2): 6 hours per day; Pavers (1): 5 hours per day; Rollers (1): 4 hours per day; Plate Compactors (1): 4 hours 
per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 7 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; Trenchers (1): 4 hours per day

Trips and VMT - Demolition: 20 Worker Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 10 Hauling Trips
Site Preparation: 10 Work Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling Trips
Building Construction: 20 Worker Trips, 5 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling
Paving: 10 Worker Trips, 1 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling

Demolition - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 180.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Demolition

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Paving

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 10.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2020 1.3044 12.8970 8.6326 0.0164 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,575.295
9

1,575.295
9

0.3389 0.0000 1,580.836
7

Maximum 1.3044 12.8970 8.6326 0.0164 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,575.295
9

1,575.295
9

0.3389 0.0000 1,580.836
7

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2020 1.3044 12.8970 8.6326 0.0164 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,575.295
9

1,575.295
9

0.3389 0.0000 1,580.836
7

Maximum 1.3044 12.8970 8.6326 0.0164 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,575.295
9

1,575.295
9

0.3389 0.0000 1,580.836
7

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/2/2020 1/22/2020 5 15

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/23/2020 1/29/2020 5 5

3 Building Construction Building Construction 1/30/2020 10/7/2020 5 180

4 Paving Paving 10/8/2020 10/14/2020 5 5

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 3:56 PMPage 6 of 21

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank - South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

Final  Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix B-1: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-1-32 March 2019



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 2.00 231 0.29

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 3.00 247 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Trenchers 1 4.00 78 0.50

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 1 4.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Cranes 1 2.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 4.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 1 5.00 130 0.42

Paving Plate Compactors 1 4.00 8 0.43

Paving Rollers 1 4.00 80 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 4 20.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 6 20.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 10.00 1.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0411 9.9487 6.9046 0.0125 0.5284 0.5284 0.5020 0.5020 1,192.999
7

1,192.999
7

0.2317 1,198.792
3

Total 1.0411 9.9487 6.9046 0.0125 1.0000e-
005

0.5284 0.5284 0.0000 0.5020 0.5020 1,192.999
7

1,192.999
7

0.2317 1,198.792
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 5.0600e-
003

0.1814 0.0361 5.2000e-
004

0.0117 5.8000e-
004

0.0122 3.1900e-
003

5.6000e-
004

3.7500e-
003

55.8886 55.8886 3.7500e-
003

55.9824

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0905 0.0608 0.8176 2.3000e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 228.8835 228.8835 6.5800e-
003

229.0480

Total 0.0956 0.2423 0.8537 2.8200e-
003

0.2352 2.2800e-
003

0.2375 0.0625 2.1200e-
003

0.0646 284.7721 284.7721 0.0103 285.0304

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0411 9.9487 6.9046 0.0125 0.5284 0.5284 0.5020 0.5020 0.0000 1,192.999
7

1,192.999
7

0.2317 1,198.792
3

Total 1.0411 9.9487 6.9046 0.0125 1.0000e-
005

0.5284 0.5284 0.0000 0.5020 0.5020 0.0000 1,192.999
7

1,192.999
7

0.2317 1,198.792
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 5.0600e-
003

0.1814 0.0361 5.2000e-
004

0.0117 5.8000e-
004

0.0122 3.1900e-
003

5.6000e-
004

3.7500e-
003

55.8886 55.8886 3.7500e-
003

55.9824

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0905 0.0608 0.8176 2.3000e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 228.8835 228.8835 6.5800e-
003

229.0480

Total 0.0956 0.2423 0.8537 2.8200e-
003

0.2352 2.2800e-
003

0.2375 0.0625 2.1200e-
003

0.0646 284.7721 284.7721 0.0103 285.0304

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2693 0.0000 5.2693 2.8965 0.0000 2.8965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 0.6943 0.6943 0.6387 0.6387 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Total 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 5.2693 0.6943 5.9636 2.8965 0.6387 3.5352 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Total 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2693 0.0000 5.2693 2.8965 0.0000 2.8965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 0.6943 0.6943 0.6387 0.6387 0.0000 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Total 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 5.2693 0.6943 5.9636 2.8965 0.6387 3.5352 0.0000 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Total 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9160 7.9597 7.6901 0.0128 0.4415 0.4415 0.4253 0.4253 1,209.188
1

1,209.188
1

0.2064 1,214.349
1

Total 0.9160 7.9597 7.6901 0.0128 0.4415 0.4415 0.4253 0.4253 1,209.188
1

1,209.188
1

0.2064 1,214.349
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0164 0.5247 0.1249 1.2900e-
003

0.0320 2.6000e-
003

0.0346 9.2100e-
003

2.4900e-
003

0.0117 137.2242 137.2242 8.6200e-
003

137.4396

Worker 0.0905 0.0608 0.8176 2.3000e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 228.8835 228.8835 6.5800e-
003

229.0480

Total 0.1069 0.5855 0.9426 3.5900e-
003

0.2556 4.3000e-
003

0.2599 0.0685 4.0500e-
003

0.0726 366.1077 366.1077 0.0152 366.4876

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9160 7.9597 7.6901 0.0128 0.4415 0.4415 0.4253 0.4253 0.0000 1,209.188
1

1,209.188
1

0.2064 1,214.349
1

Total 0.9160 7.9597 7.6901 0.0128 0.4415 0.4415 0.4253 0.4253 0.0000 1,209.188
1

1,209.188
1

0.2064 1,214.349
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0164 0.5247 0.1249 1.2900e-
003

0.0320 2.6000e-
003

0.0346 9.2100e-
003

2.4900e-
003

0.0117 137.2242 137.2242 8.6200e-
003

137.4396

Worker 0.0905 0.0608 0.8176 2.3000e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 228.8835 228.8835 6.5800e-
003

229.0480

Total 0.1069 0.5855 0.9426 3.5900e-
003

0.2556 4.3000e-
003

0.2599 0.0685 4.0500e-
003

0.0726 366.1077 366.1077 0.0152 366.4876

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 3:56 PMPage 14 of 21

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank - South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

Final  Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix B-1: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-1-40 March 2019



3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.2800e-
003

0.1049 0.0250 2.6000e-
004

6.4000e-
003

5.2000e-
004

6.9200e-
003

1.8400e-
003

5.0000e-
004

2.3400e-
003

27.4449 27.4449 1.7200e-
003

27.4879

Worker 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Total 0.0485 0.1354 0.4338 1.4100e-
003

0.1182 1.3700e-
003

0.1195 0.0315 1.2800e-
003

0.0328 141.8866 141.8866 5.0100e-
003

142.0119

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 0.0000 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 0.0000 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.2800e-
003

0.1049 0.0250 2.6000e-
004

6.4000e-
003

5.2000e-
004

6.9200e-
003

1.8400e-
003

5.0000e-
004

2.3400e-
003

27.4449 27.4449 1.7200e-
003

27.4879

Worker 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Total 0.0485 0.1354 0.4338 1.4100e-
003

0.1182 1.3700e-
003

0.1195 0.0315 1.2800e-
003

0.0328 141.8866 141.8866 5.0100e-
003

142.0119

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.547828 0.043645 0.199892 0.122290 0.016774 0.005862 0.020637 0.032653 0.002037 0.001944 0.004777 0.000705 0.000956

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

11.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction Phase - SCR: Demolition: 15 days; Site Preparation: 5 days; Building Construction: 180 days; Paving: 5 days

Off-road Equipment - Cranes (1): 2 hours per day; Forklifts (1): 5 hours per day; Generator Sets (1): 8 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours 
per day; Welders (1): 4 hours per day; Aerial Lifts (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Concrete/Industrial Saws (1): 8 hours per day; Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 3 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; 
Cranes (1): 2 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Cement and Mortar Mixers (2): 6 hours per day; Pavers (1): 5 hours per day; Rollers (1): 4 hours per day; Plate Compactors (1): 4 hours 
per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 7 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; Trenchers (1): 4 hours per day

Trips and VMT - Demolition: 20 Worker Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 10 Hauling Trips
Site Preparation: 10 Work Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling Trips
Building Construction: 20 Worker Trips, 5 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling
Paving: 10 Worker Trips, 1 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling

Demolition - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 180.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Demolition

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Paving

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Site Preparation

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Building Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 10.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2020 1.3085 12.8999 8.5655 0.0162 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,556.517
5

1,556.517
5

0.3387 0.0000 1,562.063
3

Maximum 1.3085 12.8999 8.5655 0.0162 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,556.517
5

1,556.517
5

0.3387 0.0000 1,562.063
3

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2020 1.3085 12.8999 8.5655 0.0162 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,556.517
5

1,556.517
5

0.3387 0.0000 1,562.063
3

Maximum 1.3085 12.8999 8.5655 0.0162 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,556.517
5

1,556.517
5

0.3387 0.0000 1,562.063
3

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/2/2020 1/22/2020 5 15

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/23/2020 1/29/2020 5 5

3 Building Construction Building Construction 1/30/2020 10/7/2020 5 180

4 Paving Paving 10/8/2020 10/14/2020 5 5

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 4:32 PMPage 6 of 21

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank - South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

Final  Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix B-1: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-1-53 March 2019



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 2.00 231 0.29

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 3.00 247 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Trenchers 1 4.00 78 0.50

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 1 4.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Cranes 1 2.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 4.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 1 5.00 130 0.42

Paving Plate Compactors 1 4.00 8 0.43

Paving Rollers 1 4.00 80 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 4 20.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 6 20.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 10.00 1.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0411 9.9487 6.9046 0.0125 0.5284 0.5284 0.5020 0.5020 1,192.999
7

1,192.999
7

0.2317 1,198.792
3

Total 1.0411 9.9487 6.9046 0.0125 1.0000e-
005

0.5284 0.5284 0.0000 0.5020 0.5020 1,192.999
7

1,192.999
7

0.2317 1,198.792
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 5.2100e-
003

0.1838 0.0389 5.1000e-
004

0.0117 5.9000e-
004

0.0122 3.1900e-
003

5.7000e-
004

3.7600e-
003

54.8599 54.8599 3.9100e-
003

54.9577

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0987 0.0666 0.7362 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 214.0730 214.0730 6.1400e-
003

214.2265

Total 0.1039 0.2504 0.7750 2.6600e-
003

0.2352 2.2900e-
003

0.2375 0.0625 2.1300e-
003

0.0646 268.9329 268.9329 0.0101 269.1842

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0411 9.9487 6.9046 0.0125 0.5284 0.5284 0.5020 0.5020 0.0000 1,192.999
7

1,192.999
7

0.2317 1,198.792
3

Total 1.0411 9.9487 6.9046 0.0125 1.0000e-
005

0.5284 0.5284 0.0000 0.5020 0.5020 0.0000 1,192.999
7

1,192.999
7

0.2317 1,198.792
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 5.2100e-
003

0.1838 0.0389 5.1000e-
004

0.0117 5.9000e-
004

0.0122 3.1900e-
003

5.7000e-
004

3.7600e-
003

54.8599 54.8599 3.9100e-
003

54.9577

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0987 0.0666 0.7362 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 214.0730 214.0730 6.1400e-
003

214.2265

Total 0.1039 0.2504 0.7750 2.6600e-
003

0.2352 2.2900e-
003

0.2375 0.0625 2.1300e-
003

0.0646 268.9329 268.9329 0.0101 269.1842

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2693 0.0000 5.2693 2.8965 0.0000 2.8965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 0.6943 0.6943 0.6387 0.6387 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Total 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 5.2693 0.6943 5.9636 2.8965 0.6387 3.5352 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Total 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2693 0.0000 5.2693 2.8965 0.0000 2.8965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 0.6943 0.6943 0.6387 0.6387 0.0000 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Total 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 5.2693 0.6943 5.9636 2.8965 0.6387 3.5352 0.0000 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Total 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9160 7.9597 7.6901 0.0128 0.4415 0.4415 0.4253 0.4253 1,209.188
1

1,209.188
1

0.2064 1,214.349
1

Total 0.9160 7.9597 7.6901 0.0128 0.4415 0.4415 0.4253 0.4253 1,209.188
1

1,209.188
1

0.2064 1,214.349
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0172 0.5241 0.1393 1.2500e-
003

0.0320 2.6400e-
003

0.0346 9.2100e-
003

2.5200e-
003

0.0117 133.2564 133.2564 9.2500e-
003

133.4877

Worker 0.0987 0.0666 0.7362 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 214.0730 214.0730 6.1400e-
003

214.2265

Total 0.1159 0.5907 0.8755 3.4000e-
003

0.2556 4.3400e-
003

0.2599 0.0685 4.0800e-
003

0.0726 347.3294 347.3294 0.0154 347.7142

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9160 7.9597 7.6901 0.0128 0.4415 0.4415 0.4253 0.4253 0.0000 1,209.188
1

1,209.188
1

0.2064 1,214.349
1

Total 0.9160 7.9597 7.6901 0.0128 0.4415 0.4415 0.4253 0.4253 0.0000 1,209.188
1

1,209.188
1

0.2064 1,214.349
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0172 0.5241 0.1393 1.2500e-
003

0.0320 2.6400e-
003

0.0346 9.2100e-
003

2.5200e-
003

0.0117 133.2564 133.2564 9.2500e-
003

133.4877

Worker 0.0987 0.0666 0.7362 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 214.0730 214.0730 6.1400e-
003

214.2265

Total 0.1159 0.5907 0.8755 3.4000e-
003

0.2556 4.3400e-
003

0.2599 0.0685 4.0800e-
003

0.0726 347.3294 347.3294 0.0154 347.7142

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.4400e-
003

0.1048 0.0279 2.5000e-
004

6.4000e-
003

5.3000e-
004

6.9300e-
003

1.8400e-
003

5.0000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

26.6513 26.6513 1.8500e-
003

26.6976

Worker 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Total 0.0528 0.1381 0.3960 1.3200e-
003

0.1182 1.3800e-
003

0.1196 0.0315 1.2800e-
003

0.0328 133.6878 133.6878 4.9200e-
003

133.8108

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 0.0000 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 0.0000 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.4400e-
003

0.1048 0.0279 2.5000e-
004

6.4000e-
003

5.3000e-
004

6.9300e-
003

1.8400e-
003

5.0000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

26.6513 26.6513 1.8500e-
003

26.6976

Worker 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Total 0.0528 0.1381 0.3960 1.3200e-
003

0.1182 1.3800e-
003

0.1196 0.0315 1.2800e-
003

0.0328 133.6878 133.6878 4.9200e-
003

133.8108

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.547828 0.043645 0.199892 0.122290 0.016774 0.005862 0.020637 0.032653 0.002037 0.001944 0.004777 0.000705 0.000956

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

11.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 4:32 PMPage 21 of 21

PAR1134_Construction_SCR and NH3 Tank - South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

Final  Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix B-1: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-1-68 March 2019



 

 

 

APPENDIX B-2 

CalEEMod Files And Assumptions 

PAR1134 Construction Stationary Gas Turbine 



1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PAR1134_Construction_Stationary Gas Turbine
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction Phase - Stationary Gas Turbine: Demolition: 20 days; Site Preparation: 5 days; Building Construction: 180 days; Paving: 5 
days

Off-road Equipment - Cranes (1): 3 hours per day; Forklifts (1): 6 hours per day; Generator Sets (1): 8 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours 
per day; Welders (1): 4 hours per day; Aerial Lifts (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Concrete/Industrial Saws (1): 8 hours per day; Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 4 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; 
Cranes (1): 3 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Cement and Mortar Mixers (2): 6 hours per day; Pavers (1): 5 hours per day; Rollers (1): 4 hours per day; Plate Compactors (1): 4 hours 
per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 7 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; Trenchers (1): 4 hours per day

Trips and VMT - Demolition: 20 Worker Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 10 Hauling Trips
Site Preparation: 10 Work Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling Trips
Building Construction: 20 Worker Trips, 5 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling
Paving: 10 Worker Trips, 1 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling

Demolition - 
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 180.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 20.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 10.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2020 0.1149 0.9976 0.9090 1.7500e-
003

0.0386 0.0513 0.0899 0.0141 0.0491 0.0631 0.0000 152.4164 152.4164 0.0238 0.0000 153.0124

Maximum 0.1149 0.9976 0.9090 1.7500e-
003

0.0386 0.0513 0.0899 0.0141 0.0491 0.0631 0.0000 152.4164 152.4164 0.0238 0.0000 153.0124

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2020 0.1149 0.9976 0.9090 1.7500e-
003

0.0386 0.0513 0.0899 0.0141 0.0491 0.0631 0.0000 152.4162 152.4162 0.0238 0.0000 153.0123

Maximum 0.1149 0.9976 0.9090 1.7500e-
003

0.0386 0.0513 0.0899 0.0141 0.0491 0.0631 0.0000 152.4162 152.4162 0.0238 0.0000 153.0123

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Unmitigated Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 1-2-2020 4-1-2020 0.3776 0.3776

2 4-2-2020 7-1-2020 0.3347 0.3347

3 7-2-2020 9-30-2020 0.3347 0.3347

Highest 0.3776 0.3776
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/2/2020 1/29/2020 5 20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/30/2020 2/5/2020 5 5

3 Building Construction Building Construction 2/6/2020 10/14/2020 5 180

4 Paving Paving 10/15/2020 10/21/2020 5 5

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 3.00 231 0.29

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 4.00 247 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Trenchers 1 4.00 78 0.50

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 1 4.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Cranes 1 3.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 4.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 1 5.00 130 0.42

Paving Plate Compactors 1 4.00 8 0.43

Paving Rollers 1 4.00 80 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 4 20.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 6 20.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 10.00 1.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0123 0.1204 0.0769 1.4000e-
004

6.2600e-
003

6.2600e-
003

5.9100e-
003

5.9100e-
003

0.0000 12.3946 12.3946 2.6100e-
003

0.0000 12.4598

Total 0.0123 0.1204 0.0769 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 6.2600e-
003

6.2600e-
003

0.0000 5.9100e-
003

5.9100e-
003

0.0000 12.3946 12.3946 2.6100e-
003

0.0000 12.4598

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 4.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
003

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3773 0.3773 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3780

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.9000e-
004

6.8000e-
004

7.5700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.1900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2100e-
003

5.8000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9753 1.9753 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.9768

Total 9.3000e-
004

2.0800e-
003

7.8500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
003

6.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.3527 2.3527 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3547

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0123 0.1204 0.0769 1.4000e-
004

6.2600e-
003

6.2600e-
003

5.9100e-
003

5.9100e-
003

0.0000 12.3945 12.3945 2.6100e-
003

0.0000 12.4598

Total 0.0123 0.1204 0.0769 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 6.2600e-
003

6.2600e-
003

0.0000 5.9100e-
003

5.9100e-
003

0.0000 12.3945 12.3945 2.6100e-
003

0.0000 12.4598

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 4.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
003

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3773 0.3773 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3780

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.9000e-
004

6.8000e-
004

7.5700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.1900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2100e-
003

5.8000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9753 1.9753 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.9768

Total 9.3000e-
004

2.0800e-
003

7.8500e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
003

6.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.3527 2.3527 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3547

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0132 0.0000 0.0132 7.2400e-
003

0.0000 7.2400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1500e-
003

0.0322 0.0152 3.0000e-
005

1.7400e-
003

1.7400e-
003

1.6000e-
003

1.6000e-
003

0.0000 2.3535 2.3535 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3725

Total 3.1500e-
003

0.0322 0.0152 3.0000e-
005

0.0132 1.7400e-
003

0.0149 7.2400e-
003

1.6000e-
003

8.8400e-
003

0.0000 2.3535 2.3535 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3725

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Total 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0132 0.0000 0.0132 7.2400e-
003

0.0000 7.2400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1500e-
003

0.0322 0.0152 3.0000e-
005

1.7400e-
003

1.7400e-
003

1.6000e-
003

1.6000e-
003

0.0000 2.3535 2.3535 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3725

Total 3.1500e-
003

0.0322 0.0152 3.0000e-
005

0.0132 1.7400e-
003

0.0149 7.2400e-
003

1.6000e-
003

8.8400e-
003

0.0000 2.3535 2.3535 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.3725

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Total 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0875 0.7770 0.7159 1.2200e-
003

0.0422 0.0422 0.0406 0.0406 0.0000 104.4290 104.4290 0.0187 0.0000 104.8965

Total 0.0875 0.7770 0.7159 1.2200e-
003

0.0422 0.0422 0.0406 0.0406 0.0000 104.4290 104.4290 0.0187 0.0000 104.8965

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.5100e-
003

0.0480 0.0119 1.1000e-
004

2.8400e-
003

2.4000e-
004

3.0700e-
003

8.2000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

1.0400e-
003

0.0000 11.0678 11.0678 7.3000e-
004

0.0000 11.0860

Worker 8.0400e-
003

6.1600e-
003

0.0682 2.0000e-
004

0.0198 1.5000e-
004

0.0199 5.2400e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.3900e-
003

0.0000 17.7780 17.7780 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 17.7907

Total 9.5500e-
003

0.0542 0.0801 3.1000e-
004

0.0226 3.9000e-
004

0.0230 6.0600e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.4300e-
003

0.0000 28.8458 28.8458 1.2400e-
003

0.0000 28.8767

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0875 0.7770 0.7159 1.2200e-
003

0.0422 0.0422 0.0406 0.0406 0.0000 104.4289 104.4289 0.0187 0.0000 104.8964

Total 0.0875 0.7770 0.7159 1.2200e-
003

0.0422 0.0422 0.0406 0.0406 0.0000 104.4289 104.4289 0.0187 0.0000 104.8964

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.5100e-
003

0.0480 0.0119 1.1000e-
004

2.8400e-
003

2.4000e-
004

3.0700e-
003

8.2000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

1.0400e-
003

0.0000 11.0678 11.0678 7.3000e-
004

0.0000 11.0860

Worker 8.0400e-
003

6.1600e-
003

0.0682 2.0000e-
004

0.0198 1.5000e-
004

0.0199 5.2400e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.3900e-
003

0.0000 17.7780 17.7780 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 17.7907

Total 9.5500e-
003

0.0542 0.0801 3.1000e-
004

0.0226 3.9000e-
004

0.0230 6.0600e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.4300e-
003

0.0000 28.8458 28.8458 1.2400e-
003

0.0000 28.8767

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 1.2000e-
003

0.0113 0.0112 2.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.4855 1.4855 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.4963

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.2000e-
003

0.0113 0.0112 2.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.4855 1.4855 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.4963

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0615 0.0615 0.0000 0.0000 0.0616

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Total 1.2000e-
004

3.6000e-
004

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3084 0.3084 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3087

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 1.2000e-
003

0.0113 0.0112 2.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.4855 1.4855 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.4963

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.2000e-
003

0.0113 0.0112 2.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.4855 1.4855 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.4963

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0615 0.0615 0.0000 0.0000 0.0616

Worker 1.1000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2469 0.2469 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2471

Total 1.2000e-
004

3.6000e-
004

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3084 0.3084 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3087

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.547828 0.043645 0.199892 0.122290 0.016774 0.005862 0.020637 0.032653 0.002037 0.001944 0.004777 0.000705 0.000956

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

7.0 Water Detail
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 4:37 PMPage 24 of 27

PAR1134_Construction_Stationary Gas Turbine - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Final Subsequent Environmental Assessessment Appendix B-2: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-2-24 March 2019



8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PAR1134_Construction_Stationary Gas Turbine
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction Phase - Stationary Gas Turbine: Demolition: 20 days; Site Preparation: 5 days; Building Construction: 180 days; Paving: 5 
days

Off-road Equipment - Cranes (1): 3 hours per day; Forklifts (1): 6 hours per day; Generator Sets (1): 8 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours 
per day; Welders (1): 4 hours per day; Aerial Lifts (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Concrete/Industrial Saws (1): 8 hours per day; Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 4 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; 
Cranes (1): 3 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Cement and Mortar Mixers (2): 6 hours per day; Pavers (1): 5 hours per day; Rollers (1): 4 hours per day; Plate Compactors (1): 4 hours 
per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 7 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; Trenchers (1): 4 hours per day

Trips and VMT - Demolition: 20 Worker Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 10 Hauling Trips
Site Preparation: 10 Work Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling Trips
Building Construction: 20 Worker Trips, 5 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling
Paving: 10 Worker Trips, 1 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling

Demolition - 
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 180.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 20.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 10.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/22/2019 4:41 PMPage 3 of 21

PAR1134_Construction_Stationary Gas Turbine - South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

Final Subsequent Environmental Assessessment Appendix B-2: CalEEMod Files and Assumptions (Annual)

PAR 1134 B-2-29 March 2019



2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2020 1.3270 12.8970 8.8971 0.0172 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,645.144
6

1,645.144
6

0.3389 0.0000 1,651.250
2

Maximum 1.3270 12.8970 8.8971 0.0172 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,645.144
6

1,645.144
6

0.3389 0.0000 1,651.250
2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2020 1.3270 12.8970 8.8971 0.0172 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,645.144
6

1,645.144
6

0.3389 0.0000 1,651.250
2

Maximum 1.3270 12.8970 8.8971 0.0172 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,645.144
6

1,645.144
6

0.3389 0.0000 1,651.250
2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/2/2020 1/29/2020 5 20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/30/2020 2/5/2020 5 5

3 Building Construction Building Construction 2/6/2020 10/14/2020 5 180

4 Paving Paving 10/15/2020 10/21/2020 5 5

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 3.00 231 0.29

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 4.00 247 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Trenchers 1 4.00 78 0.50

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 1 4.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Cranes 1 3.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 4.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 1 5.00 130 0.42

Paving Plate Compactors 1 4.00 8 0.43

Paving Rollers 1 4.00 80 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 4 20.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 6 20.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 10.00 1.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2327 12.0391 7.6855 0.0142 0.6256 0.6256 0.5914 0.5914 1,366.266
3

1,366.266
3

0.2877 1,373.459
8

Total 1.2327 12.0391 7.6855 0.0142 0.0000 0.6256 0.6256 0.0000 0.5914 0.5914 1,366.266
3

1,366.266
3

0.2877 1,373.459
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 3.8000e-
003

0.1361 0.0271 3.9000e-
004

8.7400e-
003

4.4000e-
004

9.1800e-
003

2.3900e-
003

4.2000e-
004

2.8100e-
003

41.9165 41.9165 2.8100e-
003

41.9868

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0905 0.0608 0.8176 2.3000e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 228.8835 228.8835 6.5800e-
003

229.0480

Total 0.0943 0.1969 0.8447 2.6900e-
003

0.2323 2.1400e-
003

0.2344 0.0617 1.9800e-
003

0.0637 270.8000 270.8000 9.3900e-
003

271.0348

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2327 12.0391 7.6855 0.0142 0.6256 0.6256 0.5914 0.5914 0.0000 1,366.266
3

1,366.266
3

0.2877 1,373.459
8

Total 1.2327 12.0391 7.6855 0.0142 0.0000 0.6256 0.6256 0.0000 0.5914 0.5914 0.0000 1,366.266
3

1,366.266
3

0.2877 1,373.459
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 3.8000e-
003

0.1361 0.0271 3.9000e-
004

8.7400e-
003

4.4000e-
004

9.1800e-
003

2.3900e-
003

4.2000e-
004

2.8100e-
003

41.9165 41.9165 2.8100e-
003

41.9868

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0905 0.0608 0.8176 2.3000e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 228.8835 228.8835 6.5800e-
003

229.0480

Total 0.0943 0.1969 0.8447 2.6900e-
003

0.2323 2.1400e-
003

0.2344 0.0617 1.9800e-
003

0.0637 270.8000 270.8000 9.3900e-
003

271.0348

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2693 0.0000 5.2693 2.8965 0.0000 2.8965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 0.6943 0.6943 0.6387 0.6387 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Total 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 5.2693 0.6943 5.9636 2.8965 0.6387 3.5352 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Total 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2693 0.0000 5.2693 2.8965 0.0000 2.8965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 0.6943 0.6943 0.6387 0.6387 0.0000 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Total 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 5.2693 0.6943 5.9636 2.8965 0.6387 3.5352 0.0000 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Total 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9727 8.6336 7.9545 0.0136 0.4693 0.4693 0.4509 0.4509 1,279.036
9

1,279.036
9

0.2290 1,284.762
6

Total 0.9727 8.6336 7.9545 0.0136 0.4693 0.4693 0.4509 0.4509 1,279.036
9

1,279.036
9

0.2290 1,284.762
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0164 0.5247 0.1249 1.2900e-
003

0.0320 2.6000e-
003

0.0346 9.2100e-
003

2.4900e-
003

0.0117 137.2242 137.2242 8.6200e-
003

137.4396

Worker 0.0905 0.0608 0.8176 2.3000e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 228.8835 228.8835 6.5800e-
003

229.0480

Total 0.1069 0.5855 0.9426 3.5900e-
003

0.2556 4.3000e-
003

0.2599 0.0685 4.0500e-
003

0.0726 366.1077 366.1077 0.0152 366.4876

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9727 8.6336 7.9545 0.0136 0.4693 0.4693 0.4509 0.4509 0.0000 1,279.036
8

1,279.036
8

0.2290 1,284.762
6

Total 0.9727 8.6336 7.9545 0.0136 0.4693 0.4693 0.4509 0.4509 0.0000 1,279.036
8

1,279.036
8

0.2290 1,284.762
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0164 0.5247 0.1249 1.2900e-
003

0.0320 2.6000e-
003

0.0346 9.2100e-
003

2.4900e-
003

0.0117 137.2242 137.2242 8.6200e-
003

137.4396

Worker 0.0905 0.0608 0.8176 2.3000e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 228.8835 228.8835 6.5800e-
003

229.0480

Total 0.1069 0.5855 0.9426 3.5900e-
003

0.2556 4.3000e-
003

0.2599 0.0685 4.0500e-
003

0.0726 366.1077 366.1077 0.0152 366.4876

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.2800e-
003

0.1049 0.0250 2.6000e-
004

6.4000e-
003

5.2000e-
004

6.9200e-
003

1.8400e-
003

5.0000e-
004

2.3400e-
003

27.4449 27.4449 1.7200e-
003

27.4879

Worker 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Total 0.0485 0.1354 0.4338 1.4100e-
003

0.1182 1.3700e-
003

0.1195 0.0315 1.2800e-
003

0.0328 141.8866 141.8866 5.0100e-
003

142.0119

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 0.0000 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 0.0000 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.2800e-
003

0.1049 0.0250 2.6000e-
004

6.4000e-
003

5.2000e-
004

6.9200e-
003

1.8400e-
003

5.0000e-
004

2.3400e-
003

27.4449 27.4449 1.7200e-
003

27.4879

Worker 0.0452 0.0304 0.4088 1.1500e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 114.4418 114.4418 3.2900e-
003

114.5240

Total 0.0485 0.1354 0.4338 1.4100e-
003

0.1182 1.3700e-
003

0.1195 0.0315 1.2800e-
003

0.0328 141.8866 141.8866 5.0100e-
003

142.0119

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.547828 0.043645 0.199892 0.122290 0.016774 0.005862 0.020637 0.032653 0.002037 0.001944 0.004777 0.000705 0.000956

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

11.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

PAR1134_Construction_Stationary Gas Turbine
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction Phase - Stationary Gas Turbine: Demolition: 20 days; Site Preparation: 5 days; Building Construction: 180 days; Paving: 5 
days

Off-road Equipment - Cranes (1): 3 hours per day; Forklifts (1): 6 hours per day; Generator Sets (1): 8 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours 
per day; Welders (1): 4 hours per day; Aerial Lifts (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Concrete/Industrial Saws (1): 8 hours per day; Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 4 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; 
Cranes (1): 3 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Cement and Mortar Mixers (2): 6 hours per day; Pavers (1): 5 hours per day; Rollers (1): 4 hours per day; Plate Compactors (1): 4 hours 
per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day

Off-road Equipment - Rubber Tired Dozers (1): 7 hours per day; Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (1): 4 hours per day; Trenchers (1): 4 hours per day

Trips and VMT - Demolition: 20 Worker Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 10 Hauling Trips
Site Preparation: 10 Work Trips, 0 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling Trips
Building Construction: 20 Worker Trips, 5 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling
Paving: 10 Worker Trips, 1 Vendor Trips, 0 Hauling

Demolition - 
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 180.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 20.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 0.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 4.00 3.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 5.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 1.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 20.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 15.00 10.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2020 1.3353 12.8999 8.8299 0.0170 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,626.366
2

1,626.366
2

0.3387 0.0000 1,632.476
8

Maximum 1.3353 12.8999 8.8299 0.0170 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,626.366
2

1,626.366
2

0.3387 0.0000 1,632.476
8

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2020 1.3353 12.8999 8.8299 0.0170 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,626.366
2

1,626.366
2

0.3387 0.0000 1,632.476
8

Maximum 1.3353 12.8999 8.8299 0.0170 5.3811 0.6951 6.0762 2.9261 0.6395 3.5656 0.0000 1,626.366
2

1,626.366
2

0.3387 0.0000 1,632.476
8

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/2/2020 1/29/2020 5 20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/30/2020 2/5/2020 5 5

3 Building Construction Building Construction 2/6/2020 10/14/2020 5 180

4 Paving Paving 10/15/2020 10/21/2020 5 5

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Cranes 1 3.00 231 0.29

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 4.00 247 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Trenchers 1 4.00 78 0.50

Building Construction Aerial Lifts 1 4.00 63 0.31

Building Construction Cranes 1 3.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 4.00 46 0.45

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56

Paving Pavers 1 5.00 130 0.42

Paving Plate Compactors 1 4.00 8 0.43

Paving Rollers 1 4.00 80 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 4.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 4 20.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 3 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 6 20.00 5.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 10.00 1.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2327 12.0391 7.6855 0.0142 0.6256 0.6256 0.5914 0.5914 1,366.266
3

1,366.266
3

0.2877 1,373.459
8

Total 1.2327 12.0391 7.6855 0.0142 0.0000 0.6256 0.6256 0.0000 0.5914 0.5914 1,366.266
3

1,366.266
3

0.2877 1,373.459
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 3.9100e-
003

0.1378 0.0292 3.8000e-
004

8.7400e-
003

4.5000e-
004

9.1800e-
003

2.3900e-
003

4.3000e-
004

2.8200e-
003

41.1449 41.1449 2.9300e-
003

41.2183

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0987 0.0666 0.7362 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 214.0730 214.0730 6.1400e-
003

214.2265

Total 0.1026 0.2044 0.7653 2.5300e-
003

0.2323 2.1500e-
003

0.2344 0.0617 1.9900e-
003

0.0637 255.2179 255.2179 9.0700e-
003

255.4448

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2327 12.0391 7.6855 0.0142 0.6256 0.6256 0.5914 0.5914 0.0000 1,366.266
3

1,366.266
3

0.2877 1,373.459
8

Total 1.2327 12.0391 7.6855 0.0142 0.0000 0.6256 0.6256 0.0000 0.5914 0.5914 0.0000 1,366.266
3

1,366.266
3

0.2877 1,373.459
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 3.9100e-
003

0.1378 0.0292 3.8000e-
004

8.7400e-
003

4.5000e-
004

9.1800e-
003

2.3900e-
003

4.3000e-
004

2.8200e-
003

41.1449 41.1449 2.9300e-
003

41.2183

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0987 0.0666 0.7362 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 214.0730 214.0730 6.1400e-
003

214.2265

Total 0.1026 0.2044 0.7653 2.5300e-
003

0.2323 2.1500e-
003

0.2344 0.0617 1.9900e-
003

0.0637 255.2179 255.2179 9.0700e-
003

255.4448

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2693 0.0000 5.2693 2.8965 0.0000 2.8965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 0.6943 0.6943 0.6387 0.6387 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Total 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 5.2693 0.6943 5.9636 2.8965 0.6387 3.5352 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Total 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 5.2693 0.0000 5.2693 2.8965 0.0000 2.8965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 0.6943 0.6943 0.6387 0.6387 0.0000 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Total 1.2592 12.8666 6.0732 0.0107 5.2693 0.6943 5.9636 2.8965 0.6387 3.5352 0.0000 1,037.715
0

1,037.715
0

0.3356 1,046.105
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Total 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9727 8.6336 7.9545 0.0136 0.4693 0.4693 0.4509 0.4509 1,279.036
9

1,279.036
9

0.2290 1,284.762
6

Total 0.9727 8.6336 7.9545 0.0136 0.4693 0.4693 0.4509 0.4509 1,279.036
9

1,279.036
9

0.2290 1,284.762
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0172 0.5241 0.1393 1.2500e-
003

0.0320 2.6400e-
003

0.0346 9.2100e-
003

2.5200e-
003

0.0117 133.2564 133.2564 9.2500e-
003

133.4877

Worker 0.0987 0.0666 0.7362 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 214.0730 214.0730 6.1400e-
003

214.2265

Total 0.1159 0.5907 0.8755 3.4000e-
003

0.2556 4.3400e-
003

0.2599 0.0685 4.0800e-
003

0.0726 347.3294 347.3294 0.0154 347.7142

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9727 8.6336 7.9545 0.0136 0.4693 0.4693 0.4509 0.4509 0.0000 1,279.036
8

1,279.036
8

0.2290 1,284.762
6

Total 0.9727 8.6336 7.9545 0.0136 0.4693 0.4693 0.4509 0.4509 0.0000 1,279.036
8

1,279.036
8

0.2290 1,284.762
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0172 0.5241 0.1393 1.2500e-
003

0.0320 2.6400e-
003

0.0346 9.2100e-
003

2.5200e-
003

0.0117 133.2564 133.2564 9.2500e-
003

133.4877

Worker 0.0987 0.0666 0.7362 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.7000e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.5600e-
003

0.0609 214.0730 214.0730 6.1400e-
003

214.2265

Total 0.1159 0.5907 0.8755 3.4000e-
003

0.2556 4.3400e-
003

0.2599 0.0685 4.0800e-
003

0.0726 347.3294 347.3294 0.0154 347.7142

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.4400e-
003

0.1048 0.0279 2.5000e-
004

6.4000e-
003

5.3000e-
004

6.9300e-
003

1.8400e-
003

5.0000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

26.6513 26.6513 1.8500e-
003

26.6976

Worker 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Total 0.0528 0.1381 0.3960 1.3200e-
003

0.1182 1.3800e-
003

0.1196 0.0315 1.2800e-
003

0.0328 133.6878 133.6878 4.9200e-
003

133.8108

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 0.0000 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.4812 4.5275 4.4659 7.1100e-
003

0.2446 0.2446 0.2272 0.2272 0.0000 654.9767 654.9767 0.1914 659.7619

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.5 Paving - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.4400e-
003

0.1048 0.0279 2.5000e-
004

6.4000e-
003

5.3000e-
004

6.9300e-
003

1.8400e-
003

5.0000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

26.6513 26.6513 1.8500e-
003

26.6976

Worker 0.0494 0.0333 0.3681 1.0700e-
003

0.1118 8.5000e-
004

0.1126 0.0296 7.8000e-
004

0.0304 107.0365 107.0365 3.0700e-
003

107.1132

Total 0.0528 0.1381 0.3960 1.3200e-
003

0.1182 1.3800e-
003

0.1196 0.0315 1.2800e-
003

0.0328 133.6878 133.6878 4.9200e-
003

133.8108

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.547828 0.043645 0.199892 0.122290 0.016774 0.005862 0.020637 0.032653 0.002037 0.001944 0.004777 0.000705 0.000956

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

11.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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Appendix C-1
CEQA Construction Impact Evaluations - Summary

Criteria Pollutant Emissions Summary

PAR 1134 Requirement VOC 
(lbs/day) NOx (lbs/day) CO (lbs/day) SOx (lbs/day) PM10 

(lbs/day)
PM2.5 

(lbs/day)
2 Facilities Installing 2 SCR Systems 2.6 25.8 17.3 0.03 12.2 7.1
1 Facility Replacing 1 Stationary Gas Turbine 1.3 12.9 8.9 0.02 6.1 3.6
Peak Day - Worst Case Construction Emissions 4.0 38.7 26.2 0.05 18.2 10.7
SIGNIFICACNE THRESHOLD FOR CONSTRUCTION 75 100 550 150 150 55
Notes:
1. The emissions are estimated using CalEEMod.
2. Construction activities are expected to occur on different days in multiple stages. 

GHG Emissions Summary

PAR 1134 Requirement

CO2, 
MT/yr

CH4, 
MT/yr

N2O, 
MT/yr

CO2e, 
MT/yr Amortized 

CO2e (MT/yr)
2 Facilities Installing 2 SCR Systems 283.88 0.04 0.00 284.93
1 Facility Replacing 1 Stationary Gas Turbine 152.42 0.02 0.00 153.01
Total Emissions During Construction 436 0 0 438 14.6 Total GHG Emissions Amortized over 30 Years
Notes:
1. The emissions are estimated using CalEEMod.
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Appendix C-2
CEQA Operational Impact Evaluations - Summary

Emissions Summary - Operations
  VOC,
lb/day 

  NOx,
lb/day 

  CO,
lb/day 

 SOx,
lb/day 

 PM10,
lb/day 

 PM2.5,
lb/day 

0.31 2.08 1.35 0.01 0.14 0.08

0.15 1.04 0.68 0.00 0.07 0.04

0.46 3.11 2.03 0.01 0.21 0.12
55 55 550 150 150 55

Note
1. Replacing a stationary gast turbine is assumed to not create any new operational impacts. 

  CO2,
MT/yr 

  CH4,
MT/yr 

  N2O,
MT/yr 

  CO2e,
MT/yr 

18.19 0.00 0.00 18.20
2.85          0.00            -            2.86          

Total Annual Operational GHG Emissions 21.05 0.00 0.00 21.06
Note
1. Based on an increase of 204 ammonia delivery trips per year, 16 new catalyst deliveries per year , 16 haul trips for spent catalyst.

Daily Peak Operational Emissions

PAR 1134 Requirement
Increased Ammonia Deliveries for 4 Facilities

Increased Catalyst Delivery and Spent Catalyst Haul for 1 Facility

PAR 1134 Requirement
Total From Ammonia Delivery Truck
Total From Catalyst Delivery and Spent Catalyst Haul Trucks

SIGNIFICACNE THRESHOLD FOR OPERATION
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Appendix C-3
CEQA Construction Impact Evaluations 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions - Installation of 1 SCR System and Aqueous Ammonia Tank

PAR 1134 Requirement VOC 
(lbs/day)

NOx 
(lbs/day)

CO 
(lbs/day) SOx (lbs/day) PM10 

(lbs/day)
PM2.5 

(lbs/day)
1 SCR and Ammonia Tank 1.3 12.9 8.6 0.0 6.1 3.6
Daily Peak Construction Emissions 1.3 12.9 8.6 0.0 6.1 3.6

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD FOR CONSTRUCTION 75 100 550 150 150 55

Notes:
1. The emissions are estimated using CalEEMod.
2. SCR replacement is expected to occur on different days in multiple stages. 

GHG Emissions Summary - 1 SCR and Aqueous Ammonia Tank

PAR 1134 Requirement
CO2, 
MT/yr

CH4, 
MT/yr

N2O, 
MT/yr

CO2e, 
MT/yr

1 SCR and Aqueous Ammonia Tank 141.9 0.02 0.0 142.5
Total Emissions During Construction 141.9 0.0 0.0 142.5 4.75 Amortized Over 30 Years
Notes:
1. The emissions are estimated using CalEEMod.
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Appendix C-4
CEQA Construction Impact Evaluations

Emissions Summary - Replacement Stationary Gas Turbine

PAR 1134 Requirement VOC 
(lbs/day) NOx (lbs/day) CO (lbs/day) SOx (lbs/day) PM10 (lbs/day) PM2.5 

(lbs/day)

Replacement Stationary Gas Turbine 1.3 12.9 8.9 0.0 6.1 3.6
Daily Peak Construction Emissions 1.3 12.9 8.9 0.0 6.1 3.6
SIGNIFICACNE THRESHOLD FOR CONSTRUCTION 75 100 550 150 150 55
Notes:
1. The emissions are estimated using CalEEMod.
2. Equipment demolition and installation is expected to occur on different days in multiple stages. 

GHG Emissions Summary

PAR 1134 Requirement
CO2, 
MT/yr

CH4, 
MT/yr

N2O, 
MT/yr

CO2e, 
MT/yr

Replacement Stationary Gas Turbine 152 0.0 0.0 153.0
Total Emissions During Construction 152 0.0 0.0 153 5.100 Amortized over 30 Years
Notes:
1. The emissions are estimated using CalEEMod.
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Appendix C-5
CEQA Impact Evaluations - Assumptions and Calculations

Operational Emissions Summary - Increased Delivery of Aqueous Ammonia at 1 Facility and Increased Delivery/Haul of SCR Catalyst at 1 Facility on a Peak Day
PAR 1134   CO,

lb/day 
  NOx,
lb/day 

  PM10,
lb/day 

 PM2.5,
lb/day 

 VOC,
lb/day 

 SOX,
lb/day 

Increased Delivery Trucks for Ammonia 0.34 0.52 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.002
Increased Truck Trips for New Catalyst Delivery and 
Spent Catalyst Haul Trip 0.68 1.04 0.07 0.04 0.15 0.004

Total 1.01 1.56 0.10 0.06 0.23 0.01

By Vehicle Class   CO,
lb/day 

  NOx,
lb/day 

  PM10,
lb/day 

 PM2.5,
lb/day 

 VOC,
lb/day 

 SOX,
lb/day 

  CO2,
MT/yr 

  CH4,
MT/yr 

  N2O,
MT/yr 

  CO2e,
MT/yr 

Max. # 
used/day

Max. # day 
used/yr

Diesel Delivery Trucks (T6 Construction Truck) 0.34 0.52 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.00 18.19 0.00 0.00 18.20 1 204
Diesel Delivery Trucks (T6 Construction Truck) 0.68 1.04 0.07 0.04 0.15 0.00 2.85 0.00 0.00 2.86 2 32
Total 1.01 1.56 0.10 0.06 0.23 0.01 21.05 0.00 0.00 21.06
Note:
1. Peak daily trips assume one new ammonia delivery.  Truck trip distances to deliver ammonia are assumed to be 100 miles round-trip
2. No additional employees are anticipated to be needed as a result to the increased ammonia usage.  As such, no workers' travel emissions are anticipated from the operation of the replaced SCR catalyst
3.  It is assumed medium-heavy duty diesel instate construction trucks would be used to deliver ammonia and catalyst. 

Delivery Trucks (Ammonia and Catalyst) - T6 instate construction heavy (T6) - each

 CO  NOx  PM10 PM2.5 VOC SOX CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e VMT,
mile/day

lb/mile 0.0034 0.0052 0.0003 0.0002 0.0008 0.00002 1.97 0.00 1.97 100.0
lb/day, MT/day for GHG 0.34 0.52 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.002 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09
Emission Factors: from EMFAC2017, EPA AP-42 .

All sites
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Appendix D: PAR 1134 List of Affected Facilities
Facility ID Facility Name Address On List per 

Government 
Code 65962.5 
(Envirostor)?

Distance 
from School 

(meters)

Distance from 
Sensitive 
Receptor 
(meters)

Located 
Within Two 
Miles of an 

Airport?

176708 Altagas Pomona Energy Co. 1507 Mount Vernon, Pomona, CA, 91768 No 231 231 No
177120 Providence Saint John's Health Center 1328 22nd Street, Santa Monica, CA, 90404 No 331 22 No
3093 LA Co., Olive View/UCLA Medical Center 14445 Olive View Drive, Sylmar, CA, 91342 No 1,676 331 No

800234 Loma Linda University 11100 Anderson Street, Loma Linda, CA, 92350 Yes 545 125 No
185801 Berry Petroleum Company, LLC 25121 North Sierra Highway, Santa Clarita, CA, 91321 No 1,382 1,382 No
4242 San Diego Gas & Electric 14601 Virginia Street, Moreno Valley, CA, 92555 No 4,485 26 No

51620 Wheelabrator Norwalk Energy Co. Inc. 11500 Balsam Street, Norwalk, CA, 90650 No 1,205 0 No
7117 LA City, Department of Airports 275 Center Way, Los Angeles, CA, 90045 No 1,557 1,451 No
47781 OLS Energy-Chino 5601 Eucalyptus Avenue, Chino, CA, 91710 No 2,393 717 No
58949 LA Co. Sheriff Department 29300 The Old Road, Saugus, CA, 91350 No 848 418 No
550 LA Co. Internal Services Department 301 N Broadway, Los Angeles, CA, 90012 No 540 387 No

15507 California State University, Fullerton 800 N State College Boulevard, Fullerton, CA, 92831 No 503 22 No
166073 Beta Offshore OCS Lease Parcels P-300 Huntington Beach, CA 92648 (Pacific Ocean) No 14,000 14,000 No
117290 B Braun Medical, Inc. 2525 McGaw Ave, Irvine, CA, 92614 No 714 267 No
129497 Thums Long Beach Co. 1411 Pier D Street, Long Beach, CA, 90802 No 1,165 784 No
185600 Bridge Energy, LLC 2000 Tonner Canyon Road, Brea, CA, 92821 No 813 400 No

Note: See Appendix D: PAR 1134 List of Affected Facilities that were Previously Evaluated in the December 2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM. 

Note: Distances between facilities and sensitive receptors were estimated using ArcGIS from facility center point to receptor parcel boundary.  Distances between facilities and schools or airports were estimated using 
ArcGIS from facility center point to school or airport center point.
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Appendix D: NAICS Codes for PAR 1134 Affected Industry
NAICS Codes Description of Industry Number of Units

423830 Industrial Machinery and Equipment Merchant Wholesalers 1
622110 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals 1
622110 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals 2
611310 Colleges, Universities, and Professional Schools 2
211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 2
486210 Pipeline Transportation of Natural Gas 4
221112 Fossil Fuel Electric Power Generation 1
488111 Air Traffic Control 2
221112 Fossil Fuel Electric Power Generation 1
922140 Correctional Institutions 1
921190 Other General Government Support 1
611310 Colleges, Universities, and Professional Schools 1
211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 6
325412 Pharmaceutical Preparation Manufacturing 2
211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 1
211111 Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction 2

Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix D: List of Affected Facilities

PAR 1134 D-2 March 2019



Facility Name Address
Evaluated in December 2015 

Program EA for NOx 
RECLAIM

Altagas Pomona Energy Co. 1507 Mount Vernon, Pomona, CA, 91768 NO
Providence Saint John's Health Center 1328 22nd Street, Santa Monica, CA, 90404 NO
LA Co., Olive View/UCLA Medical Center 14445 Olive View Drive, Sylmar, CA, 91342 NO
Loma Linda University 11100 Anderson Street, Loma Linda, CA, 92350 NO
Berry Petroleum Company, LLC 25121 North Sierra Highway, Santa Clarita, CA, 91321 YES
San Diego Gas & Electric 14601 Virginia Street, Moreno Valley, CA, 92555 YES
Wheelabrator Norwalk Energy Co. Inc.1 11500 Balsam Street, Norwalk, CA, 90650 YES
LA City, Department of Airports (LAX)2 275 Center Way, Los Angeles, CA, 90045 YES
OLS Energy-Chino 5601 Eucalyptus Avenue, Chino, CA, 91710 NO
LA Co. Sheriff Department 29300 The Old Road, Saugus, CA, 91350 NO
LA Co. Internal Services Department 301 N Broadway, Los Angeles, CA, 90012 NO
California State University, Fullerton 800 N State College Boulevard, Fullerton, CA, 92831 NO

Beta Offshore OCS Lease Parcels P-300 Huntington Beach, CA 92648 (This facility 
is an oil platform in the Pacific Ocean) YES

B Braun Medical, Inc. 2525 McGaw Ave, Irvine, CA, 92614 NO
Thums Long Beach Co. 1411 Pier D Street, Long Beach, CA, 90802 YES
Bridge Energy, LLC 2000 Tonner Canyon Road, Brea, CA, 92821 NO
Tin, Inc., International Paper3 5110 E. Jurupa Ave, Ontario, CA, 91761 YES
SoCalGas Aliso Canyon4 12801 Tampa Avenue, Northridge, CA, 91326 YES

December 2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf 

Appendix D: PAR 1134 List of Affected Facilities that were Previously Evaluated in the December 2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM

1 Wheelabrator underwent a change of ownership in 2018 and is now DSH-Metropolitan State Hospital. In addition, the stationary gas turbines at this facility location are no longer in operation and they do 
not have any active permits with the SCAQMD.  The Final SEA evaluates the physical changes and the environmental impacts that may be associated with these turbines.  Because these turbines are no 
longer operational, the analysis in the Final SEA overestimates the environmental impacts. 
2 Prior to the adoption of PAR 1134, Los Angeles City, Department of Airports (LAX) replaced their turbines with equipment that currently meets the emission limits in PAR 1134. However, the Final SEA 
evaluates the physical changes and the environmental impacts that may be associated with the old turbines.  Because these turbines no longer exist, the analysis in the Final SEA overestimates the 
environmental impacts.

3 Tin, Inc., International Paper underwent a change of ownership and is now New-Indy.  This facility was originally evaluated in the December 2015 Program EA for NOx RECLAIM. Prior to the adoption of 
PAR 1134, New-Indy submitted applications to replace their existing turbines. As such, these units were not analyzed in this Final SEA.

4 This facility was originally identified as having equipment subject to PAR 1134; however this facility electrified the affected units prior to the adoption of PAR 1134.  As such, these units were not analyzed in 
this Final SEA. 
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Appendix E: Hazards Analysis for PAR 1134 - Aqueous Ammonia 

Facility

Additional Monthly 
Aqueous Ammonia 
Needed (gal/month) Size of Tank (gallons)

Maximum Quantity 
Released (gallons)

Maximum Quantity 
Released (lbs)

RMP Value 
(miles) Distance (feet)

Distance to 
Nearest 

Receptor (feet) Significant?
A 3500 5,500 3,685 28,551 0.3 1584 0 Yes
B 84 250 168 1,298 0.1 528 72 Yes
C 2500 5,000 3,350 25,956 0.3 1584 876 Yes
D 3668 5,000 3,350 25,956 0.3 1584 410 Yes
E 2336 5,000 3,350 25,956 0.3 1584 85 Yes
F 2500 5,000 3,350 25,956 0.3 1584 4760 No
G 2500 5,000 3,350 25,956 0.3 1584 1312 Yes
H 1834 3,000 2,010 15,573 0.2 1056 1086 No
I 167 300 201 1,557 0.1 528 72 Yes

Notes:
1.   Storage tanks should be sized to hold at least 1.5 times  (https://www.tannerind.com/sto-aqua-ammonia.html)
2.  RMP*Comp run at 77 degrees F
3.  Maximum quantity release is assumed to be equal to 67% the capacity of the tank (see Note 1).
4.  Facility A is adjacent to a sensitive receptor.
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Appendix E: Hazards Analysis for PAR 1134 - Aqueous Ammonia 

Estimated Ammonia Usage Increase

Facility
Increased Ammonia Usage per 

Year (gal/year)
Increased Ammonia Usage per 

Year (pounds/year)
Increased Ammonia Usage per 

Day (tons/year)
Increased Ammonia Usage per 

Day (tons/day)
A 42000 325,416 163 0.45
B 1000 7,748 4 0.01
C 30000 232,440 116 0.32
D 44000 340,912 170 0.47
E 28000 216,944 108 0.30
F 30000 232,440 116 0.32
G 30000 232,440 116 0.32
H 22000 170,456 85 0.23
I 2000 15,496 8 0.02
J 111000 860,028 430 1.18
K 12000 92,976 46 0.13
L 7000 54,236 27 0.07
M 6000 46,488 23 0.06
N 7000 54,236 27 0.07
O 7000 54,236 27 0.07

4.02Total Ammonia Usage per Year

Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment Appendix D: Hazards Analysis for PAR 1134 - Aqueous Ammonia

PAR 1134 E-2 March 2019



APPENDIX F 

Example Facility NOx Emission Reductions After Implementing  
PAR 1134 



Appendix F 

EXAMPLE FACILITY NOx EMISSION REDUCTIONS AFTER IMPLEMENTING PAR 1134 
The following examples illustrate the quantity of NOx emission reductions that may be achieved after implementing PAR 1134 at three 

different facilities with three different stationary gas turbines.  

TABLE F–1  

Example Turbines Existing Setting 

Example Facility 

Turbine Rating Equipped with 

Post Combustion 

Control? 

Current NOx 

Permit Limit 

(ppmv) 

Current Ammonia 

Permit Limit 

(ppmv) 

Reported NOx 

Emissions in 

2015 (tons) MMBTU MW 

Facility 1 – Small Turbine 16 1.1 No 41 None 2.4 

Facility 2 – Medium Turbine 246 23 No 42 None 26.1 

Facility 3 – Large Turbine 410 60 SCR 102 5 193 

TABLE F–2  

Expected NOx Emission Reductions After Compliance With PAR 1134 

Example Facility 

Expected 

Post-

Combustion 

Control 

Proposed 

NOx Limit 

(ppmv) 

Proposed 

Ammonia 

Limit 

(ppmv) 

Projected NOx Emissions 
Reductions after 

Implementation of PAR 1134 

Expected NOx Emissions 
after Implementation of PAR 

1134 

tons/year lbs/day tons/year lbs/day 

Facility 1 – Small Turbine SCR 2 5 (2.3) (12.6) 0.1 0.55 

Facility 2 – Medium Turbine SCR 2.5 5 (24.5) (134) 1.6 8.8 

Facility 3 – Large Turbine SCR 2 2 (189) (1,035) 3.8 20.8 
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Comment Letter #1 

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation  
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Responses to Comment Letter #1 
 

Response 1-1  
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Responses to Comment Letter #1 (Continued) 
 

Response 1-1 (Concluded) 
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Comment Letter #2 

SoCalGas and SDG&E  
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Comment Letter #2 (Continued) 

SoCalGas and SDG&E  
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Responses to Comment Letter #2 

 

Response 2-1  

This comment begins by introducing the parties represented by the letter; no response to this 

comment is necessary. SCAQMD staff appreciates your participation with our rule development 

process. 

Response 2-2  

Subsequent to the release of the Draft SEA for public review and comment, minor modifications 

were made to PAR 1134, which included revisions to Table I - Emissions Limits for Stationary 

Gas Turbines and the addition of new Table II - Emissions Limits for Compressor Gas Turbines 

with a NOx emission limit of 3.5 ppmv and ammonia emission limit of 10 ppmw.  Staff has 

reviewed these modifications to PAR 1134 and has incorporated the aforementioned revisions into 

the Final SEA.  To facilitate identification of the changes that are reflected in the Final SEA, 

modifications to the document are presented as underlined text and text removed from the 

document is indicated by strikethrough.   

Response 2-3 

While the term used in this comment, “gas turbine compressors,” does not appear in PAR 1134, 

the term “compressor gas turbines” is defined in PAR 1134 as a stationary gas turbine used to 

transport gases or liquids in a pipeline.  To the extent this comment is referring to “compressor gas 

turbines,” the SEA evaluated 30 stationary gas turbines, four of which are the stationary 

compressor gas turbines located at the Moreno Valley Compressor Station.  The Final SEA 

provides a summary of the affected units analyzed in Table 4-2 and a list of the affected facilities 

in Appendix D, which identifies four stationary gas turbines for the facility located in Moreno 

Valley.  However, Appendix D does not specifically state that the four stationary gas turbines are 

located at the Moreno Valley facility but rather lists each of the industries affected by PAR 1134 

with a short description, the associated North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) 

code, and the number of units.  The analysis in the SEA is not facility-specific, but rather uses 

assumptions to estimate the “worst-case” construction- and operational-related emissions 

associated with repowering or replacing an existing stationary gas turbine or installing new SCR 

systems to comply with the NOx emission limits in PAR 1134 on a peak day.  For example, Table 

4-10 in the Final SEA illustrates the peak daily overlapping construction and operational emissions 

as a result of the following activities: 1) installation of two new SCR systems and two new 

ammonia storage tanks, 2) replacement of one stationary gas turbine, 3) increased truck trips for 

ammonia delivery for four facilities, and 4) increased truck trips for new catalyst delivery and 

hauling of spent catalyst at one facility.  Thus, any physical changes to a facility that are not a 

direct result of complying with PAR 1134 are outside the scope of the CEQA analysis and are not 

required to be analyzed in the Final SEA.   

Response 2-4  

The analysis in the Draft SEA to determine PM impacts from ammonia usage is based on a series 

of regional simulations conducted by SCAQMD staff for the December 2015 Final Program EA 

for NOx RECLAIM to determine the impacts of reducing NOx while increasing the potential for 

creating ammonia slip due to increased use of ammonia needed for the operation of SCR systems.  
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In the analysis, NOx emissions were estimated to be reduced at RECLAIM facilities by a total of 

14 tons per day while increasing ammonia slip emissions from the same facilities by 1.63 tons per 

day.  The simulations were run for the 2021 draft baseline emissions inventory to estimate the 

impact when full implementation of the RECLAIM shave was expected to be achieved. The effect 

of decreasing 14 tons per day of NOx would result in a decrease of annual PM2.5 of approximately 

0.7 µg per cubic meter. However, since ammonia is necessary to achieve the 14 tons per day of 

NOx emission reductions, the use of ammonia would cause a concurrent increase in annual PM2.5 

of approximately 0.6 µg per cubic meter. Thus, increasing the amount of ammonia slip was shown 

to result in a net average 0.1 µg per cubic meter decrease in annual PM2.5.  Further, the simulations 

showed that no change in ozone would be expected compared to what would occur with no increase 

in ammonia slip. As such, the December 2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM concluded 

that full implementation of the NOx RECLAIM shave would not create a significant adverse 

impact for either PM2.5 or ozone emissions from the creation of ammonia slip.  The decrease in 

annual PM2.5 for NOx RECLAIM was based on an ammonia demand of approximately 39.5 tons 

per day (equivalent to approximately 10,284 gallons per day) of aqueous ammonia needed to 

operate the equipment.  In addition, for the non-refinery equipment categories analyzed in the 

December 2015 Final Program EA, there were seven facilities with 13 turbines that had an 

expected demand of approximately 3.86 tons per day (equivalent to approximately 1,008 gallons 

per day) of aqueous ammonia (see Appendix E of the December 2015 Final Program EA, Page 71 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-

projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf).   

For PAR 1134, the analysis in the SEA evaluated 16 facilities and 30 turbines. However, the 

ammonia demand was only calculated for the 15 facilities and 24 turbines that were expected to 

use ammonia for the operation of SCR systems with an expected demand of approximately 4.02 

tons per day (equivalent to approximately 1,038 gallons per day) of aqueous ammonia (see 

Appendix E of this Final SEA, pp. E-1 through E-2).  The difference between the amount of 

aqueous ammonia demand for non-refinery facilities as analyzed in the December 2015 Final 

Program EA versus the ammonia demand analyzed in the Final SEA for PAR 1134 is 

approximately an additional 30 gallons per day that would be needed to implement PAR 1134.  

When compared to the total quantity of aqueous ammonia that was previously evaluated in the 

December 2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM, the increased demand in aqueous 

ammonia and corresponding ammonia slip emissions associated with implementing PAR 1134 is 

essentially a subset of the overall ammonia slip emissions previously evaluated in the December 

2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM. 

Thus, even with a change in the ammonia slip limit from 5 ppmv to 10 ppmv for the four existing 

compressor gas turbines with the remaining turbines subject to the 5 ppmv ammonia slip limit, 

overall the impact to regional PM2.5 would continue to result in a net reduction and thus, would 

not create a significant adverse air quality impact.  

Response 2-5 

The commentator’s suggestion that PAR 1134 has not been properly analyzed because the Final 

SEA only addresses the CEQA impacts associated with PAR 1134 and improperly excludes 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf
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impacts from future rule amendments to other landing rules such as Rule 1110.2 is incorrect.  As 

explained below, the “engine compressors” that would be subject to the upcoming amendments to 

Rule 1110.2 are not required to be analyzed in the Final SEA for PAR 1134 and thus were not 

included in the analysis.  

 

At the beginning of the process when SCAQMD staff was considering how to “unwind” the 

RECLAIM regulation and move NOx RECLAIM equipment to a command-and-control structure 

subject to various landing rules in Regulation XI, SCAQMD received a similar comment which 

was addressed in the 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 – Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen 

(NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx)1 which was certified on October, 5, 2018.  PAR 1134 was one 

of the several landing rules that was identified at the time for a future rule amendment.  

SCAQMD’s practice in conducting CEQA analyses for rule projects, including PAR 1134 and the 

upcoming amendments to Rule 1110.2, is that the project being contemplated undergoes its own 

CEQA analysis to address any impacts that were not addressed in a prior CEQA document.  All 

SCAQMD rules and regulations are related to each other in that they are adopted and/or amended 

to meet the clean air goals outlined in the 2016 AQMP.  The CEQA document for the 2016 AQMP, 

the March 2017 Final Program EIR, contains the programmatic analyses of the overall effects of 

SCAQMD’s clean air goals.  However, CEQA neither requires the SCAQMD to simultaneously 

amend every rule that may be affected by a control measure in the 2016 AQMP nor requires one 

CEQA document to be prepared that encompasses every rule.   

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 the 2016 AQMP.  CMB-05 is required by the California Health and Safety Code to implement 

BARCT in the RECLAIM program, which will be completed upon rule amendment or adoption 

of various landing rules.  The California Health and Safety Code also requires other stationary 

sources to meet BARCT so the landing rules may also apply to non-RECLAIM sources.  CMB-05 

identifies a series of approaches that can be explored to make the RECLAIM program more 

effective in ensuring equivalency with command-and-control regulations implementing BARCT 

and to generate further NOx emissions reductions at RECLAIM facilities, including sunsetting the 

RECLAIM program.  

CMB-05 specifically contemplates the unwinding of the RECLAIM program (see Final 2016 

AQMP, Appendix IV-A, pp. IV-A-67 to IV-A-71 - http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-

2016-aqmp/appendix-iv-a.pdf.  In the Revised Draft 2016 AQMP that was released in October 

20162, control measure CMB-05 was revised to include the following language: “One approach 

                                                 
1 SCAQMD, 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 – Allocations 

for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx), October 2018. Responses to Comment Letter #2 – Latham & Watkins  

LLP, Comment 2-6 and Response 2-6. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-

projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf  
2 Revised Draft 2016 AQMP, Appendix IV-A, October 2016, p. IV-A-84.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-iv-a.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-iv-a.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/final-2016-aqmp/appendix-iv-a.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf
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under serious consideration is a long-term transition to a traditional command-and-control 

regulatory structure.  As many of the program’s original advantages appear to be diminishing and 

generating increased scrutiny, an orderly sunset of the RECLAIM program may be the best way 

to create more regulatory certainty and reduce compliance burdens for RECLAIM facilities, while 

also achieving more actual and SIP creditable emissions reductions.”  Thus, the March 2017 Final 

Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP analyzed control measure CMB-05, which did contemplate the 

potential for sunsetting the RECLAIM program, even though the final decision was not made until 

the adoption of the 2016 AQMP at the March 2017 Governing Board hearing.  

Furthermore, the potential environmental impacts associated with the 2016 AQMP, including 

CMB-05, were specifically analyzed in the March 2017 Final Program EIR.  In particular, the 

March 2017 Final Program EIR addressed the environmental effects of  reasonably foreseeable 

environmental consequences for the RECLAIM Transition project and determined that the overall 

implementation has the potential to generate adverse environmental impacts to seven topic areas:  

air quality; energy; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; noise; solid and 

hazardous waste; and transportation.  More specifically, the March 2017 Final Program EIR 

evaluated and identified the impacts from the installation and operation of additional control 

equipment, such as selective catalytic reduction (SCR) equipment, potentially resulting in 

construction emissions, increased electricity demand, hazards from the additional ammonia 

transport and use, increase in water use and wastewater discharge, changes in noise volume, 

generation of solid waste from construction and disposal of old equipment and catalyst 

replacements, as well as changes in traffic patterns and volume.  The time to challenge the 

assessments for the analyses of March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP relied upon 

has passed (see Public Resources Code Sections 21167 and 21167.2).    

The environmental impacts of the entire RECLAIM Transition project were analyzed in the 2016 

AQMP and the associated March 2017 Final Program EIR was a program level analysis.  The 

SCAQMD has and will continue to evaluate each individual RECLAIM Transition rule that is 

developed pursuant to the 2016 AQMP, to determine if any additional CEQA review is required.  

This has been consistent with SCAQMD’s past practice and is not considered piecemealing, as 

explained in SCAQMD’s response letter to BizFed on April 25, 20183.  

To date, separate rule developments and corresponding CEQA analyses have been conducted and 

completed for Rules 2001 and 20024 (amended September, 2018 and Final SEA certified on 

October 5, 2018), Rule 1135 (amended October, 2018 and Final SEA certified on November 2, 

2018), Rules 1100, 1146, 1146.1, and 1146.2 (amended November, 2018 and Final SEA certified 

on December 7, 2018), and Rule 1118.1 (adopted December, 2018 and Final EA certified on 

January 4, 2019).  The rule development process and CEQA analysis for PAR 1134 is on its own 

schedule.  Further, Table G-1 identifies several additional source-specific landing rules as 

                                                 
3 SCAQMD, Regulation XX – NOx RECLAIM, SCAQMD Response to BizFed – April 25, 2018. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/Proposed-Rules/regxx/5_response-042518_bizfed-letter.pdf  
4 SCAQMD, 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 – Allocations 

for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx), October 2018. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/Proposed-Rules/regxx/5_response-042518_bizfed-letter.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf
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identified by the SCAQMD in its monthly rule forecast report as scheduled to be undergoing 

separate, future rule amendments which includes PAR 1110.2.   

Table G-1 

Rule Development Forecast for Source-Specific Rules 

Affected by NOx RECLAIM Transition5 

Rule 

Number 
Rule Title  

Rule 

Development 

Forecast 

(subject to 

change) 

1109.1 
Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Boilers and Process 

Heaters in Refineries 
October 2019 

1110.2 Emissions from Gaseous- and Liquid-Fueled Engines September 2019 

1117 Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Glass Melting Furnaces December 2019 

1147 NOx Reductions from Miscellaneous Sources September 2019 

1147.1 NOx Reductions from Large Miscellaneous Combustion September 2019 

1147.2 
NOx Reductions from Metal Melting and Heat Treating 

Furnaces 
November 2019 

1147.3 NOx Reductions from Aggregate Facilities December 2019 

1153.1 
Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Commercial Food 

Ovens 
TBD 2019 

1159.1 Nitric Acid Units – Oxides of Nitrogen TBD 2019 

Key:  TBD = to be determined 

Since the schedule of each individual RECLAIM Transition rule is very different, it is not feasible 

to predict or speculate on each potential facility modifications or timing as may be required for 

compliance with each RECLAIM Transition rule development.  Additionally, the SCAQMD 

makes significance determinations for construction and operational impacts based on the 

maximum or peak daily emissions during the construction or operation period, which provides a 

“worst-case” analysis of the construction and operational emissions.  The type of emission 

reduction projects that may occur or are expected to be undertaken to comply with PAR 1110.2 

are unknown at this time because the rule development process is currently in its early stages.  

Even if SCR technology is analyzed as a compliance option for PAR 1110.2, the assumptions and 

                                                 
5 Table G-1 rule development forecast is from the March 1, 2019 Rule and Control Measure Forecast: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-mar1-017.pdf  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-mar1-017.pdf
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schedule for implementation are unknown at this time.  As the rule development progresses for 

PAR 1110.2, a CEQA document specific to the impacts associated with PAR 1110.2 will be 

prepared. 

Further, because the details of future rule implementation mechanisms and timing is not currently 

available, SCAQMD staff is unable to predict or forecast, when and what actions a facility would 

undertake to comply with other future rule amendments until the rule development processes for 

those rules are completed.  As such, the Final SEA for PAR 1134 is not required to speculate about 

the exact modifications every facility will use to comply with future RECLAIM Transition rule 

developments such as the upcoming amendments to Rule 1110.2.  The CEQA analysis for the 

upcoming amendments to Rule 1110.2 will analyze the environmental impacts that may be 

associated with the six reciprocating engine compressors along with all the other 

equipment/engines that may be subject to Rule 1110.2.  
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Comment Letter #3 

Latham & Watkins, LLP
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Mr. R~'lll tlfnu~IOll 
f.l~rt.ll16, 20~9 
Pago2 

lATHAM•WATKINS"' 

ammonia limits as h.igh as 10 ppm. and even higher limit.s may be appropriate in some cases. 
Thereft)te, tlle Dl'aft SEA likcly wldc..7estimule$ impacts a.~~ociated with anuuonia slip. 

2. The "pre\'ious CEQA unaly~eJ.i c._)nducted for the installation of one SCR .syst.c~m 
vml one ammonia storage tank'~ rcfc,."TTCd tu ul page 4-5 shouJd be provided as nn appc,."Ddix tu Lhe 
Orall8f:.A sa that th.; public can llCc~l:' tts \•ulidit>-·· l'lease provide a copy in the rc~l'Vnl:'t: to 
cornrnenu:. 

3. 'fhe Draft SEA 8Ssum~:s tho.t facilitjes ·with existing SCR systems will continue to 
usc: exiscins ammonia tanks to stor~ urrnnonia for ne.w SCR systcm::c n:quirt:d 10 c.ornply \•lith 
PAR 1134, and simply incr<::nsc mnmonia deliveries to meet lhc new dcmantl. (p. 4-6) Existing 
ummonill storage tanks may not htlve udeqtto.te scorage capacity to meet lhe· need$ <1f 
sirnu.ltaneou~ operation of all uf lhe new SCR ~yste.rns required to comply with PAR l134. 
Funh~rrnore. ~ome facilities muy ha,·e to in~tall additional SCR systems 1.0 con1ply with other 
updated BARCT rules. such as Rule J I J 0.2. If existing capacity is insuflla.:ient to me~t 
inshl.'11uneous demand: increased dcli\'cri~s w·ill not address this probk·m. Tht:retbre, the 
ns~~•mp~ion that only those facilities thut do n~)t currently ha\'C ammonia l:ltorug~ tnnk..~ wiJ( be 
required ((l install tanks is not rcasoMble. 

4. The Draft SEA assumes lhtu. for atl)' facility with mullipl~ g.a~ turlJines. the 
i11s1allalion oi'SCR systems and associuled ~rnmonia ~toragc t'..tnks. or tht replncement of the 
turbil.lcs. will occur in sequential order. and tho.t the four phases of in::ctv.lh~ion Wl)uld al~o occur 
sequentially. (p. 4-7 - p. 4 .. 9) However, because different phases <.lrlhe in.~tallation process 
require di ITorent typ~~ of construction wnrkers and equipment, it is more likely that multiple 
installu!ioru~ would be undcr.\'3.)' simuJwneow;ty in different pha~s. Once th~ demolition crc\v 
complcl.etl v.·ork on the turbine, il would rn<~ve on to the next turbine, while the site preparation 
crew b:.:gun vot)rk -.111 the first turbine. Tite assumptions \I sed in the: Oraft SEA are not reasonable:: 
because l.he us~umed approacl1 wouid be highly inefficient due to lhe need to mobilize and 
dcmobiliz~ the same cre\~t·multiple lime$ lOr each installation. 

S. Please provide in the response to conuucnts the b,.~i::; li.>r the a.~sum~d cousu·uction 
equipment un<.l houcs of o~ration ~ssociuted widlthc rcplacc,.'tilcnl of~ tutbine contained in 
Table 4-5. (p.4-l 0) 

6. f'l:leiJitjes dtat have a high need for celiability. and thul decide to ceplace turbin<."S, 
may have to continue. operatiug the cxisling turbines while installution of the new ttubiltcs is 
Wldcm'H'f. The Draft S£A fails to ~1ssc:ss lhe .::wnulativ~ cftCcts of simulUtneous opet'ation and 
instalJation. 

7. · The Draft Sl:iA states that "'[ljhe rnaximwn number of SCR \Oyscetn.~ expected to 
be i.J.1stallod at one faci lity .is foW'. ~~ (p. 4-8) This assumption is based (loly on an anaJrs.is of 
instaHatiorus thut ate required to comply willl PAR 1134. Howcver.lht:re nre tbcilities that may 
be I'CQUircd lo inst.-:11 new SCR systems h.> comply with PAR 11~4 ~md udditional SCR systems lo 
comply with <.tlh~ u.pdated BAH.CT ndcs. such a$ Rule 1110.2. Furlhcnnore. the.~e installations 
tnay have to occur simultilneously, given lhul Lh~ compliance dates in the upllated 13ARCT cures 

.J-3 
cont'd 

3-4 

3-5 

I '' ,)-. 
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are all quite close w euch Olh~:r. This is ara e-xarnple of the pleceutealillg couce.ru that we raised 
in our cnrH'-"'I comm~nt letters identified Clhove and attached hereto. Even if it were acceptable to 3-9 
r-eview the impm.:ts ns.s<tcia~.C~.t \Vith eoch cute in separate CE.QA docwucnts, \\'hich it is not, the <.'ont'd 
impacts tlsso~iulecJ wilh compliaoce with 1'11les other th311 I'AR 1134 should be identifi-ed as 
cumulative impacts io the Druf\ SEA since they will occ.w· at the sam.e facility. 

8. Tht: ammonill traniipl)ttadoc) release 3.1.13ly.sis compares tlwuumbcr of deliveries 
and the volume delivered on M)' given day to achieve complhmc(.~ with PAR 1134 to tffi: sume 
panuncl(;'IS am•lyl.ed (or tWl) other jll~iousJy.-a.pproved projects \\11(;'f~ the impacts W(;'IC 
dctcnnincd (o bt· Jess Lhan significant to reach the conclusion that the impacts associulc:d wilh 
PAR 1134 arc'""" <han sisnilicnnt. (p. 4-23 - p. 4-26) This approach suff<n from • numbtr or 
critical flaws. 

First, 1h.; ur.ulysis f'ocu~es only on the numl>tr of deliveries tmd volume::; deliven;d. £arid 
ignores th~ mos~ criticaiiUctor in assessing tJlls type of risk, which is th.: numb-:r of \'t:hicle rniles 
traveled. As stftte~ in lht: Ol'all SUA •·ja] commour..:fcrcncc frequently used in m~:<•suring ri~k <•I' 
an accident is the number of ~cident.) per million miles travckd.'" (p. 4-24) As further t:x.plnined 
iu the Draft SEA. uccident rates ha~ed on vehicle uillcs travclJcd WtlS ~he bu.o;is of the <llll:lly~is in 
th~ two oth<-'I proj~cts re-ferred to in the Ot·aft SEA - "accid(;'llt nth:s dev~;lop¢d ha.<:ed on 
transportation in C~•lifQrnia were used to predict the accident ral.c ~:wciat<::r.l with LrUCk!> 
uansporting aq\loous umrnonialo the fa.cllity.~· (p. 4-24) The DrHfl SEAmus~ as~es~ Lht change 
iu vehicle miles tnn:~;lJetl u:; a rt:sult of Rule 1134. 

FwihcllDort', l.he Analysis fOcuses on the increased risk on uny given doy, which is an 
inappropriately short ~ime hori7.l)t'l feu· as~essing this type ofri!:k. Thus, even if Lh~ onalys:is had 
correctly cvalu~lcd \'t:hicte rniles travel led, doing so on a daily bmiis only \\'Ould hQve masked the 3-10 
tl'Ue effects of PAR I J 34. (1 may be that on a daily basis. the num~~ or truck trip.~ o.nd mile.~ 
trav~U~d remain the .same, but that the number of d:'lys on which truck ttip;:; an: occll11"inp, 
increases. A sctmlrio in which dail~' tcuck trips remain the same. bu( the number of days on 
which truck trips occur jm.::reases. Wl)uJd t-esult in effects that would oot b~ identified undec the 
approach utilized in th" Drafl SI!A. AstheiJ.-aft SEA ack11ov.-lod~c•, PAR 1134 wil11-esult in 
incr~ased tmck trips to c.lcli\'er nnur'lonio. to affected facilities, which ~sulls in increased vehicle 
miles travciJcd. In f~lct. the Dcun SEA relies on the assumption ofim.:rca~cJ truck trips co 
suppon its conclusion that there will n( tl be imp..1cts assodat~d with in<..T~asing ummonill storap.e 
capacity at facilities ,.,ith existing . .:;torag.e ta.Jtki . ·•ammonia usage will unly tani::cL the nw·nber l)t' 
truck trips to dcliv(;'I Lhe tllllmonia and not the amount of mnrnonia stored onl:iite-." (p. 4-6) 

Finally, com~ring Lbc effect~ of PAR 1134 to other projec-ts lo detennine whether llf not 
the effects art· significan~ is cc.mtrnry to the requirements of CEQ A, ·which is very specit1c 
J·ega.rding the basclin~ aguin$1 which prt)ject effecu are to be e\·aluatcd. A8 OO.tTectly stared in 
the Draft SEA, ~'rl]n order to determine the ~ignificance of the impacts associah:d with a 
proposed proj~c·t, it is ncccssury 1.0 e\-·aluCtte lhe project' s in1pacts against the buckdrop ol'the 
e1wironmeut iFIS it exists at the time (he e1wironmental analysis is conuncnccd.'" (p. 3-1) 
.. Therefore, the 'cuvironnwnl' or 'exi~tirlg settins' against which a project's im~c-ls an: 
compared consists of the immediate., cQnt.ernpCJraneous physical couditions at ~md atound the 

US·fJOCS'JC-66lOSJ 3.J 
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prQjc:c~ site. (Remy, et ill; 1996.t (p. 3-1) Tht· existing ~ettirtg in this c .. "\Se is the number of 
\'t::hiclt: rnile.:; trav~fed currently to dcli\'er umrnonin to the tb.cilities affected by PAR 1134. This 
is the bngelin~ ngainst whicb the cffoct::c of PAR J t 34 must he evaluated; not condusions retJCilt::d 
with rw::gnrd to some other projects. 

In swnmacy, the appropriate methodology for asse.ssiug tbc increased ri.o;k ttSS(K:ial.ed v.•ith 
thc:. tro.nS(l<lrt of ammonia to compJy wilh PAR 1 (34 is to determine the iocrea.o;e in \'ehicle mile~ 
ITU\·etled a~ a result of PAR 1134 and d~l~TThine the resulting increase in risk. This is the 
molhod<ology typically usod by the SCAQMD, including in the projccls cited in the Dron SEA. 

9. Consequence analyses u.s~ocio.ted with hazards matcriuls rdc:u..;es typicnUy 
t:\'t:~luate three scenarios - i) accidental relea.::e during transport; ii) storage hll)k rupturt:; and iii) 
r~leuses a~:: ll.l'esult ofrualftmction during tank loading. The Draft SEA do::s n(lt e\'aluate the 
lhird ::u.:ennrio even though it acknowledges thot there will be 311 incrca~cd number of delivel'ies 
lll focilit.ies affected by 1'!\R 1134. 

Thank you for your attention lo th~::s.: cornments. We look fOr,a,·anJ to receiving your 
TC;o; po nses. 

Anacluncnl 

cc: P~ilip Fine, SCAQMD 
Barbara Baird, SCAQ:-1T> 

nest resal'd~ 

~(~ 
\>Jichu.l J. Carroll 
or LATHAM & WATKINS LT..P 

Robert Wyman. La~h•rn & Watkins LLP 
John Heintz, Lath•m & Watkins LLP 
RJ'O McmlY"rs 

3-10 
.;onL'd 

3-1 1 
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ATTACHMENT 
March 13, 20 19 Letter 
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March 13, 2019 

VIA E-~1AIL (sec uiluchcx1 distribut;on) 

Go":~ming Bonrd 
South Coast Air Qmdily !VJtmngcmcnl Di~tricl 
2 i 865 Copley Drive 
Di0ll1oud Bar. C'A 91765 

Rc: Prows<'<) Am£nsk\l Rule 1134 

Oear SCAQMD GoYemiug Board Member: 
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We are submitting these comments on bchsJI of our clienl the RegulatOr)' f lexibiHLy 
Group ("IU'G") l'egarding Proposcd Amended Rule 1134 ("PAR 1134"). The RFG i< an 
industry coaritiou comprised of companies in the refining. vii lity $ml aerospace sectorS chat 
operare facilities within the jurisdiction of Lbc· Soulb O.mst Air Qual it~· Management Di~tcict 
CSCAQ:vJIY'). RFG nletnOOI: facWtic:.s arc subj<cl to the Regional CleW1 Air Incentive• Market 
(''RECLAIM'1) pt·ogram :md wil1 OC sa:iously am.:cw.cl by Chc:: trtm:;,itiun UJ a cornmand-and
l'Ontrol regulatory stntcture that is currently undct,Nay. The RFG purliciputt:d in the 
development of the ltECLAIM progrrun from l1s incepti(ln a.nd h>'l.., been Wl active pa.rticipWlt in 
all major amendments to the program, including those curre-ntly under\~t'ay. 

The PAR 11J4 rulemllking raises a number of issues thnt htrve been raised pr-:viously 
v,; lh sLuf[ unJ Oo~:erning Baard membe~s in v.Tlttcn and verbal oommcms at workin" group 
mcclingl), public \\,.(lrkshops. and heal'ings. Nevertheless, staff continu<::s to proceed with 
RECLAIM lran~ition rulemaking itt the same flawed manner. Following is a briefsmnmary of 
each of th.; i::esues about whic.h we have concerns, illld attached to this letter arc more detailed 
comment lcUcrs pr<:viowly submitted to the SCAQl\'10 on these issues. 

Mtuutaling Equipment Repfaccmc.nt E.w~eds The SCAQMD~f Auih()t'ILJ' 

As it has in pre\ious rufcmakings. SCAQlvfD ~tulYtuk~:;. the position that a b~st available 
retrotit oontrol technology ("BARCT") standmU mlly n:quire tolal replnc.ement ofche emittirtg 
piece of equiprnent. 1 As we have explained ln pr~vi<,USI}' filed comments, mandating 
replacement projects exceeds the authority of lho SCAQ:VlO to adopt nARCJ' staJldard< for 

' PAR I 134 Draft Staff Repor~ MOt<h 2019, Chaprer 2. 
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e~..-isting source5.: as set forth in the Califomi8 H~alth & Safety Code, and, therefore. runs afoul of 
{he wdl-cstablishcd Jcgal princlplc U1at a regulatory l'lg_cncy must act within the scope of the 
authority dcJcgatcd to it by the legislatur-e. 

As illustm<Xi by P.-'\R 1134_, st•IT's intcrprctulio~ that a B.-'\RCT standnrd n1ayrcquirc 
con1pk:tc n:p)8.C(..'T111.:nl of lbc ::mbjccl t•quipm<.'Tlll::nds lo nonsensical results. \Vitb rcspc<.:t to four 
out oJ (be six equipment categories id(..11iH:ic..-d in PAR 1134. the Drnft St~ffRcport describes tbc 
proposed standards as :'[L]hc initi~l BARCT recommendation for both new installatlons and 
retrofits ... ••2 It docs nQl make.: vny sense to ts(ablish tt BARCT standard for n::w instaUntions 
bccnusc BARCT docs nol ~1pply to n.;w ins1u1lutio~. N:;·w instalhttiom are subject to ''best 
U\'~ihtbJc conlroJ h:chno;ogy" (BACT} r.:quircm::nht. As .:xpluin(:d ~:)sewht::re in Ehc Dn1fi St:d'f 
Report: 

Th~ ust" ofth:;: word "rclrolll'' St:,...'Cti lo tii~tiog~ish un ~mis~ion 
limit th.at is impoS(.:d on existing sourcts. ~md wbh:h under the 
slatu,ory dcfmliion musl consider economic und uthcr fa~Jlors. 
from the emissions limit impoS~:d on new sources. The limit for 
D(..'Wsourccs mu'51 be mel if it hm; b~ uchicvcd in prac-tice. 
regardless of cost .. Sec dctlnition of "bcst ttvuilabJe wntnd 
technology" [BAC1] in section 40405. which includes "the musl 
striugcnt ~mission limitalion tbnt is m.iliicv;:d in prac(icc by thal 
clHSs or cttt(.•gory of sourc-e.".! 

Thus, it is not at a ll clear -what smfi tncaJ."'S when it refe-rs to BARCT for new installf!tions. 
New installations v.ill be su~ject to BACT rcquircntcnts that wilJ be dctcm.tincd at the time (he 
new installatjon is penuitted 3nd 'r\ilich may or may not be the same as the proposed BARCT 
standards "for new instaJJations~: cont.3.inod in the Draft Stuff Report. Furlhcrmor<C, this 
confusing approach masks the hue costs of compliance for those units that must be r~placcd. 
Staffs cost·effectiveness analysis looks only at the COS(S ofinstaJling selective catalytic 
reduction ("SCR"J to meet the proposed BARCT standards. The costs ofinstalliug an entirely 
ne .. .,.. piece of equlpJUent that meets BACT standards that could be more stringent th.111 the 
proposed I!ARCT stand&-ds could be much higher. 

Our Cl)llcerns regat•ding the BARCT update process to conlpcl insta1hltion of new 
\ tmission.s units are addressed in more-detail in the foHowing actachntcnts: .. ,. 

• August 24, 2018 comments from L.'lllwn & Watkins LLP on behalf ofRFG 
• November I, 2018 conunents from Latham& Watkins LLP on bchalfofRFG 

'Draft Staff Report, Chapter 2. 

) Draft StaffRepott, Chaptcr2. 
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Staff's Propos.d NOx BARCT Standards Do Not Ade<Juate/y Consider Other Pol/ulmlls 

Sluffs l.lARCT ar1aly:ii$ fQ<:uSe$ alm(l~t e.~~:cl~s,ively on propo::;.:d .~Umdan1s. lVr NOx, 
including wh;l1 il:> currently boeing AJ.:-hie\'~d. ar1d whal. might be achie\·ed with idtntiJit<l cQnlTOl 
1ech.nvlogic::;. "':h(ll ,:; tllff often {;til:; to adequately c<.ms!der arc Lnldc::-vlli; Lhlll cun ()~u; in term::~ 
of emis~i(ms of f i t her p<)J!utunt~. iru::luding parL:iculate t'rilltrer resulting rrom ammonia emh;t'iOn$, 
Use l)f amm<mia in selective caullytic reduction ("SCR"), which is the prefe1'1"Qd ilppf(li!~h for 
adticving l~te KOx standards i1l P.~R 11:14, re!;Ult.'l in ammonia emi~:;i•>n$ that f~)nt'l ~~rli¢ulu~::;. 
Purtherm<.lrt. th~ more stri:lger·•t the ~Ox. starldtltd is, the more diffi.::ull it be.:om(:~ h> llmil 
ummoniu slip. [n i'-i evo.lulltion of what is clJrfefltly being achie,•ed, $t.U(f on~n til i18 c.o 
a<:kntlwledgr: thut Lhe Jvw~~~ emissi<m~ o( N()x. ilr<: bt:ing uchievell wilb units Lhut hu\'e high or 
non~Xi$tent limits (m ommonhl slip. S~:aJT iii then recomn·•ending 1\:0x st.andurd.:; thut. a.r~ Ul or 
belllW the l<.1wr::<;t level~ C\J..f'Tetlll)' b:ing achlevet!, nnd then, to twoid impooh; U.i~>OCi~~\ with 
im:n:asc::s in parl.ic~ltU~ t:mi~iuns , is imposing SLringenLllmit~ on arnttwniu. Thi::: ttpprou~.;h 
ignor\!s Chc inhert:nl technologi1.:ul LrcnltHJIT bt:twetn thest: tw(l JX•Uutant.:; und re:;ulls in 
combim~tions of sltmdanls lhul may not bt: u<:hievttble. w•d i.:t:r1Uinly nvl ~ll tOe costs ie,L;ntili~d by 
s!aiT. 

Staff Has Fai/etl To Provi<le lnformntiou T!tnt Forms Ihe Bnses Of II> BARCT 
Rt:>commt:>tldttrions 

v::c ~lrc- dcr...'PIY coi'Jccmt:d thul sluff i~ nvL making available to Lhe publi~ certain 
infomuuion upon ·whi\:h iL is relying tl$ the bu..:;i ,s or its prt~JI(lsed IJARCT stondards . Th.i.s js a 
signific~mt dcvim.io1l frurn lhe miU'lner in ·which the SCAQMO has conduct.ed TlARCT 
dctcrn1inations in lhc post ond conlrury to Culifornin lleaiLh &. Safety Cod.; ("II&S Co~") 
roqcom:mcnts. H&S Code Section 40440(e) muhs H&S Co1fe Section 40703 applicuble t.o 
SCAQMD mlemuking aml rcquirc•lhut when udopting uny regubll.ion "the disLrict :<hull 
consider. pursuant lo Section 4092~. and m~1kc avajlj!l?J~J!t.l:b~.R.4.l?U~. if~ finding:; related to the 
cost~ftCctiven~ss of a control measure. as wcJl~theJ:>.n::sil!.fgr.!~.H!I~in~and the consideration 
involved." (omphasis •dded). TI1us. the SCAQMD is required by s~'l"te. to ""'ke public !he 
basis of its tiudings that the proposed and adoplod BARCT ::sWnd11rds urc cost-e!Tccth·c. 

It is not possible for the public to critically cvahmtc the basis of staH"s recommendations 
jf it does not have access to the infonnation upon which slaff is rcJying. Conclusory assertions 
contained in staff repons> without access to the underlying infom1ation thnt purportedly supports 
the assertions, is. not sufficient to pro\idc for meaningful evaluation and comment. Fwthcnnorc, 
because thjs juformation is not contained in the public record, it is not clear that it is being 
provided to the Goveming Board. As a res.ult, not only arc ccnain staff recommendations 
Wlsupparted by anything in the record, Goveming Board action on those rccommcndat.ions arc 
equally unsupported. 

When describing the technology assessment Wldcrtakt'D by staff, the PAR Dr oft Staff 
Report Staff states simply that s.taff"nwiewcd scientific literature. vendor information, and 



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment  Appendix G 

PAR 1134 G-20 March 2019 

LATH AM• WATKINS ··• 

strategies utili.ud in practice:""' Nor aU of the information revie\~;·ed by staff is included irt t..~~ 
!•AR Draft Statl' Repo11~ and the.re 3.1\e no specific refere.nces Ol' citations to the sources of the 
intbrtnatiou. It is impossible for the publtc to know precisely what staff has reviewed. or co 
critically eva.Juatc the infonn.ation in any way. This is partic.ularly troubling because, in virtually 
every case, staff has proposed standards that arc as stringent or mor-e stringent rhan rhe mosr 
stringcrn: existing standards, :md ''iCll below the emission rat::s cunc.ntly being met by most OJ' all 
ofdte existing units in the class of equipment. Throughout the Draft StaffRcpon .. staff justifies 
its proposals with the sin1ple phrase •·tbc technology assessment found}' Thus, staffs 
reconuuendations are being driven primarily by infonnation that is currently unavailable to the 
public. 

We have addr~s~d this concern regarding the adequacy of the mlcmaki11g record in more 
detail iu the foflowiug comnlcnts: 

• March 4, 2019 commcnls fro:n L!1lh!1m & W•lkins LLP on behalf of RFG and WSPA 

/\'ew Sourcl! Ne~·ieJu Issues Jlfust Be Addr~ssed ComprehcnsWel}' Aud Expeditiously 

\'Vhi!e there has been additional discussion of new source review (•'NSR'') issu;;s in 
recent RE.CL!\1~·•1 \Vorking Group meetings, none of the fundamental issues have yet bccu 
resolved. F'ulthel'lnore. although SCAQl\·ID staff has indicalcd lhfll il is con'!ml~licating with 
U.S. Enviromnental Pl'Otcction Agency C'USEPA'') staff regarding the nature of the l\SR 
program that will apply to R.ECLAI~i facilities once they exit the program" ·we arc not 3W3re of 
the specitlcs of those communications. Addressing fundamcntaJ programmatic issues, such as 
N~R, early in the transition process will result in a more orderly and efficient transition. This 
is.~ue is addressed in more detail in the foJlo,...-ing attachment 

• September 7, 2018 comments from Latluun & Watkin.' LLP on boh•lf of WSPA 

Tltt Califnrhit~ En!Jlronm~utal Qunlity Acllillalysis For Tltc 1'nmsitiolt Project Is 
Pie~~nt~tllf!'l 

It is a fundamental principle of California Environmental Quality Act C'CEQA") review 
that all envin)tlmental impacts for dte ·whoJe of the project be :malyzcd together. In this case, the 
'"projecc" is the RECLAif\·1 transition as a whole as required by Control Mea~ure CA>lB-05 as 
udop~.ett in the 2016 AQMP. Ye[, .~tafris conducting the CEQA review tluough a series of 
Supplernentnl Environtnemal A~sessments ("SEN') that analyze only the impact> associated 
i,\'ilh 01~ pUrlicul~r latuiing rul~ under con~id~rarion. Stafl' argues that this approach is acceptable 

; . because tucb SEA ••(jtfS oll"' the March 2017 Finall'rogram J:::m•iroomentaJ impact Report fol' 
the 2016 AQMP uml $!veral other earlier certified CEQA docLuneot:o, \\1)ich a.nalyzed the 
lnll!Silion usn whole. However, the );larch 2017 Pinal Progtam BIR tbr th• 2016 AQMP, which 
was complet~d in ,lQTnlary 2018, did not QJ'Ialy?~ dle transition of the RECt. . .\JM proaram 
because lhc trunsltion was nvt ptlrl o(Controt Meam~re CMB-05 ac:: propl)~ed at thBt time. 

'PAR J 134 Drull SlulfReport, M~Wh 2019, Chapter2. 
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Tht.T>..:lbrc, tiering off of the carlh.:r CEQA docum<..'T11s to support rule ~lm:.:ndm:.:nts. tbat s-eck to 
impi.;mcnllile tran:,ition is nvt po~':iibie bt:C"-USC ~herr: is no c.:Jmprehcn.-;ivt: anal)·sis in the earlier 
docum~;nts. In the nbscnce or>~ progn:am level CEQA unuly.;;is lhnl includes ~he \VhQlC of the 
RECT~AltvJ lnmsition, sl.ntrs ~gm~nttd an~ly.ii$ (If t:flCh JU'Of!O.Sed r~Jernokin.g net ion conslitutcs 
c.:l"~~ic "'ph:c~.:mclllini;( in vivlutior• oi'Cf.QA. TI•is i~sue is oddre$:)C<.I in rrl<.lre dd.ail in ~he 
fclJowil'ig ultuchsru:nl: 

• Septemher7, ~01R comments lffun l .a.tha.m & Watkins LJ.J' on behalfof\VSPA 

lly anuly"-ing the SOI!ioeconomic implh-'1S associ.lled with the transition in t:u1 incr-=mtnt.ul 
fushion in the I!Qnt.el<L ot' ea.ch ru1em~inp., a~ l)J'IJ'IOSed tn a cornpfehensive anai)'Sis or the entire 
tnlnsiti,ln, ~1aff is either underestimating. the cwnulative impacts or tiliJing tl) identify them Ill all, 
An illu$tra.tion otthis pfOblern co.n he tOund in the two .~ets of amendments to Rules 2001 Qnd 
2002 in 201 S. In th.: JamJilr)· 201 8 arnendmenu; t<l these ru!e.:;, staff did 1lOt even ad~s the 
impu.;lllu•~ the RmJQ\·al of 38 IUcilitie$ fmm the RECLAI\1 pfogram that would then be eli~ible 
lo luke ttdvuntuge (,I f off~( exemptionsln RuJe 1304 rnight have on the :nte.t'nal on~et bank. Jn 
conlr»sl, lhc StniTR<.-port Sl.lppOning the ()l!tober 2018 amendment.~ to these .. ~ilfne rules 
expressed St.it'ious concerns abOI.ll the polential impacu:: to d)e intemal bank. Either staff erred in 
January by fniling to am•lyu.: t.he pot<:ntiul impncts on the internal bank, or it ovef~to.ted the 
pota:uial imp..<tcl.o: ass(:-cia.te:U v.i th l.be O~:tobc:r arnendr-uent5::. In either ca.~. this inCt)riS.i~tene)' 
illustrates the problt.'D"I with underwking aou1)'sis oflhe impacts U.~M>Ci<lted \\·ith the ROCLAi\ ·1 
transition in an incrcrncntttl IUshion. Thi:; issu.:. js addr~l!:d in rnore detail in the Jl)JIO\iting 
attacluncnt: 

• Scpl~'mbcr 7. 2018 <.:Ornruents 11om l,.o.tho.m & \Vatkin~ Lt.l• on behalf of\VSI>A 

Inappropriate Cost-J:..lfecti~eness Jfr:tlrodology 

RHi obJects to certain aspects of the cost·cffccli\'cucss n>othodology th•t SCAQ:VID sLRff 
i~ ~ill£ tl) determine BARCT fequirements fol' the landing nllcs cun~ntly wtd.zr dev-elopment . 
finn, staff cypicaUy a.<::::sumes a useful Jlfe for eq~1ipmcnt pf25 years even though ru!cmaking 
fequires repiBCeme.nt ofteclmology much sooner. Usc of a 25·}'cat assumption makes the 
Cl)tlt(()J equipment appea~· moJ'e cost-effective by diluting the significant capital costs of required 
proj~t~ 0\'ef a much 1ons,er time period than is- likely to ocCW'. S-econd, staff utilizes the 
discounted cash tlow ("DCF"} method instead of the levelized cash flow ("LCF") medtod as 
~,ased by sew:rall)ther air distdcu. ·n\e LCF method is a better representation of cosr
eJli;,c~iveness than the O(:F method. Finally, staff utilizes a $50,000 pel· ton cost-effectiveness 
threshold lOr det.en'l'lining llARCT, which is much higher than that applied by other air quality 
agencies, nnd. in ~om~ caStS, shlflh~ Wnch1ded that controls ''litJ\ a cost~tlecUveness above 
550.000 per (On C(l:nStit'~,ate. DAR CT. This issue i~ addfess~ in more detait ir\ the fl)flowiog 
adachrnent: 

• July), 2018 cornments from WSPA 
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·1 hank you for your attention to these c.omn\cnts. We arc 3\'ailable to discuss th~se issues 
with you and/or yow· Governing Board Assistant at any tim~. 

\u .. c-lu.&~ (Al~~ ltw? 
fVlichao11. d;.Jun I 
ofLAIHA:\.1 & WATKINS LLP 

Artachmcnts 

cc: Cler~ ofd1c l:loords, SCAQM1J 
Wayn• KID<lri, SCAQMD 
Philip f ine, SCAQMll 
Barbara Daird, .SCAQMD 
Robet1 V./~'lltrul. Latham & \Vatkiw LLP 
John H•intz, Lathml & Watkins LLP 
RHi Membel'S 
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SCA0::\10 GOVERNING BOARD DJSTRIIRTlON LIST 

Dr. William A. Burke, Chairman 
mwpatricko~_qmC;t.gov 

Dr. Clark E. Parker, Sr., Vice Chairman 
clarkepark~r@'!Y!'!.<UlQY. 
minieuez:U~.aqmd.gov 
kana.jpy@gmail.com 

Ben Benoit. Member 
bbcnoit@.ci!)'ofwildomar.ore. 
rtiJ.o;:cagmd(fUgmail.com. 
dyork(<ilcitvofwildomar.org 

Joe Hu)·caino, A1ember 
Jacob.haik.:lulacity.on: 
i•!!m &h~tvez;<i:Iacitv. org 

}.fichae/ A. Cacciorri, Member 
gcz~r.n<wsk~@hotmail.com 
shotavCW.gmail.com 
wmglazier@.gmail.com 
tim sandoval~ci.Jll!mona.ca.us 
macacciottiC~yahoo.com 
benwone@aqmd.gov 
benwong,wcstqgvina@gmail.com 

Dr. Joseph K Lyou, ]'.!ember 
joermcc::air.org 
nnishimuraa!)ccair.ow 
mark!@J!_nviropolicv.com 

Larry McCallon, Member 
rrkctcham@,•erizon.uet 
lmccallon!taciLyol11ighland.org 
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Judy Mitchell, Member 
Marisaforlakewood@gmail.com 
Jmitc.hcll2@aqmd.guv 

Shawn Nelson, Member 
Shawn.Kclson@ocgov.com 
1\udra.Fishel(lilocgov.com 
Drbilodeau0igmail.com 

V. Manuel Pl!rez, Member 
vmmuelperezialrivco.org 
bacritcstffircbos.org 

Dwight Robinson, A1ember 
Mat!Jt_oJ!)cr(Q),al.\!.1)1J!i.u~.£,£QI! 
drobinson@laketorestca.gov 

Janice Rulh<!rfnrd, Memher 
Amella\i.Figueroalfr)bos.sbcounty.!l,OV 
SuocrvisorRuchcrford:<i:.sbcounty.gov 
Mark .Tavlor(.i::hos.shcounlv .gov 
Andrew.silvat1.Vcao.sbcountv.gov 

Hilda l •. So/i.v, Member 
nvelasquezCwaqmd.gov 
yifang@ucla.edu 
jvasgue7.(t~.bosJacounly.gov 
cob!i:r1agmd.gov 

Clerk of the Board 
ClerkOfBoard@aqmd.gov 

Wayne Nastri, Executive Ofjicer, SCAQA1D 
, · wnastri@aqmd.gov 
'·:· 

·' Philip Fine, Depury Executive Officer, SCAQMD 
ptine@.aqmd.go_y 

Barbara Baird, ChiejDepury Coun.Je/, SCAQMD 
bbaird@agmd.gov 

( 
\ . 
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August 24, 2018 

VIA EMAil. 

Ur. Phillp Fin:: 
fkputy Ex~cuth·c. Otliccr 
Sl)Uih C.nast Air Quality MaJl~~rnc:nl Disnict 
21865 Copley Dri ... e 
Di::uuuml Rttr, CA 91765 

li~.··· ~!'l.~rnr. .. .,. Htl· O:m 
d l:. c-"':r.·~···~ !:'f<!G··sn 
ICI~':'.T.fi.H.tt: •2;1!) i !IX -1.1~4.~:i5.!:0!l' 
If,. .. 1:. ~1.)"' 

l!oijorJ t,t,~a• 

-=~!1~. ._t.nr.' 
(lf\.l:~~ u-. .. y.,,:., 
CCi'll.lrjCI:'f :).~;, .... ~1!1',' 

Ctl ~.tl!:ll P.:r:: 
Oo .~.«i Fir,,~~ 

l)il~elr.-.1 ,.., 
Fr~"fllutl E\loll)iiJ>;f• 

ll~llllJ 'I) 3 !olol"t :l""O;i!ll0 

H~A~ (o~l!i s~uu• 
H~u:to;n ~~~~n;~~:i 

"'"" ::itl :tn '1.-ll\lf 

~ .\-.g:l~~ s o-!.l>l·~re 
\~d':t! lok)'O 
\'lt.:r". ''·'':t~n;r..:r, lj,(',. 

Re: SC:AOMD Staff Prt)POJt.aJ l.o.~~guirc l::quipme•IL ~~pl~rcme-Jlt a.;; BARCT 

Dear Dr. Fine: 

\\>'e ~~~ submitdng lhe~ cummen1s on behalf of 0\11' clienllhc :Regulatory fle~ibilily Group 
("'RFG"), Th~ RfG is an indusny coatition compri:.cd or companies in the r~lining. utility Md 
a~wspucc sectors tha1 opecate I;::.cilitit:~ within dlc jurisdjction or the Sonrh Coan Air Qut:~lit}' 
Managemeot Di:;trict ("SCAQI\U)''), RFG men. her rt:~ciliti::5 arc !.Ubject to the Rcgion~J CLeao Air 
ltlC::Cnti\'es Mltrkcc ("R..CCLAJ?vf•) pmgmm, ~nd will be se.riO\J.\i.ly afft:ct~d by the tl'ansiliun to a 
contmand·aud-conlJ\"'11 reguhuory stmcnue that is curr('nt1y undCJV;ay. Tht= RFG p<~nicipated jtltftc 
dc\'dupmenr of tbc RECl.:'\lr>.·l prugmm from its inception, aud h;ls bxn an active JJll:Licip~•nt in all 
nt~for amenJ.mcnl~ to the program. i:tdullin.g lhuse cum:ntly vndecv:ay. 

introduction 

These comntenll' at~ f(lcusetl on rcccm assetciou:-. hy SC.AQMD staff that a he~t~;n:uilabl~ 
relrofi~ control technology (''llARCT'') .standard may J~ui~ lotul rcpJacemem (lr the emitting 
pie<.:c of equipment SCAQMD staff has ilSsetted tl1is posilion in variou.:; met:1ings and 
docum~nts perWning lo Cbe RECL\L.\.1 tr.ut.;itkm ami d~wclopment of OOJnmand-Mnd·comml 
BARCi' ndef... The most detailed explanation of I he staffs position thut we N:rt aware of i.; 
contair1ed in the July 2018 Draft Staff Reporl in suppon of propa).:;ed ~mendmcots co SCAQMD 
Rule L 135 ("Rule 1135 Staff ReporL"j 41. )Ntgcs 2-1 through 2-2. wherein stl'lff makes tY.:I) 

argumenl~ in suppon of its position. Fin;t. it cites to dicdon~ry ddinitions of "retrofit" HOd 
cou~.:Jude:,. that •·repla.cemem" i~ not specifically excluded from those definitions. Second. it c.ites 
to u CuJifornia .Supt-eou::. O .IUrt CHSC, Amuif.'tln Crwting.'i Ass''' lo'. South Ct).cut Air Qualiry Mgt. 
Dist., 54 Cal 4111 446 (20f.l). for the proposition thai a l\ARCT standill'd may require rcp!acemerlt 
of the emitting equipment in its entirety. 

US·l10CS..tCG92N19.F. 
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Tht.~ RfG ::'(•r:t:urs with. the. ;.:·o,nrn~nL ... uf the \A/cstcm S~t:;s P~I!Cilcum A~ll(l~i;ll i<:~n 
(''WSPA'') :o.uhmiltc:d on AU~U!=.t JS. 201 ~ pcl1ainiJl;; to Lhi~ is~uc (''WSPA n,:'Tir.1cnts'). \Ve h<:Tt'b}' 
~u;lph:m.:nt those c..:~::un:nb wit{1 furtller analy!.is of 1h~~ rcfn:'::U statulury proviskm:-., whil:h 
ilh•scrmcs tJ)iJl th~ sl<~ ff's inoc.rp!eLatiun i:-. inconsister.t with Lhe wh.olc of Di,·isinn 26 of tilt' CaJi:"untia 
Heallh & Saf::t}· Cod~ . .,.,.J,id• addresses Air ~.;l)ur::cs., und runs conlmry to s.t:mdat'd principles of 
s~ll tl•tocy construcli<.,n. In addition, we pm\'idc 11.ddittooal analysis disti11guishing SCAQ.\·10 Rule 
11 J 3, wbich i~ the subject of the .1-trm:ri~:cm Co(ltfngs case, t'!olll the BARCT rule . .:; curr..::ntly undc:r 
devc.lopme.ot [0 replat a: the R.I::Kl.AlM pmgn11n. 

Re1ennt Slatutory Pn.wisions 

AI qucsdon is rile s..:npl! <.1f the SCAQ~tD's a:llhorit}' to requin: I he liSC of BARCT for 
e~i.o;Jing 30llrce~. Th<~l ;mthori()' is ll<J01 gnr.lcd ~nd limited by Hc:alrb & .Sal'dy Code Section 
40440(b)( l), which ptO\'Mt:s, in n:l:::vant p:tct 

(bj The. rules l'lnd regulatit)n!> udoptcd pursu~nt II> subdivi~ion 
(aJ Lauthflri7..ing SC.:\Q!o.·tD bt"'~rd to l'!dopt rule~: and rcguJations h'l 
Cill't'}' out <liT quality mana£eruent plan} shall do ~JU of the 
follnwing; 

(1) Rt:quj~ the usc of best ;wailahle eon.tcol te..:.hnology 
fllr ocw and mr,dified SOlliNS and the usc o f best a\'ailahle tetrofit 
control cechnnlogy for existing ,c;ource~. 

Health& Safety Code Section40406 d.::fincs BARCTaoi iol~ows: 

A~ u~~d in d1is chapler, "best available ~11\llil control t6t::hn'-.llogy" 
m~an.s an cmj,s~ian limiwtion that t~ lm:;W on the nwcimuro degree 
of reduction ~l•it:vablc, taking into uccount cnvironmen(al, 
t:DC'.rgy, attd 6COn(lmic impact'\ hy each class or category of source. 

fjnaJJy, H•allh & Safety Cede Section 40920.6, 'pecifles chc procedure~ th<' SCAQ:I.ID is 
required to foJIO't.\' when establishing a RARCT standard, ami pro.,.ide.~. in p~m.: 

{a) ('rior to ~tlopting rules Ol' n:guhltions to meet tb:.: 
rcquiremenl rvr b\:st available retn.1f'i t control rechnol(.)gy pw·suant 
to Section.< 40918. 40919, 40920 !lnd 40920.5, or fN a feasible 
mea.:;ure pu~uant to .Sectifm40914, districts sl:wU, in addition tv 
oth~r rc:quircmcms of this division, do all of fhc !oJlowing: 

(1} r~nlify oue or Jnt)n: p<.•tcnriaJ control vp1ions which 
aehic\'es the enUs.sion reduc[il)n, tlbjcctives for l.he regulation. 

(2) l<e\'iew the information devc:lopcd to asses~ the: 
CO.'lt-dfcctiveness of I Jl~ potential ~oflln'l) option. For putposcs of 
this. puragraph, "cost-cffcctivene.~·· rcx:ans tbc cost, in dulhtn. of 
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1h~ polcntial control ()pi ion Gh·ided bycmi.o;~icn r:d~tction 
Jlf.'l<.~nti~ l . in tons, of the potential centro~ (l(lliL,r .. 

(3) Calcululc the incremt:nh~l <.:ost-cftdctiven::,s for the. 
potc.ntial >.XJlltrul vplions identi tied in pa.wg:rapb ( 1 ). To d:::tcnnine 
the incremental c<.lt\1-cffcctj\'eue~~ um.l(:r this patagt'aph, the district 
shaH cakulat-e (h~ diff~rt'uce in lhe dt>!Jar cost~ dividetl by the 
dlffetence ill lht: <.~mission reducLion PL'lcnt!als between c~K·.h 
progre~~sivcly 1W.'rc stringent pmcu(\>J) <.~ontrol option <1~ l:omp:ued 
ro the nexl.lc::ss cxpensiv~ contrnl opti<.tn, 

(4) Consider, ttntf rc\•icw in a puhJic mcctinx. all of the 
follc)wing; 

(A) The cft"cctivene:..s. uf the proposed conlroJ 
option in meeling lhe requirement~ of HUs chapter arld the 
roquirementli at,!l..1pccd by tbe state hvanJ pursuant hl ~ubdivisiou (b'l 
of Section 39610. 

(B) Tile cost-~ffect.ivenes~ of ~ach potential 
conlmi option as a<..~e!:.;;ed pursuant to paragmph (2). 

{C) The inct-emenlal cost-cffectivcn~~s bctwoon 
the potential t:t.lDiro~ opt(oru a..-: ~Jculutcd pun::uant to p~:~ntgraph 
(3). 

(5) Make findings at the public htmring at whkh the 
aegub•tion is adopted $lating the rca!>on~ for the district '~ adoption 
or the proposed COnlrol option Of O}ltil)ll~. 

lnl•rprelio2 Tbc Mc•niog OfBARt:·r 

In Lbe Rule 1135 StaffRcpon. stan ~et(i fOt'lh '"·hat ic refen\ toa.s a ··common ~nsc 
detiniti(ln" urgument in which it reachc~ the co.m.:lu.sion that the term '"rrtrofit" a:-:: used in Section 
40406 encompasses " tepl(.lccm;;nt" becau:->t:· .. rcpJaccmenf' i ~ nQt s~cifically e'l.cludcd frotntl1e 
ciled dcftnitionl> of "retrofits." At til',o;t blush, this argum~nl. appears silnilar toll basic rule of 
sudutory construction known as the •<pt<rin meaning rule," ''!bich means gi~t·ing words their 
ordinary nte31ling. However, the starr.s «common sense definition'' argument is direcdy (.;IJnlntry 
to the "plaiurneaning rule" which i~ codified ht dle CAlifornia Coden( Civil Procedu1'C ftS 
follo~~>;: "In the <:onsttuction of~~ statute ot instrument. tM office of the Judge i~ ~irupJy to 
asce1·tain und docJare what is in terms or in sub~hmoc contained therein, !JOT tu im·ert what /t(ls 
bet:n omitted. or to omit what has beeo irl.$CI"Itx.l .. . ·• See Cal Civ. Proc. Code§ 1858 (empha~is 
.adLlt~d) ... Replacement" has bce.n vel')' deady and specjfically omitted from S~ctlon 404(J(t, and 
that ends the analy!.is: under the "plain rntaning 1Uie." Stafrbo ~•rgument Vioh.ncs that tule by 
scckjng to insett "r~placcmcnt"-n•herc il simply doec: nol exist. 

ltS·OOC.C:·.tf.a92Nr?.6 



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment  Appendix G 

PAR 1134 G-29 March 2019 

or. l"'h'lir:l'b~ 
A:.lij~:OI ?>;, l:tlle 

~"!i" ~ c 
LA'fHAM~-WATKINSu• 

"Control Optilm!i" Connote «Retrofi~·_;" ·"'Tor "H~plm:emems•' 

Usc of the t•l•mscs "control opri<m" ~md "control (IJtlil.m~" in HeahJ• & Sl'lfcty Cod.:
Sc::c.:.lir.m 40920.6 is infonn::tth·c. Tho~e phr.•o;cs 11:-c used els::whcl'~ ht Heallh & Safet~r Co1l::: 
Division 26. \-vhicl• pertains to Air Res()un,:cs.lu way~ thai rrmkc it clear ll1:ll (bey ref.ec l\1 

-t:Tllission control~ lv be ~•pplicd to th~ unllcrlying sour.:~ (;.c .• rcrrofitsj. For exatnplo!, Sedion 
·11}140.1 J(a) Jli'Ovidos: 

""In establishing lhc bc.st avaUabl~ C(mtrol lccftnology .. . the south 
t:<J.:1.st djsa·icL .<ihafl cons[der only omtrol op!iom' flr emission limit.:; 
ro be appli£•cl to che b<tsic proclcu:Jion or prOCt?$s equipmew exi~liog 
in Clta~ source category or a ~imihtr source c~g()ry.'· (cntphili.i$ 
addedi. 

Thus, when Healll1 & S~:~fc.ty Code Se&.:lion 40920.6 u<::t.!i lbc phrase.~ ''l::ontwJ option" and 
,.control option:;" repeatedly oo specify the procedtires thr. SCAQMD i" rcquil'~d m f~llvw when 
cstablishins a RARCJ sc.a.ndwd if i"> referring to meill>urcs ro bt• applied to the emilling source, 
not reptacem~nt <.1f the emitting .$(1llm: in it~ entin~l }'· 

ll-7ten 11ut l.egisltuurc .\feu,s '~Replacement," It Sayl' uk~plat:ement" 

There are rnuny pro'r'is.ioo~ in Di..,.ision 26 wJ•en:- the· terrm "repl()t:c'' or "ceplotemc.nt'' are 
used, indicating lbut when the legil;lalure means '"replilt:e" it .stares .o::o c:xplicitl~r. Purlh..:rmoliS, 
the terms "replace" or "l'~placemcnl" ac~ frequenlly U!K~d in conjunction with ''retrofi:'' or cernu:: 
simiJar to '"rt:trofit ." such a;; '"rn(ldify" or ''after" (ur variadon.;; thereof). 'J11is. nMkcs h clea•· thill 
there i~ a <li~tin<.·tion between actions that re .. o:ull in changes to an existing em.issions source, ami 
actil}n.o; lhat result in its elimination altogetlt:;c. 

f or example, SecCi(ID 4302l(a) pr(l\·i.dc:s: 

'" . .. the retirement, replacement, retr~f'it, or rep(lwc-.r of a ~elf
propeU~d a;(lmmcrcial motor vehicle ... ~h~ll nol OC roqui~l until 
the late' vf Jhc following:" (<·mpha<i• add•d). 

Similarly, Seclion ~14281(a) which identifies projeds cligibJe to parlidpate in d'1C Carl Moyer 
Program, Jlrt)vides; 

"Emif-sion-rcduciog n•tmfit of covered f.JJgi.ncs. or r~tplarement of 
old en&oincs powering eo•tcrcd. sou•·ce~ with newer engines .. ... 
(ernph•sis added). 

Use of the term .. n:-placemcnf' in th~ provisions ciretl. abuvc illu~tl'ales I hat wh.e1t the 
legislature means "replttccmcnt'' it srate~ w explicitly. Furtlt.;:nnore, use of both ''repJacerncnt'' 
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and •·rcrrc tlt'' illu~: l rat(~S thm the Jc~il>!atur::: in1cmls lo disljng_ui-;h hc.: tw.c.:n the t\1/fJ lCmiS. and th~t 
1h1•t 'Jctrofit" dc1e.o; 1l01 c:t<:ompa:;~ "l>ep:a..:enuml'' \IS su~gest~d by M~tfrs !~te:Jl;tldli\10 of the 
definition of BAR.CT in Scctlcu 40406. Jr .s~ff's jmcfllretmi•)n \•.:as correct, the,) the usc of both 
tcmts in clle-citctl pro\'isions would h~ retlunda.nt. Generally, j r lhc Jcgislanuoe ~ho ... e Ill incltlde 
hmguag_~. it must be given some meaning. <~nd ~tarutcs are oo he interpreted in a mmmcr \hat 
avoids l'endering some word..:; s.urplur.agt:, nuJJ or absurd. See ln,gn~dicnt Communlc;ations 
CounciL Inc. v. LuiiJ!rcn, 2 CaL ;\pp. 4!lt 1·~80. 1492,4 CaL Rplr. 2d 2f(t, 224 (3tl Dis<. 1992), 
rev. denied (April 23, 1W2). 

The LeRi.'flalilre l/a$ D~fincd "Retrofit" And DlstinRuislz~d ll From ''Repfa,·emrmf" 

Finally, Oj\•ision 26 iacl\1dcs a spec.ilic derinilion of "retrotil" in Section~ 44175:(>1)(19) 
tmd 44299.80{a), which provide: 

"Retrofit .. mean~ making modifications to Ll•e engine and fuel 
system so dtar the relrofiUcd engine does n(lllnwc the sanlec 
specifications a.<i eli~ original engine. 

TI1i::; tJcfinition makts detJr fhat in the ca.o::e of a "re1n.1fit.'' the e.xi::.Ling "'mission~ l>Oun::c 
C(lnlinuc.s to f xjst following the retrofit, hut in an ;)ll\:rod state. Fl.lr1hcrmore, while n~ ... ision 26 
tl(n~s nol ir.clude a definition of "replacemcnl," it fr-equently makt::; distinctkms \lei.WI..'CD the 
lemts "retrofit" anti "rcpowcr," which is d"fincd in .Section< 44174(•)(18) and 44299.80(n) 
(immcdjarely prt:ccding the defi nilii)IJ\i or "retrofit'.) 3.<: fnllow.s; 

"Repower•' means rep{acing an engine wilb a different engine." 

Thus. in the conlt:xf of Division 26, "n:powc.f'' illld "replace" arc syno.nyma.)US, ~md \"ery 
specifically and esr:idUy distingui~hed from "rctrotk" The h:A,>ishnure Wa>i \'cry deliberate in its 
usc of these rerniS Cbroughout che air qu~dity statute. To 10uggest. I'IS staff do~. thl'lt :·retrotit" a~ 
used iu .S~tion ~10406, implicitly ~m:ompasscs .. replacement" flies in the fucc of the numemus 
disti1tction:, be( ween these teJ·•n::; nmdc in the statute, and '\'iofates accepted ntlcs of ~cat.Otl)cy 
COOS.lJ"\JCii<"ITJ, 

Distinguishing Arne1·U:an CoatiJ1gs 

As COTCC(!d}' pointed out in rhc 'V-.'SPA comments, there is nothi(lg in th~ holdjng.o; of the 
l111lr.rir:(m Coati~lRS decision tl1a~ :>upports the. pl'(tposition tbat SARCT may include replacement 
of the tm.itling cquipm~nl. in its entirety~ that que!>tion "i.\'asn't even br.fore the cotJrt. 
Furlhermore, even if the det:islon supported .$ t~ff's position. whiclJ it docs noL, it would ~ 
(li.stinguishabJe ba;;:;ed on the fundamental ~liff"'.rcnocs. ben\'een SCAQMlJ Rult: 1113. which was 
Lhc subject of the ca.se, and the BARCT rules cumntly under l.levclopruenl h..) rtplace che 
RECL:\IM prognun. 

SCAQMU Rule .1 I 13 regulate.~ architectuntl coatings. and the control ,._trategy is 
re.thrrool~tion of the c.wt:red coatings aver time to redure the VOC ('Ontcnt. The role docs not 
impose limits 011 en1itting equipment, and emission cont1'0l equipment (i.e., h<w.lwarc) i~ not 
rt<luir-cd by, or even mentioned in dle rule. In contra.:;t, the l)ARCI' ml~fi .::uncntly under 
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dt:velopm::nt to n:phu:c:: I he:: RECLAJM pa;.')gr::ml v.·c;.dd impose emi-;.~it'ln limils on t)Jt:c<;:~s or 
p:Pdt:r:iion eq:.1:1HU~!'It lob:;: ~1cb!cvcd thr0l.lf•1t <Hld-L'n cmissiCln, a;<:nln.'l C'quipment (l'~r, :~<,·;.·ording 
1<1 :;t1tff's CLUTent tlteury, r\~placcmcnt of the pmc<.·s.s of prcdu:timl ~:quipmcmj. Th~n.: tlrt 
lumh~ment~t ditTer~nq:~ t.ch,•ocn the$e 1\~·o l}·pc,; of rules thai rual<c ir impossible tv draw any 
p;:rullcls belWC>c!:n 0Jcm. Thus. even iftlu~n: \'ms; something inlhcAmerkan Ct>atingsclcdsiol\ 
th~•t s~tpported .~taff's po..sition. Md again lht:re is not, it would he of no releVillloe It> the mles 
curr:::ndy under llevelt'lplll('.nt. 

In the '"''JSC of coa':ings I'Cfl'unml<tlion, the contm~ s(rittcgy involve$: •~sc:arcl; and 
dc"dopmen( I hut can be uoderl;ll~n t:<Jmpletcly indeJiern!r.ni of ongojng pr<Jductiou. Th~ Wl.1rk l!> 
unde.nakeu in J&borato::ies, .lmlongoing production pn)a:csscs and equipment lire unanec:rr:d. 
Once the:: rdbrmulat~d coating hns been developed, p:XlClllction switcltc!t lt.tlhc new coating with 
no llt:ed lu modify tlte prnduc1ion (~quipmcnt, il.ild in most ('as..ss. no lost production time:. Thus. 
the.t-e is li.ltlc or uo risk tf'l fmgoing production whllt: the; conuol Slrat~gy is impleme111ed ur if the 
contr-:.•1 slrn.tcgy pro\•es lt.'l t.~ infeasible (i.e., etTet:li\'C rcformulati1.:ms lbat meet lhe l<lwcr limits 
Cim TK'I• OC dcvc.loped). f-urthermore~ while C(•ating rcfont'.ulation a;un rcguire a signHkant 
invc.stntcnt of tirne anti money. ir does om typically .invoJ\'e tile m~mufacture of tl1<1dificd 
production equiptncnt or nc.w add-oli oonlroJs, pcm>itting requirz;d to modifY or install emitting 
or control equipment. nnd phy.~ical inl'l<l1J<Hion of modified (lT new cquipmenl. 

Ry f.:<.'lntrast, cvntml »I ral~gic~ (hat rely Of\ physit.:al modificati .. :m of cminlng equipment 
and/or in.shdlution of ne9: <~dd-on control equipment. whicb a£so l~pit:ally invol\·e .3 rc:::.tit.OCh and 
de\'elupmcm st:\ge, al~t) r~quirc the mattufactun:. <Jf new equipment, pcnnlttin.g prinr lO 
(;(mtrocncing in~taiJation tJ( the ne.w equipment, and a physic~J modification or inS;b,H~ttion 
pn>et~s. Thus, the lead times and co~L'; aSSI.'~t::hltcd with implerrlenting this type oi c<.,ntrol 
.:;tratc.gy arc typically much longer ilJld ltigtK:r. Fwt.bc.nnore, implementation <•f such su·atep.ie.:; 
c.un seldom he au:,,Jmplishcd withouc 6jgnificant diSilllltinn to the O_p.!tation of l.hc facility, 
particulal'ly al c.:omplicated fuciliLic::~ such ~s rhose CUt't:'Cntly t.:O\'Cfed by the RECLAI1\'11)mgram. 
And if the <.:votrol su·ategy prove.~ to be incffecti\'e in acltic\'ing de.,il-ct1 ~rnission Ievell', 
significanr investments of lime, money. and lost pmthl(~tion may have been for naught. 

Trying to draw uny parallels heLween ~~ '·t..;:ehnology-fNt:ing" reformulation mle, &uch OJ:> 

SCAQ~1D Rule 1113. ~md the "Iandin~; rules'' cun·ently uml~r <lc~t·clopt'lleut (Oisscs die 
fundarnentaJ diffl:rcnccs bet~\'~tl these two types of BAR.CT rules. J-"u11hermorc. as ~tated at the 
outset, swlThu:; not drawn any p~raUels that woJuJd ~llpport its position thnt BARCT li>tandurds 
ma}' cotnpcl rcplncement of the underlyjng product\t)n equipment even if such pafallel:; (:OUld be 
drawn. 
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Tt,aok yo \1 for cnn:-.ial-:rir.g tlh~sc. comt:l~nt-.. W.: Jook forw~'UJ lt) i:ontinuing tl) ~urk \vith you 
on tb~sC' nde:ll<~kinz-:; 'vhi::h :th.~ critkall:; irnr..:.,r.:mt to st.'lk~hnl:l..:r . .; :;s wd) a.~ tllt~ rl!gion;ll :cottomy. 
If you h.~'''C ~•ny questions., pl~a....e mnt;l<:t me M (714) 401-8105 or by efl~<~il at 
rnich>u;J.c-anon @J w .t.:on 1. 

cc: Ruhert \VymM, L& W 
)ohn tf~jotz, L&W 
RH1Membcrs 

Sim.:erdy. 

~~.~ 
Of f..ATHA.M & WATKT:-IS LLI' 
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LATHAM~WATKI NS''·' 

1\ovembor I, 201~ 

VI;\. EM.~IL 

D>l)TOII r . Gilchdst, (i~:ncml Cl)IIQ.ScJ 

Darbara Baird. CJdtf Ocpucy Counsel 
.S()Utb Coasl Air Qual i t)' t\·fnnagl!:n)ent flj,>td~t 
2U65 C'npJcy D1ive 
o;amond Dar, CA 91765 

Dear H.;:yroo and Harh~tra: 

lfN' • • .. \'.,•:~-:n;r•:,, ?:;:-f: e« 
d :•<:~.C:.I: )-n;,:. ~::\~!:·~!1,; 
l : > .•·il!':.!<O.·H; i ;,x: · t 7U <~t ~~~C. 
... ., ....... ::>r. 

I'..Ojn;~ >.~":~'.'> 

h:~le.·. \'1-ri:t 

er..:::cl~ ~: '.':Y.~r:. 

Cen~ou•;:-:r., OI·U•iJ'C:;:r.·~· 
Cbi-:!l;p P)>·i: 
0 1ol,o; O(f':i!'l 
£1):.-o::Stt:lll' fb'O)~ 

i llJnir\;r, ::~ .. o;,..~, 
1'.:t::thi!:; ~tio ffN'ICO:W 

Ha·u~ ~I'J:J 
H;;u!WI s~v,; 

ln~ ~~C~'I\'~I~J 
l.ol:o\~~Ol', )Of\~,QJto: 
.. \;(J.,;i Tv~:~ , ... ~, \\'ulu:sfr.<~. fl.~. 

Th~nk yc-u fur }'<'t:r Octoh~c 3, 201 81ettcr r~\..;pilnd!ng t\J uur Atl~ust 15. 20 I 8 comu-.cnt'> 
submi~ll on L-ehalf of the \\'c.stcrn St.at::s P..-:tcol(:um AssoJ~o:i.ation {"WSPA ~).and out Au~-t:st 24 . 
20i8 ~onun~nts submiH(:d ozt bt1u•lf oftht Rc.gulacoJQ· Flcx.ibility Group ("RFCJ'') . n:g~trdiltg Sn\tth. 
Coo&t Atr Qc:l!it~· Mam•gcn~•H Dis(rk:t ("'SCA.Q.\10''.1 staffs position thai ;; best a\·;:ilable re(rofic 
~ontrot tech.JJoJo~.y t"RAKCT") ~tandacd may r~qu.in: INal repl;lccm~nt of lh~ emitting pit"OC of 
cquipmenl, Port(on~ l'f yo1;r rr::;pome r::;.•.sscit argum~nts th:;,t statYI•a.s made in the tltto:;l in 
support u( its p'~~ilion; n~rnely, that nel:bcr the s\atmor~· definit(ou vfBARCT nor commo:1 
dicli<'lut.•ry det'inilior.s of ''n::tcofic'' .-;p..x:ificaiJy cxdude ~placetnen:.s. and th>n th~ AmeJ'i<.·c.rr 
Conlings Ass'n t', South Coast .1ir Qualit)' Mg;, l>iJI., 54 Ca14'Jo 446 (201'2) ('.are ("Amerir:m1 
Contlngs "} i:o> wppoJ1i'"·e of stafl"~> posidoll. 't'{e re .~zKmded to I.IJl.'SC arguments in om previl'llS 
comment leucrs and -~vill not revtsit them llerc. 111i.o; lcucr ce~Pl'DCb on behalf ofW'SPA and 
RFG to youc ~lsserti<ms thar chc: staffs Jl<.tsition i.~ l:>Upponed by pabli<: policy '-=Unside.rat ions . .1rH1 
~bar we ha .. ·c failed lu pre.~ent ml}' policy rnt(on~Jc for our position. 

Staff 11.ssert:-. th~t requiring repJa..:cmrots under certain circumi:limccs i~ strppoJt.::cl by poJiicy 
justific11dous, aod, d!~r~fi1Tc, pubJic poJicy ::.uppons an expansi\t intcrpcet<~tion of it" llUthorily that 
\'/Otlld indu(f('; th~ auchoriry tn mandate rr.pt\\C~II•~nt;, Tbi~ r\:asoning is comr.st) ' ro mu imporli.lot 
puhJic policies chat :ue ulso wen ~nmrined in adntini:-.lrllth'C law. Th.a fm;t js that ~tawry .agett~.ie>O 
m•Jst act within th~ scope <•f th.c authority deleg<!t.cd to them by tlte legisJatun:., cvcu jfthat ntearts the 
11.g~o:y ma~· not tmdat•ke certnin actioJns th:u it might otherwise vie~'' a.o; sound pubtk pofi~y. Ttu: 
Sf(oml i$ th:u public agen~.:ics may not substitute their own jud~nu:nt for that ot'thc l~gislarure as 
re-flect~ in the starutoxy gr;mt of aurhority. These public policies al)d legal requi.r~lents sopp~1rl <.mr 
positi::m thal Slllff C:Ull)l)l mandat6 R:f'JaceJ\Ients as BARCI'. 
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"~'. 2:~ , .. , .. 
Pub/;,; p11lk.y ami "·ell csrn/1/itohed law dkfafe tlrar the S(.'t1QMD n.cr withhr tilt smp~ oftwthorliJ' 
gnmlttd ro it bJ· clur tegisltllure. 

An agc:DC)' :.~:. sttopt. ~dm!nts.t~or cnforN '3 regulation 1mty jfjt is within th~ SCO~t' a.)! 
aullh>rity collfem:ct on jt by uth.\:1.' p!O\'i~ions of lthv. C\ll (jl,)\'. C<:1dC § 11342. 1. No reJ,;uh11ion i3 
\'~lid UHIC::-;s it (s cou:-.i:.tenr a.nd OIJI i.n co:ttlid wi1.h ~ ,.uatur.c conf'crrin& author~!}' w the ag~:ocy. CaJ 
GoY. Cndc ~ 11~2.2. As c1plaiocd in (l'.lf prt\'iOm CCJ~ntntalld..o"US. the SIJ.Nll."f')' pro~iJio:o.s 
akfining BARCT and lh:: SCAQMD's 1\uthority 10 ac!opl~tnrllmplement BA.RCT starulztr(l$ are dcru·. 
''[n the cou~l{ucdoct l'JJ' u ~tanlte or instrume•tl, the oftice <Jf the Jl.ldgc is 11irnpl}' to <J:)\:cnajn o.nd 
d::clarc wha is in ltnn'> or in suhsi~<X' conuaincd tbercin, t:ot '" iru.t'tf whtn' hm betn omiued, or 
to oll'jt what ba.s bten i<1sencd .. . "Cat Civ. Proc. Ct>ll:: $ 1858 (cmp:la.-;i~ <tddeJ). 1he role of' 
an Hgcucy chl'lrged wltb in\pl~trtcn t in..~ a ;:;.u utc is r.o •lirtccenl. tn thjs case. sLaff seeks lu i.ns.act 
\l.·h:.al bfts ~n '1m.ird by 11rguiu~ llu&l cbc. ~rm 1"reuotW' cncOOlf)Q.~~ repl~:t~ nncwitbstand'in~ 
tb:r. then arc nutnemt:.s cxalllples oft.~ disrinction b:::twN!n 0Jn:.c c:-.rms throlt~lu)ul the !i!!llulc. 

f'it~ding runbisuity wh~re there is none, .•naft' IJ•en i n~t·okeio •-r,•blic pulley·· lu .')~Jrporl ao 
c.'\pan~h-c iaterpn::clllioo of iL~ aotbori\y. R.cl}iUA un tiu: e~:ampk:: of t'C'{l~in,8 engines on Sanu 
Ca13Jin.a lsb.nl'l. sraff argues lb:ll bc:c"usl' th:: rcpl:\cemenl$ wouhl further th.: broo.&r smnl•<JE)' 
pttrpuso of cedud ng l'Jnis~iuns. a uwudliiC to dCl >il~ is sou.ud publk t•ulicy, a•lJ, ttt~rel'oro, publil· 
roi~C)' SU('If\,Jt$ ltl t.:tpnnsh'e in!.c'I"(U'CCfttklu nf thc~:;:y's aut.hority (-.) im.po!t Srooch 3 m.tndu:, 

:\Ct:mrl(n~ tO );l;t f'i'$ re~Suuing, lhe S\:UfiC ofdn:: uscn~y's <JUihOI'ily ,;h(l\l)d b:: infCfPCCil:cf tO 
cn¢o,upa~s M} aclion which 1toc :;,g~tlq· deems Wt:nd public po!icy. n:gacdlci.;; ot dle ~pccjfic 
hmsua~cocllalmd in lhc: S«lltutO:ry snnt of '-Ud":ority. In '"'-"1.. fOU UTgt;e in your leUt:t, citing 
/tmrrir:(m Cocm'ngJ, chat tho ag:cncy'~ lluthority i>' esscnti~lly unl:oounded ::lS h)ng f.S the require men I' is 
not ~trbitraC)' <JOd capricioltS, or with0\1( rea:.onnJ,lc or rllt iona~ basi..:, or la~.:~ina itt eviclcntiary st.:pporL. 
tkl t.'o't:vcr, ru. the CJt~ relied upo.."l. lu Amuicun Cnmings 11111kc cleat, a ait.ici.l ~oosidcnltion in 
c, .. ,.ultin-~ wftctbet ca not a.n ae-ency a~ion mras thi1> !1.11tnda.rd [,. \\1\etlJt'r or not lhc I'ICti~n is with.iu 
tit~ M:t)Jl(: of Ole ugcncy'f. l.lc:lcgared au1hori(y, As stated in Y(l'tfla!m Corp. ufAmt-ri'-·tr \', Sm:c Dd. of 
'8qJ:UiiTJJt!.o<l (1 Y9R) 19 C:tl.4111 I, citin;; WallacL· Bern de: Co. v. St~U: B.! of i.'qualiurtiUII (l985) 40 
Cal .3d 60. 65: •• 'llto ft'\!iC\tiQg llllt:' kptity o(. re,gul:lticm a.~c:d ()tl13Ulnl10 il ddeption or 
lcgibl:Hi\·e powe,., 1.h: jlldjeiul fun.;.tion is Jimlrcd to rlc:tennining wbelllc:r the (Cguhl.tio,, ( I) is ·•withio 
tt'Je !:iCOI)e or lhc !Hltb.:Jcil}' COilltrted" r\'itilli~)n 1 ~Od (2) i:- '"rc3J011ahly nece"'Stllj• 10 ef{CCU:all:. the """"""'of .oo ""'""''' lcilat;.nJ: ICI•.UOO.r 

The SCO}o'<lt u( authority OC!cgated 10 an a_t;ency mG)' ni.lt atlrll,)rizc it to take at1y and all w:~ions 
thai (bC ~enq dC~l\lS S<:IURd public poli¢y in (i&hl O( i~ ovetaJJ miuion. ln. fa-ct~ actinJ llS il docS 
from u h<oad<t _"'i.., and baloncin, a bro•dcr 111J1AC of policy CO!ISi<lenorioll>. 1hc ''Cl)' ru<On 
the l~&is1aturc hn~s liml13tiuns Cln the uulhOI'ily of rcJUiatory "J('UC.ies is ro J)rt:.\'CDt tlu:.m from 
\IJlt.leriMking ohaions dla( the~· might mh.~twise he inclined «.1 take because tl•cy <keru lt\<::m sound 
(ltlbUC policy. The [ee( tbot a p<('I)O$Od ;,cti<Jn rnoy ~ ""'"" pllbiK: polic)' in tbc >iowofW. 
~r.cydoe& nnt. meaD tb~~:l it is within the SL"'tJpe of[he Yt~-tho-rity l("8Dtcd by the legi:,l"nue. 
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Stoff's pm.ilil11f is Culttrrtr)' W llle IP.gis/tJiure's polky t:tJJtSidnutfom ~mbtdded iu tfu ult!l'Oill 
Stolulnry pi'Oili.~irms. 

P.y incllhiint~ CCO!:Illmic irnpach t.!t on~ •>f tbc fucl.(•rs i.n tht dcftnition of BA'RCT, ~u1d by 
sp:cifying the !'nJCCSS fot t\·Mhl3t(li8 the COSI·dfcctiveuc::.s of pr<>posed flAkCT :o.lundat'd'l, ic is. 
clear tbar. one M the poli.:i~ of the h:};isl!ruJe wa.s to b.lhmre the gNJ ar achi:;vina: ..miitiaonl 
~ion ItductitlOS from t:ltisting ~ourees a~a\nst the custs of <u.:bic\•i~~ those (~tl1uctioo:-., 1111d h.l 
Unpt)-.e lianil'i on the cost!, thnt would be bncn~~ by existing sou•t:CS co furlh:r control etui:ssions.1 

'J1tt l~.islai.U:t dclctntined th.1.t V~)Qnary XOVJ'C'~ st.)ukl bear I be COSI uf imph:mcoting COSt· 
effet."tl\\7 reuttfits. Jf oosl-dfectiw: r~IJ\11ir~ &rt determitt~d h) be unavailnble., th.cn chat i!i the end 
or the illquiry. There rmty be SJ~Hic Cllo\c:.s where th~ ourcom:-: reslllt:>. in t'oregt'nc fft1isskm 
a·cduction.\ , buc it wa<. 1h.: jud&u.ent of 1hr kg.isJa1un:: tl'»l rhi"i tt~'fY sehc:m: struck the 
pf'(1pcr puh1ic policy halance hetwccn :;c:hicYin,g. air qul\lhy goals tmll imj.'O$ing addiliQ:lal co~ Is 
Or'! rcgulalctl source$. [c ls not tOC p!ace L'f the ngeocy c ... '> ~ubstitl.llt its owu pubHc pulicy 
~.:ocsider.uiom fat a hose of the lcgislaa.ult' when at.:: bog~ of II;: statui~ iscl~, ask is here. 

Fun:hermorc, che fuel that a n:plac:emcnt pruje~.:( may h~ c:ost-eO'c;cdve in a siru.alion 
wt.c:rc avail\lblc r:uol~ts act not is \rrcLe'icnl. StMI !.CW'lS 10 ~&Jc.q thai if a rrplQOell1t:Jll projt:e.:l 
\\o'IJU1d cost no mar~ than a co~..e{'fcccjve: n::troftc Jl:1.'ljcct (if .:lnc ex iu::d}, then the co~1 to d1e 
~m•rcc i~ no greater thi!D whoc th~ fcgi, luwrc in~n<.lod , Md, thcret'orc, requiring 1'1)phu:cmeut in 
'luf!h sjtuatic1ns does not unden::ut an)' t t:cnoml.: ~uns.iGetru.ioru thallhc tegisb.nue may ba\'1: had 
in miod wbC'n adoptirJg the SIHiure. I hJ'A.'C'i.'el, in siruatfo.ns where there arc no a\•aihtblc C:O')I· 
cff¢ecivt: rctror'ir~. Lbc lcgi.~luwrc de~.ermined ttnn the co~1 to che snur<:e r~.r instalfiltJ!' addiliona( 
couu·ols wonld he: tcro. Thcrt"for~, .~aft's. dclcrmination that it c~m m~ndatc replac:cment whetl 
tbere arc no co~t-dfcctive l't'trofits, IS kKlg ~ the t'e]lhu .. -cmem is cos.t-c::ffcccl \::. imposos to~c~ oo 
cxi~tlng sou•'Ces lht11 gn beyond \vhat the.lt!gisbwre ..:ontettlp)l\tcd.. The f::u::c tbtl ~ the cost of 11 
rcph1rcment roay be le.-.s th3J\1 oc mot~ co~l-c:fftcti'·~ than. a\·ail:lble retrofit.:; does not mean that 
the agency i~ ('Qlftlecl lo mandlttc I\l)4Gcemcnt~. 

Com:lusUm 

SC:AQ:O.ID $1lffj~ illtc,mpting to nse p•)licy rali1m"lc ro reMd sou>t::lhin& inlo tb.e ~taf.•Jtc rhul 
,;.imply is nntlbe.re. Th~t appn'luch is nul onJy P&•or publlc policy, il i:; conU\Iry to dJe l•w. Whctbet 
or rna par~l11ar ccur1eof l etion maybt! ~public policy in lbejudgmcnt oftbeaj:rncy~ rt(.ll 
11le:\n it il' v.itbin. tho nu!hol'ily of C'he .,~eDC}' ro mMndate lt. Fl•rthermorc. in this cas.e, lh.at r<~.tiunn.le 
elc•.;~trcs thejudgmeltt of the accn:;y owr i.hat ot' che legisJo.tun: with I'Cl,'SrdS ~ the appi'Qpriart 
b>\laJa:-c t;Jc.cw'tt:u funbering 1ir quality objectives and tnairm.ining a \iablc c:ooomy. 'lbefea[(' U1nlt"' 
1>1'11bc rul~:ma\ci.ng auth(Uity of the SC;\Q)..1D, and those lhnilo; m:!y wc:U ptt..:1ude it rrom purAuing 
whlll il miJ bt otherwise vit:w tiS good public poUcy in urder to at;compJi.;h the broad\U' pVlicy 
ohjt::ctive5 or lbe leQi.d'lturot . 

1 Ileal!h & Safety Code S<.tliOII• 40406 llll<i 40920.6. 
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Ec;;"• ll t. G ·.1!l•·i.•.<.•:.11f.x.·o1 C<thd 
·N.:·•~"'I:<r 1, ~t'lli ·' 
1"~~-l 

LATHAM <·WATI<INS" · 

Tlm:-:k you f1)r .:-c-as:dto!ing tlwse \.:llnlDl~n:s. \\:~ 10\)~ fZ1m·anl tu COillinuin§ tO \\(.l ;'"' \\.' ;;J, }'0 11 
on ti 1c:s~ l'\lk~Jt:al; i nr,s wh:-.·i-. arc crili..:ully i:lipt:rt:ll\t to St.akt~hC'.Jd~ro; :1; Wt'll tl .; the- n::~~ i.m~J e..:onom:;. 
Jf yo\1 i..:• .. ·c imy q i.lt-Stinn'5, ple:t~ ::omx: me m (714) 7j5 ·810!i o: ~~~ .::m~il al 
n!iclta~&J!m.>ll.@J~·,~m. 

Sju..:cn.:l~'. 

~tYe--£.~~£ 
_:\Hchacl J . Carroll 
orLA'fHAM & WATKINS LU' 

..x: Robert. Wyut:\ll, b1thmu & W~ttkitM LT .p 
Jufln Heb tr, T.{lthat:> & \Vatkin~ T.LP 
ltfG f\·fcmbu:. 
Dridg.::r M~.:CnruJ. WSPA 
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E~~ • ··fn:ffr.<•,,., 2~111 r •XI 
Cc.; :. \':;~;~,,:;;~ 9?:\"~lli~S 
- w t :.?i• M(l ::~$ FOP; 1 .1: 1\.i~~.$~~:: 
\w.wJo~: «o"l 

F~\1.'Af'l"lt'.C\if Ofr!CES 

S11ii,,._ :,1~c,.,.. j LATHAM &WATKINS•·" ... 
.. 
~: 
~ Murch 4, 2019 

VIA F.MA!I. 

Or. Phili!l Fin~ 
Oepu1)• E:\t:e;t!ive ()flic~r 
S<Juth Ct.m:-;1 Air Q1.1ality Milll<lB~''h~nt L)tsu·ict 
2 i 865 Copl:y l)riv• 
Diamond (Jnr, CA 91765 

O:~~X<'I '•l.rJ~, 

tiii.:'J!~h N:.,.Yo:~ 

Cer,wr/ c r., ::t::'l9C ·::0.1'~J 

C~t.:.:G: P.;('l 

l!~to11 

Ollsu;l"':f 

Flil'H.fl.lll. 

~j/l't\1'!) 

Htr,!JKTQ 

$.t'l:'tlllli.l~ 

~t 

S~&t.:l 
Lantl,, Slc:mV.:Ilc:'t 

lc~/•tljtl~ SnGap:~ 

'·•~~11.1 Tct~'t-

u" n Wil!l·i~b· QC 
.; I 8282 GGOC.•033aS:HiCt$ 

R.;: h.!!:~.l}.~hilil\' Ol'"lllf(mn&ion Relied CpOJl To Supnorr RF.:CI.AIM Rulen,ak~ng 

Dear Dr. Fin¢: 

\Vc nre :-.ubm1tLing these Ct)mmentli <HI behlllf of <1ur cllef1ts the R~gulaoory FlcxihiliLy 
Group (_.RFG") Md lh¢ \Vt:$lc:m Stll1f$ PeLr<llewn AssotiaLit~rt("WSPA"'). 

Titc RFG is m1 in:.Luslry t.:oa.liHon qunpri~~d i)f cotn{)llJlies in the refining, ulil;t}· >md 
~crospscc sectors lhut upt:rulc: nu.:ili\i t:$ w'iLhin Lh~ jllri$dictior~ oftht South CO.l$1 Air Qualit.y 
Manag;;mcnt Di:;tric~ ("SCAQJ-..fD"). Rf'G m~rnbc.r faci litit.S are ~uhj~cttf~ Lh~ R.:gionai Cleuo 
Air Inc~ntivcs M~1rket ("RECJ .AHvf") JUOf'.r<!.fll and will he seric.u.~ly a llfcted by the cran~ilion to 
a con".ntund-md-conlrul rcguh•lory structure thli\. i~ currently onderway. Th~ RPO r.arli<::ipated in 
th~ dcvdopm:::nt of lhc RECLAIM prognlm Jro;n ilS inception nnd has b<en an octjve ps!rt:c.ipunl 
in .all major antcndmcnts to the progr3m. incluJing those cum:mtly u.nderwu~·-

WSJ•A is a non~ profit ttadc associ:Hion representing compt~n~t:::; th~lt cxplQre [(.lr. proCucc, 
~~fine, tr3ll.Sport and market petroleum. pc~rolcum products. nl'ltllrol gns ~md o:hcr :;ncrgy 
Sll!))llies in five. we-stem states, including Cahfom(t~. WSPA lu•s bc::en nn ~tcth:e purlicipanl in air 
qual it>' pJa.nr.:ns i$sues for over 30 years. WSPA-mcmb<..T compttnlcs opcn1lc pclrolc~..:-n1 
refine1·ies and other facilities. in the South Coast Air BNSin thai \\<illl:x: impncl(..Xl by the tnmsition 
o.out ortl" RJ.:CLA!M program. 

The RFG and WSl'A at•e deeply concerned that $taft' is not making availabl" to the public 
c..:rwin intCmnaLicm upon which it is relying as the basi& of its propos.cd best a\·ailable retrofit 
control (t)l;hllOIO&>' ("BARC'J'") standards. This is a significaut deviation from tb~. manner ill 
wbi"h th• SCAQMD hos conduct•d l:lARCT determinations in d1e past and contrary to 
California Health & Safety Cooe ("li&S Code") ,.quireol>ents. H&S Cod• Soction40440(•l 
mt~k:is H&S Cvl.le S.:etion 4fl70~ applicilhle oo !jCAQMD rul~making l:llld t•equ.ire~ tho.t wh~n 
adopling an}' regulali(ln .. th~ dlstr-ict shall consider, pursuant to Section 40922, ~J.(i.!1J~t~ 
1n-ailablc to _(he nublj£. ibi lin..J.ingstelaled tl) the co:;t-effectivene.~s of a Cl)ntrol mensurc, ~ 



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment  Appendix G 

PAR 1134 G-40 March 2019 

; : 

., 

··~ 

Or. Pllll l:l Fir¢ 
r.l~rcn 4, 2t<19 
P:~gt 2 ( . 

' ·· · ' 

/ . 

" '· ... · 
LATHAM • WATKI NSu• 

Wb.t:.l!.u.;;is fS•r l]J:; fin~iD~" ll.nd lht: <.:m~siJcmtiun irwph·;;;d." {c:n;ph~•sis a~dcd). Thus. Lh\:" 
SCAQMO i:; n~quifl!d b~· ~hltute, to r:•ake public the bu:;i~ vf" iL.-> l~ndings lh~•L the pwpos:.:C und 
udoptt:d UARCT SLUnd.lrJ~ we- CO$L-eflt-ctiv~. 

It i~ not po5.::ihle tOr the publk to criticaJiy evaluate lhe ha.~is of statl~s recornrm:ndutions 
if it d()e); nol tlave access to the inforr:"Jation upon which staff is relyin~. C()uclu.t;O:j" a~sertil)m; 
comained in staff J"e}~Orts, v.ithout acce.~ to the tmderlying informal ion that purportedly supp<•rts 
the nssenions1 is not sufficient to provide for meaningful evaluation and commem. Fllrlh~rtuon:. 
because this intOtmatkm is not conta..i!led in the public recotd, it is oot clear that it is bei1tg 
flr<lVided to the-()(JVeming Boar~. As a result, not only are certain staff recommendt!cions 
unsupJ!\1rted by art)lhins in the record, Governing Boz.rd acdon on those. reconunendotion); ~e 
~ually UJlsupportoed. 

'l'he rec~rlt adoption of amendme1~ts to the Rule 1146 seJies of rule.~ is illo!>tnl!ive ol"th~ 
problem ide1ttified above. Ucaft staff reports contajnOO. numer·ous refe~nces to int(,rmati-on upon 
wllich statf relied in making its proposed BARCT reconuuendat(ons, but the referenced 
infonnatinn \li~S not included in the staff reporr. Among the types of information r-eferenced \Va'l 

vetldor data ~nd dati"! ftom faci lities Located within and outside of SCAQMJ>. \\-'hen indU.~I')" 
rcp~entaih·e.~ requested the su~jec.t information. they were told dta.t it could onl~· be l)bta.iued 
b)' liling Calilhrl'1ia l~ublic [~ords Act {"CJ'lV\") requests. This is highly rumsual, and the 
SCAQ?vtn ha'> r~t)L tal<e1l this positioa hr the htmdreds of BARCT rules it has adt)pced in the pa.'\L 

In rt:liJl<.UI~e, the coru:ultinp, finn Jbmbolt filed e.igh: CPHA requests on !\ovember 8, 
2018 sc:t:king the follmving intOrmation: 

I, PAR 1146 W0Yt#7 Slide 7 states that ''980 units located within SJ V AJ'CJJ .are able to 

comrrly with 7 ppm limit \Vithout use o: mitigation feoJ optiou." I~fease prO\'ide. copies o f 
ulJ dt la <)n.d O.ll)' District 3Jlalyses used to support this finding. Pleat.e jnclude control t)'pe 
lOr c:Uo;h l.lnit ~vie\''~. 

2. 

3. 

PARll46 WGM/17 Sli~< 7 Otates lhat "> 111011 ST J\%Uit~ fro111 hoth ~CAQMD und 
SJVAPCD suppvrt lh~ lf:asibiliL}' of? ppm RARC'r.'~ Plea.o;e provide C<•pie.o; ofull dvla 
lind any Djstric( ana.lyS<s. us«ito support this finding. Plea~e include conlt'OIIypt (ex. 
SCR, ULKB) for <uch unit reviowo:<l. 

The Droft StofTRcporL for PAR 1146, 1146. I und 1146.2 •I" "'" "P<nnil limiiS from 
themurl fluid beaters locnted within SCAQMD were ulso analyzed .... Fron1analysis of 
existing pcrmitkd limits. the unit with the lowest pcnnittc:d emission limit was identified 
to be located in SJVAPCD "iih a pcrmittod lin1it of 5 ppm utilizing only ULNB 
tec.lu1ology. The unit was pcnniUed m1 new ~quipmcnt subjccllO BACT. The ?..ualysis 
was able to show that th~ lowest achic'.'cd oontrollod cmissjon from thcnnal fluid heaters 
utilizing bumcrrcplaccmcnts wos 12 ppm.'' (page 2-4), Plcosc pnwidccopic• of all dato 
and the District ana(}·sis referencod by this statement. 



Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment  Appendix G 

PAR 1134 G-41 March 2019 

( ( 
-.. . . 

LATHAM,WATKINS~ 

4. Tho Dntli Stali Rcporl for PARII46, 11 46.1 and I 1-%.2 slule" "FronJ ver.dorpro,i:le:l 
insl\·d ia(ior. }j$l '> und suurct:- l::sl Culu, t)ne ne\'' nuturul gai> JiwJ unil wm; jdentilic::ll in 
S.tV APCD wUh ~~ penniUtci lim!t ( t f 5 ppm with l)nly Uti\' f). OJ1e ne\v· nutun:al ga~ ! ired 
1mit \vas iden~illed v.•ith in SCAQ?•tfO \Vith permit ! imit of7 ppm uti li?.ing nnly { H,f\:0 a~ 
control lt:chnolog,y." {poge 2-.1). Plea.~e provide c:opie.~ (lf .all data ar.d at•>' Di11trict 
~:tnlyst:~ n:l~n:ncc::d by thi$ !>to.tement. 

S. The Dr<! I SlalTReporL l<>r PARi l46, 1146.1 and 1146.2 states: .. ~·acility submitted 
:::ourc¢ test r::suhs were Wlalyzed to determine the technical fea$ibility of e~tablishln,g a 
I<JweT flARCT iin-lit. \Vithin SCAQMD, there is a total of 1,072 non-R£CLAIM units 
subjeollo Rule 1146.1, I ,06R non-ltl:lCUuM mits subj•ct to Rule 1146, and 259 tmits 
subje;.:t lo RJ..:CLArrvi rule.~. /\ tor.al of 196 wtits was sw·veyed for reaJ wmld emissions 
via facili ty $'.1btnilted $l)1.lrGe test reports. Tc>tal uuits surveyed make up foJ' 8.2% oftond 
uniLS J<.te~'lled in SCAQMD with 105 Wlits fJ'()Dl the non-.ftl:CLJ\lM universe and 91 units 
from ~he RECI .AIM universe. Source tests were obtained from SCAQMD database 
\vhich 'ons.iS~'$ or n:::pon.;: submitted by fhcilities to demonstrate campliance to various 
mt.miloring umlle$tit\ft requirement.". SCAQl\·{D rcqu.h-es equipment source tests. to be 
conducted ir~ ~m "?.s four\d" condition and emL:;:sions results 3Je an avera"'e of the testing_ 
period. Some sourc~ Lest a~ conduc~d at different ''load.;:" at a set time spa~1. To acco·~utt 
for source tcsls CC.lJ'lduCt¢d at multiple l~'lad s.etciugs, the tUghest emi~sio11 result was cs.ed 
for the ~1nalysis." (Pugc 2-4). Pleu.~e pmvj~ copies of the referenced source test reports 
~n-.-1 3.ny District ana!yses ot such Sl)Urce te!'.t repons wbi~h were used to ~upport the 
above S1atcmcnls andlor ~.:<mclu~ion~. 

6. 

7. 

The Draft Slaif R<p<~rl lor PAR 1146, 1!46.1 011d 1146.2 stores: "Result. displayed in 
T3b1c 2 show th"l it i~ Lt:chnically fea!'.ibJe thr Rule 1146 Group lll and Group ll units to 
achieve an emission Hmlt ot7 prun with burner replaceu1ents; and Rule 1146 units 
cquipp..--d with SCR ~l uchieve an err. iss ion limit of 4 ppm, bodt providing a 10% b11ffer 
for possible comptience ..lt:mon$tnltion. Table 2 also shows that it is not technicaUy 
feasible for RuJc 1146 ~atmo~pht:ric units to achie\'e an emjssion level of9 ppm with 
burn~ replacements." (Pnge 2-5). PJea-,e pn)\:ide copies of the source data refetenctd irl 
TabJe 2, as v;cll as any Di::lrict t.nulyses ofth&t data u.:;«t oo ~uppon the abo\'e staremenL" 
and/or conclusions. 

The Draft StaffRcpott for PARJ!46, 1146.1 und 1146.2 stores: "llnsed ou Lho 
i(lfonnMiorl obtained through vcn6or discus.siQn:j, Juwt:T N()x c:mi~:;.ions w'ilh. ultm-low 
NOx burners ill'e feasible for burner rcplnocmenlS und new· ir: !>tfJllaLi~)n$. for certuin 
application~ and tbr new installations, achic"ing 5 ppm NOx. limit with an ultta-low J\Ox 
burner vvilhl~Ut SCR is fea~ible. Based on discussiotw v,i(h Lhn:c 't·endors, burner 
rcpla-cetntnts on e.'Cisting unit..s could potcntUtUy mccl 7 ppm or ltss. \Vilh J..bc ~:xc~lion 
(.l i' vne \'endcr, 7 ppm or les~ with uln-a-low NOx burners me limilcc.lto .tinHube boiiCf::l: 
and not currently avaUable for \~t-ater-tube boilers. The difference be( ween water-tube 
and fire-tube boiler~ is that a warer-tube boiler circuL.1tcs water through 11 series of tubes, 
lh~ Lube~ are heated extema.Uy by the coiUbustion gas. and the surrounding hot gl'ls~s heat 
lhc w$l:(er in lhe steam-generating tubes; whel~tts a fir-e-tube boiler passes combustion 
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gases it! side a sedes oftub~s that me ~unuun~W by a c~osed \'eS.t;el l)r wute; that is heated 
to produce steam .. 'fwo of the thre~ ,.e!l<k•l"l:i :::;tulcd lll~Y wot;ld be able tO prvvi(ic-7 ppm 
~.=ltr~-low NOx btlrn~r replacemenL~ 10:- exi5\Cing unHs wfth a rated heal ir.puL c~lpacity 
~rcatcr tban 2 MMBtuihr attd up t" 30 MMRIIL'hr ror one vendot· and 60 MMRtu•br for 
the oth<.'f. The third vendor that could provide 7 ppm uhrn-lo·w l\Ox bw·ncr r::p1acemcnt.s 
s~ciHcd .':1. rated heat input capacity of at leo.;;t 8.4 M? ... lBlu.'l--.r) since a miairnum fuJrulcc 
~iz.e v.:~>u ld be req~drcd, and up ro 50 1\·1M13tu/hr. In u<lditicm to these size requir:!m.;.mts. 
bu:;t.'\1 on discussions with the third veodor, the proper b~ck and steam pressure, u5 well as 
tht: ~lge-of thc unit ·would be factors in \1ihether an e-xis1ing unit could achieve ll NOx 
emi!>~i('O iimit of7 ppm or Jes.s ·with a bw'Jh!r repl<ll::~m:::J t. AdditionaJiy, f(Jr e-xisting 
ur.ils lo m.:hicvc 7 ppm or less with uJtra~Jaw NOx burn(:r n."J)laocments addiLku.:d 
<.:onlru~s. such l'l3 \'ar!ablc frequency drjve (V I.D) und oxygen trim are also net:ded. [n 
a~Jdilion to the infonuation gather from \'endor dis~.:u:::;5ions. the source re!.t re-sults 
~umrn~u·izcd above show that it Cs rec1l1Ucall)' Jfa.~ib:e [(1T existit1g Rule 1146 Ori'>up IT nnd 
Group Ill and Rule 1146.1 units to achleve an e.mi~~i(ln limit of7 ppm or less with burner 
~phlccmcnt::." (Pngcs 2-11 and 2-12}. Plea.<:e j')l'(l\'idt: lh;: following inforrnati(ln: 

A. Dt:.la or other infomtation "obcained ti!mup.h ":::ndor dis~ussions" canceruinM. 
t:LNB bumcrs which was used to supporr lhe ilbl)Vt: l:ILulcTl'lcnt.s and/or conclusion!'. 

B. Data or other infonuacion and/ot DistricL ane:ly~i::e whic-h was used to :rupport th~ 
DislriN's statement ~t '·bul'ner replacements on exi5ting units could potentially rr:ec:t 
7 ppm or Jess," including eny intbm1ation C.On(emir.g performance differences be(wt:cn 
wntcr-tubc boilers \'Cl'SUS fu-e-rube boilers. 

C. Data or other infomtation a:nd1l)r nistrict llnO.lysis rclsled to the foJiowing 
slalcnlcnt "Two of the three vendor~ ~~te(} they wOI.l\<.1 be ~1blc to provi~e 7 ppm ultro
low KOx bumcx replacements for exi!i.ting. unil5 wilh u mtcd beat input capacity gr~:u~.<:r 
!han2 MMBtulhr and up to 30 MMlltu:ltr Cot ono vcnd<>r and 60 MMiltUiiu· tor the other. 
The third vendor that could prO\.'ide 7 ppm uHrn-Jow NOx burner replacemc:nt..; ::.pr:ci.ficd 
a rated heat input capaciLy of at le0$t 8.4 1\oflvfBt.ulhr. since a minicmuu furnace size would 
be rcqtUred. and up to SO f..·fMJltu/hr, In addition to these size require.ments, based on 
-discussions with dte d1ird verod(lr, the: pwper OO.ck and stean1 pressure. o.s well ~l~ tb<.~ age 
of the unit would be f~tors in wbc:thcr Hn <.:·xisting unit could achieve o. 1\'0x emission 
Llmil of7 ppm or te-.s.;; with a burner replacement. Adciitiona.lly, for e:<il:iting units to 
achleve 7 pp1n or lel:i$ with ullna-lo\a,: NOx burner replacemeilts addicioot.d controls, such 
as variilhlc tFequenc>· drive (VFD) and oxygen 1lim arc also neo::led. In addition to the 
information gathe!' fl'(lm v er)d(lf discussions, the sow--cc test re.~uhR sumrnariz.cd above 
show that it is technicully foaoiblc for existing Rule 1146 Group II "''~Group lii and 
U.ule 1146.1 units to ac.hie\'e t~n t.'11lission limit of7 ppm OJ' less with burner 
repJ~ements.." 

C.uncerning the Dr•fi Staff Report for PARI 146, 1146.1 and 1146.2, ploasc pr<wido 
copjes of an d~tl.a. information and/or the District analyses concerning the cost 
efti:ctivencss ulTllr> Low NOx Bnrnor (UL}IB) techno I oro- u.~o:d I<> support the 
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Distl'icf s C(.Jsl ~oecHvcness llltaly5>i5i a.; surnrnuri.rc:(,] in the Dntfl St!!.ff Rcpo11. l'Jease 
iJtclude boJtb capital ca:;t ~ • .:;timal~$ and il1$1a!lativn l'VSI cst~m~t!cs for all si~s ofwtics 
assessed. 

As of the date ofGovtl'llhtg ~o~rd adoprion oflhe staff reconunc:ndtlljons on the Rule 
11•'16 scrks, Dcc.,;mbel' 7, 2018, none oftbc reques:ed infonn~tit)n haU h~~ m~u.1e U\•ailnb!c- to 
the public. ll was not until January 9: 20! 9, more chan one momh afrer Governing Bomd 
adoptio11 oftbc staff proposal, that staff responded to the CPRA ceque~t~. Ob\'ioU8Jy. ~n.y 
infon~tion ~har m.ight have been provided at t'hat poim would have b<:!o~n of'ljmit.ed vulue sine~ 
the nlleruaking action was aJr..;ady complete. Howc\'er, staff failed to provide any i)I,J~Stuntivc
infonuation in rcspons~ to any ofth~ CPRA requests. S~ff indicated thac the inCOnno~nkm 
l'CCjtlcstcd in CI'R..'\ rc~uest :#1 abo\'C would not be prov:ded because the ~ubject d<Jcumc;nts 
belonged to· the San Joaquin Valley Air t•ollution Control Dislrict, and SCAQMD did not have 
zmthority to release docwnents belonging to a sister agettC)'.1 With r~spectLO CPRA rt"qucsts ~2 
t:UOugb itS above, staff responded dtat a.JL of the requested informatjon \ ... ·as <::<~mpt fror.1 
disclosure base~ on assertions of confidentiality.'- Staff!'. HARCT recornmc::nduliom. and the 
Governing. ~Oal•d's adoption theJ'c~of, are ba!'.ed on determinatit'lns ~g;nding the maximum level 
of control tltat meeu dte cost-eftectivenes.s threshold. All oflhe informutivo sought in the CI•RA 
requests idemifiOO above pertains to the basis of those findings or C..>$1-dl~ljv:.:ness. This l:1ck 
t)ftr.ansparency ~lld failu~ to creat~. a publit record Hun suppt)r(.{! sua Irs r<:i.!om.mcndatloos :o:n.d 
Cioverning Bl1<lrd action is deeply troublinp. at~d cot~L"<l~' to tlpf'lli.::ablc law. 

We respe(t lhat S<.')rne ol'the iniOrn;ation on which SCAQ):IO rt:lil:d d\Jring the Rule 114G 
~ries rul~rnaking. including $t)nl~ Ol'the intbnrhlti()tl teqll¢Sttd in r.:quesl:; #2 through #8 aboYe, 
is Ct)n . .:;idered confidential busines~ inforrnati<1n. \Vhile it ma)' require SOmt! eiTorl, \ \<':.i 

re:;pe~Ui.dly reqlle-~t that SCAQMD review aJl documents reli~ upon in i t11; Rule 1146 ~cs 
rulemaking ~nd J'li'OVide w the public all inforrnati<m tho.t is not con(idential. 

Dro.ft st.al'r reports. for future proposed rulernaking ¢(1ntuin reCer.:nces lo inJotmation 
relied upon b.>' ~tutl'lhat are simiJur lo thQSC identified abtl\'e wilh r«:::,pc:cllc.l the Rule 1146 series 
umcndments, und {(1r which the underlying inlbrmntioo hli$ nol boco made public. \Ve ha\.·e 110 

re(ts.;.m to beli::w: ~hut .$tall' \,·jll proceed in u rnunm::r t.h~t i:> in ~my way different than it did in the 
c:~tse uf 1he Rule 1146 s.:rit:i umendmtnls, or lh~tl Ole Governing Board will insist on suppot1ing 
ini.Ormulion bt:ing m~dc public before il liCts on ::~ t.•t.JJ recommendations. As evidenced by what 
occurred .. ,.;,h rc:::;pcct to (be Rule 1 !46 series amendments, because of timing issues. the CPRA 
process is not an adequate remedy to address this serious dcficlcuc~· in the rulemaJdng pmc~$):1. 
If slaffintcnds ,o reQuire CPR.-'\ request! to obtain supponing doctuuents, rhen it mu.~t hl,lild 
sufficient time into the n~lcnuWng scltcdulc to allow the CPRA process to play out, ineludil'lg 
re-solution of any claims that l'Cquested tnfomtation is exempt fl'Om disclosure according: t.o th~: 
SCAQMD's Guidelines for hnplemeutillg the California Public Records Act. 

1 £-mail communicatinn from StacC)' Walkowiak, SCAQMI) Public Rc~ords Act Office. Jaau.lr)' 9. 2019. 

;: E.-mail;.; 1tnd persnnal communications between Stacc:y \Valkowihk, SCAQMD Public Record.i Office, 
ond Rambo II. Jalmary 9 Md 17, 2019. 
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We a~ h()pel'ulthat Jn future RECLAIM mlcn:akings staff•,,i !l pt;bllcly disdose zil noll
i.:l,rnfillent\al i ;rtOrt~H':Lion upon w(lich it rcL:c.s ir. aniving ~t proposed BARCT dc!cnnin~.tions ~s i! 
i~ n:quirt:d h) do by Ia\\', lf you wo~dd lik~ to discuss Clt:.r con;.~ms, please contt~ct me at (114) 
755-Kl 05 t)r hy email at michael.carro111't!w.com. 

Wayne NasuL SC/\QMD 
1\Ui'barallaird, SC!\QMD 
SCAQI\·10 Guv<al't'Ung Bo::ud 
SCAL)MIJ Clerk of the l:loard 
RFGMembers 

Sim:c:rcly, 

'\vv\CmQ. ~ Cu.utQ ~ ~ 
IMichacl J. Cmo!l 
ofLATHA:VI & WATKP.IS LLP 

f)ridg.et McCann, \\:.SPA 
Torrr l~menhnfer, \\ .. SPA 
P~lt\' Scr.z::cut v.:SI'A 
Rubert \\.'ym~n, ( :a~lu:un & \\:atkins LLP 
John H~jntz, T .uih~m & Watkins l.J.P 
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VIA EMAIL 

Dr. Philip Fine 
Dcp.ny Ex~utivc Officer 
South Co~l .1\ir Quality Manage.meu1 District 
2!86~ Copley Drive 
Di~ond llar, CA 91765 

Re: Proposed An>eilded Rul.s 20Giand 2002 

Dear Dr. Fine: 

{;o:;:Tl . ..• :);.· ::>'•'1. 1.~>1 R~· 
OC::".: U::o:: , ~:'CI:Ii.:. 5:!:.2$-~'J~ 

h: -111f.~r.. ·~:;, 1-:~e •1.71'.1~:> 1'~·~ 

Yt:.\v,t.oo.ct:l:ll 

ruw.rA:iiL!lt.t: orn:cs 
&;f~·s; t.I!4W.'I 

&c.-::w::n ~Ill" I:. 'I 
llno,m, »e•'icl~ 

Cl<.-ltJ•7Cilt O:Mif'Ceurly 
Clic.;so Fa't\ 

ou:-:1 R:>;,~ll 

Oo:~l±« 

--~· Ft$11~111\ r ..... o;,""' 
H:lll'tllf$! S.HFI~rltl:.o:' 

Hc:~ K-:r~; ,.,. 
11G!nl~1> SO'Ia"tg r.:i 
~01\(CB Eli~V$1~· 

'.J:~.\~t\a $'1@~1'8 

U~d T'~:. 
tlfu 1/i:~tl!i:Q'JI)'\ t:'.C. 
(Q3&!1M0(17 

\\T(J are s\lbtnittinglheS¢ comments on h~:hulr or <)ur cJient Wt:!':tem Slale'l P~tr\11eum 
A:-isociation ("WSPA ")on the most receut round of proposed amendments to Soucb Coast All· 
Quality MMagcmcnl District ("SCAQMD") Rul"" 2001 und 2002. Tho omondmcnls un: bcin~ 
propused in connection v.ith the tl'atLSitiou of tile Regional Clean Air lnceutive!> Market 
("IU::CLAlt\>1") program too colnmond-and-control r<:gulatOJ)' siruc<u<e. WSPA is a non·profir 
irad~ a.<Jsoc.ialion ttpresentint; compulle:s duu explore for, pro~uce: re.fw.e, transport 3.:.1d matket 
petroJeUJtl. petroteum products, J18tural gas z.nd other energy supplies in five w~'"tem states 
including Catlifomin. \VSPA has heen an active participant in cir qualiLy pJannins i~u!:! fo':' o\·er 
30 years.. \VSPA-member companies operate pell:oleum refweric.s and other £acillties ill the 
SOL'fh Coos! Air Basin that will be impact:d by tho truosilion oul or the RECLAIM program. 

Gcnerlll Cottmleats 

The proposed amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002 are priuwily interim lllfasures 
intended to establish new eligibility c:itaia for exiting RECI.AJM, Jli'Ovide op~~ut proocdux-:s, 
and address, on o. temporary basis:, l.lllr'f&olved issue~ SUtt'OWJdlng compliance of new source 
review ("NSR") for fo<IDcr RECLAIM fucilitics once they bavc trliiSitioncd out of roo · 
RECLAIM program. A.3 WSPA llnd oth~ have: c:xpre.S~d in numerou$ Jlieelings, workshops 
o.nd hc&ri.t1g.i condueted in COWlectioo 't'.'lth the ltECLAIM t:r.U'.sitiou, we have serious concems 
about the Jack of oluity S\U!OUnding NSR in a pos~·RECLAIM "'8iJno. 

We believe curtent SCAQMD staff's ("staft") proposed appro""h is premahllc, •• smff 
has not ad<l!<ss<>d •II oflhc Ullck<lying i$Sue< •~~~rounding a RECLAIM sunset. RECLAIM is a 
eompreh•nsive, complex program that "~' adoplod as a whole. In the development of 
RECLAIM, staff not only determined cum:nt and future offtclivo best availablo retrofit control 

US·DOCS•.I030CI41ll8l 
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t~clmolo,gy ("BARCT"), bu·. ~l:;o e:ot:'"llir.od a."Jd add;.essed NSR, re-.·icwed socioo:vnomic 
impa;;ls,_ n itigatcd implications of emissiotl.S ttading. ;cS(llv~ enforcement aud monitoring 
issu·~;. l'tnd understood a host of olher oonl>Cquences of 11doptiu,g suc.h a program. This 
COIUprehell.Sive appTQach cns\..TCd the ov.z1whclrui.a~Q success: ofth:: R.ECLAIJ._.l program us il was 
designed, Yr. contrast for tltis rulemak.ins., staff is llisml:lntlir.gthe RECL:\D .. ·t progr~.m \\>ithout 
analyzing illlY of the c<:Jn~:quenc~ of lht proposed approac.h. M<:~sl imJXn(antJy, staff ha~ not 
address eel NSR. n"r the cnvironmcmal a11d soc.iaeconoml~ im;-nc(.s of a Rl::CL.AI~·t ~unset 

0'.11' ~ln.m:g pr..:fercnc.: is that s.laffpriorltizes resotuti<m of the NSR issuas rutd c.on:lw::t an 
analysts of the entjre R..BCL.AlM tr.!rtsiti<m projec1 compa;ablc with the same full analysis th.1t 
was done duriJ1g lh:: implemcnlz.liofl ofRECLAJM befOre init!atjng rulc:maldng. l'here- is no 
c\·idenc~ 6a~ this h~s been done ~o date. We believe that addr~sing fundamental prugnmunatic 
issues that wm il1Tect.ill fo:me-r RF.CI .AIM fa.cilitics, such as NSR. e~dy in the transition 
proctss, tmd ~hen moving on (o the utore ua;-,:owly IJpplit:ilb~e (r.nding nllcs. would resull inn 
more c-rdlrly and efficient trans.ition in the fol!Cl\\ing ways: 

• It ,v·ou1d pro., ide facilicies with M U:}tler.slWiding of the NS:R requirements und 
procedures tlud wm DJ1Ply «:1 modificatious reqL~ited to comply with updated BAR.CI' 
rules. lt is not possibl~ LC c!evelop u fintll vnd compr~hcnsivc pla'l tOr ;mph:mcnting 11ew 
DARCT n:quiremenls without knowing the NSR l'equiJemt:nt" end procedures and bl)W 

those v.ili iru~ct post-RECLAIM oper~ting permits. 

• It would r.;sult in A more effk.ient use ofs!aiT ~sources. For cxampJe, tho! proposed 
arnea.dwents to Rules 200 l un.d 2002 arc cssentiatly ••stop-gap" toea"urcl! tbat are 
n~cssary bcc$USt lhe NSR. and othet pro~rammatic is,.;uc:!' rt.'nlllin umesolved. If the: 
NSR and other programma tie iS$U¢S WC1t addrcsscd, i~ 'vou1d not be Gecc:s'la:y ~o develop 
~md implement such mcasur..::s. 

• It wouJd <h'Oid th~: curnmt Nd hot, pio.A.""lll~al app1oach to tlt~ RECLAIM TrrJ\sition 
Project which result3 in additional c.onfU$lOn un.d unccnainty. 'l'his is iJJu:.:tratetl by th.c 
fuct thal s:tillrs positions with respect to eenain issues celat~ to the pruposcd 
amendments to Rules 2001 and 2.002 are qOJitc: different than positions taken wher. those 
ti,I,'O rules. were (UT'Ic:J1decl in January of this year in what we vie\'' us~ rush to get the 
RECLAIM tr.lllSition process woderwuy. 

• It would avoid legaJ \'Uluerabilities thll.t we beli;\'e tiJ'C inhrn:nt in the cuneut uti hoc, 
piecetneal oppruaeh bccaus:: the environmental and socioeconomic ~!:iCSsmcnts of 
in:.:rtnttntal ru1eut3king. are. disjuinttd und incomp1ete. 

Should the District continue \\i th this piecemeal appn~b, v;e ofTcr the eom.l]lents set tC.rth 
below on the proposed ucne-.ndmenls; 
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Specific Comments on Pronosud Amended Rule 2002fQC11) '"Stl:l\·-Tn~' Pnnrhiun 

The· pri)po~e:i uncrulmen(S to Rule 2002 would aHo~· facilities ro remain ln the 
H .. OCLALVl ptogram, tJid th~r.;:by avail thcmseh·cs of the RECLAlMNSR progam set f<lrth. in 
SCAQMD Rule 2005 for some period of time. Our unde!Siandillg, which was collfumed by s!Oft' 
during the R£Cl..AlM Working Group meeting on Aug-.Jst 9. 201 R. is th& Ole-d~cii.on of 
,vbe.the.r oc not to re.:naln in the REC1.Al..t...1 program is complctcly Vtithin the discl\.."'lion of the 
fucilicy (assumi'lg tho fl'lciJily me:(~:> th:: ~ifitd crittria). Some of Ole hlnguage in the proposed 
umendmenr~ could be read to gram the Executi\'c Officer discretion (beyond merely coufinning 
that the :facility meets the specified c..'Tiu:riu) to decide whether or run the ft.eilit~ may rC'ITUlin in 
the P1Vb'TWTl· The f\)lJ<Jwing proposed changes 3l'e irr.cnded to better reflect staffs imeu1;. 

( 11) An ov.ner of or operator ofo RliCLA1M facility tbat 
rccciv.;~ an )nitiel del::mtlno.tion nn~flc.a.ti('m may <::t.;c.t!!!.!! 
**= tne racility te remain in llliCLA!M by submitting tfa 
request 1o the Exccuti ... e Offi~r to n:main in RDCLATh>f ~ 
51;:1.\'~i·t~d. f(lg~tber wttb inc.Judin;g wy equipment 
information r<:quirtd pursuant to paragraph ({)(6). 

(A) Upon recel"·ing a reg nest to remain in. 
ltECLAlrrl and aoy e!U!iJu!!w.t.i.D.fut..~l!.!.i.ct.rt 
rooulred oorsuant to narngrapft lDl6l. wftt:een 
app.e, .. llt.• the Bx:cutivc Officer 11bal1 nhtiry the 
owner cr ouerator io writiDgtbatthe fat-...ility shaH 
remain in RECLAIM nbjtct to the !hllowing~ 

(i) The facility shaH remain itt RECLAIM until 
a subsequent notjfica.Uon is i:;aucd tQ the 
facili(y thllt it must exit by::. date no later 
!ban December 31,2023. 

(ii) The focility is required to submit any 
updat<d information within ~0 doys of the 
date of the subsequent notifictU.ion. 

(iii) T~• fucility sltaU comply with all 
requiromcnt.s o.f any pon-RECLATM rule 
that does oot exempt NOx mlissions from 
RECLAJM facilities. 

Speelfie Comments OD Proposed Amemtetl Rule. zoouquol-MOnt-out" Provtslol:l 

Proposed Ameuded Rule 2002 includes"' "opt-<~Jll" ptuvi.•ion fqr tho:;e focilities that 
may be =dy to volu.nts.rily e>fiL RECLAlM prior to the time that fuey migbt otllerwi"' be 
transHioned out. The current staff proposal differs from pmious proposals in that it plac:os 

t\'>•DOCS',;Olt:Cii!U 
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CC!1~iu re~i'l!'~Ctiun~ on .facilieics after they huvc exited the ptognun that we believe a('c llnfui.! a.-:d 
unwarra.-ncd. Specifically, ptopo:;:;d ~vagraph (t)(lO)(B) would proh.ib:L l;lUch fadUtie~ from 
taking t.dvan.:age o f olhcnvis:: avP.ilable offiet exemptions iLl SCAQN1J) Rule 1304. Tn the e\'t!n! 
that m1 NSR event r·~uiring o,)ffSets were:. to occw· at\.u th~ fa-citity exited the RF..CLAlM 
flmgrpm, it would be requiro:i lO cbtain eutission redJ,a(;:1ion ercd.il:S on th~ open Ill3lket, wbich the 
s taff ac.knowJedges arc ''scare~.'· {Jul}' 20 Prclim.imuy Draft S1.uJfRcpon~ p. 8).1 We believe thut 
il is unn=~X:ssary, unfair, :w.:i pos~bly cor.;:ra.ry to state li!.w, to deny forrne.r R.ECLAL\4 t'31.:ilities 
advantages that they wuulJ otherwise be cmtill~d lo md that t.r.e . .1'Y<Lilnblc to aU other m.m
RI!.CLAN facilities. 

The l'rcliminary Draft SLur{ Rcpo1, express~ concern that the potential impacts 
associated with emi~i.:Jn incr::as~s from facilitie$ that mlgbt exiL tht: RE.CLA.ll.·l pro:-:,'Tam, c\'en if 
limited to the 37 facHides the sruffini.tiaHy ideutified as eligfblc to exit1 eouJd impose a dernu.nd 
on Rule 1304 otr-set exemptions that could llpflfUU(;·h or surpass the eumulative etnis:-;iQna 
incroa.<ethn:•hclds of SCJ\Qlv!D Rule 1315. (Prelimin.,.y !)raft Stoff Report, p. 8). In other 
words, stlffis COJ\Cem:::d lhul if former RECLATM facilities w-ere pe;mittc:d to util~e Rul: 1304 
offset ~emptiorn, the deuu-.wi ou th~ SCAQMD's intettllll t:missirn ofts:e~ b'.uik, whlch .supports 
the offs~ .zxemptlOJ)i, m:ghl exceed pre\•iously unuly~ed lcvcls. Thi~ conccm seems ii\C(ln~isteni 
with posiliun~ (a( en by staff in conn eel ion with the Jatlllary 201 R amendments tu these two rules. 
and with ntore recent stuteruenls by staff su.ggesting €hat it believes the intrmal emission off.:;ct 
bank is th~ most vishlc soutce of emission l1ffse1s for ti:u:mer RBCLAlM t8c.ilitie!t on a Jong-teml 
ba.'J.is. 

The J~r.Wlr)'· 201 S a:ncndments: established th~ criteria and proc.odurcs pwsuantto which 
eligihle fucilili.:s would be-identi£iW and exited frotn RECLAlM. Accordin~ II) the Piul:L Staff 
Rcpon, "" ... the pttlpvsed amendments \\o'{IU\d rcmo\'C: ap~roxiruately 38 facilities from NO~ 
RECL.~JM.'' {January 5 t'itaat Staff Report, p. 2).2 Sta1f dt:tcrm)ncd tb.1t the impw:t of exitit)g 
the initial !{lUnd uf fucilitics. including Unpt:lcb a.~ooilltcd with rtduced dc:m~nd tbr RTCs, 
wootd V- minimal: 

Given the o.noly.o;isabove and tl:e filet thal the 38 facilities-which 
""'potontiolly ready to exit ovt cf the NOx RF.CJ.ATM program 
into comma.<td-and-control--0.coount {()('about one percent orNOx 
""'issions and NOx RTC holdings in the NOx IU'.CLAIM 
universe. :auf( ~oncludes. that lht: p<Jt<..1ltiJ>I impact of PAR 2002 on 
tho dammd and supply of NOx KTC cnari<el i• expected to be 

1 Rdnnces bcrdn to .. )\11)' 20 Prtlimi.'lU}' Drsft S1atl'Repof1'"' reftr to tbt Prellmi~t01cy Draft Staff Re.piJrt, Proposed 
Am:ndmtrru to R~ul;dioo XX-Regional Clean lti.r Jnter.th':!. Ma1kct (RECLAIM), Prcposcd All~nded Rol:s 
200• - Arplit<1bili~ aell200l-A1!o~.,tioos fur CbddcJ ofll:i'l'03tl'l {NOx) a Oxidas o!'Sutfur(SOx). da:-ed 
J•ly ~·. 2018. 

2 Refe:m'ottli heroo:into .. JIII.u.:ll)' 5 PiDal SntffRcport• n:ftr 10 the Final StaffRepM Propo.sed Amcndman1$ to 
Regulation J0C-h~IOII<I~ Ct~Air Intcnti\'U Mli:k"CI {RECLAIM) Pr&)o~ Amen.Xd RulcJ 2001 -
Applicabili()· ancJ 2002- AUoee.tionll fot Oxides ofNiaogc~~ {N'OlC) and Ole ides ofSclfu: (SOx), i!;tl:ed January j, 
lOtS. 

US-DOCS\ 1 031»1188.2 
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minimld 1:1T1d large price flt~t:·iu.J.Iio:Js in the NOx RTC market are 
11nUkely to result di!ectly from 1he potentia! exit of th-e 38 directly 
affec!ed fucilities out of the NOx RECLAJM' progJ:c;.J.ll. Therefor~. 
PAlt2002 would have uiliilillal impacts on the existing facilities 
thtll11.re not yeL re(l(!>' to exil the NOx RECLATM" progrv.m. 
(J•m31}' 5 f inal Stoff Report, p. 12.) 

To s·1ppo:t its conclwion that exiting the initial round of facl~ities from dlc prugrl.l1l 
would have minimal impecls as a fl:sull of foregone market dcnumd for RTCs, staff analyzed 
tlltee scenarios ill which NOx emissiou.s f.-om the subject U.cilitjes wt.te: i) 5% be)o\Y 20 IS NOx 
emissions; ii} tl10 some as 2015 NOx cxr.issions; and iii) 5% a00\'0 2015 NOx emissions. 
(J""uary 5 Final Stall' Report, p. II). Staff dec.nnined that foresone m111ket demon<! for RTCs 
associated with exiting the initial group ofU.ciiitk:s under ca~ ofthctbrce sceJlal'ios would be 
0.073 Inn.< per day (TPD), 0.080 TPD, and 0.086 TPD, respecti,·ely. ll""<d on this analysis, staff 
concluded that the mtici}X\tcd future demand for NOx RTCs associa~ed '\itlt the ex.itlng facilities 
was minimul, und L\0!.1 t-lim.inati;~g thlll. dcmW wouJd o~l materially impact the remaining 
market. In other words, s~:ff conc!udad that the exiting f.1cilities would ha\'e a neglig,ible 
dtmand fur RTCs ir. tht futun:; includiq~ RTC::~ requi.red tu :;uti~fy l\~R tt:quircm.:nts. As staled 
it: the Suruto~.r~' of the Proposal: 

Considering rhe pa. .. ~ t market b!havior by the~e fe}cililie.<t, scaff 
concludes that the potential impact of PAR 2002 on the dem.rul 
and supply o.fNOx RTC murlce~ is CJC!)eC~ to be minimal and 
large price tluctt!atiow W the NOx Rl'C market are wtlikely to 
ICS\dt directly from the potontial exit of these oolitic• out of the 
NOx RECLAIM program. (Saounaey of Proposal, Aserulu Item 
No. 18, January 5, 2018, p. 3.) 

Nctabl)', s!ail' did aol even address th! impact that the Jamlllty 2018 amendments might 
hal•e on the imoma! bank even though tho.: amendments were intended to result in preci.sely the 
situt~.Li<.ln llbl'u~t 'ol.·hieh staff is now e;.cpre.~~ins concern -the n::movttJ of 38 facilities from the 
RE.CLA!M pt'O€rar.t tbat would tb<n be eligible to take advatltllge of offset exemptions in Rule 
1304 lik9 any other RECLAIM focility. 

Ju coDttasr with the January 201~ Filla! Staft'Report, the July 2018 Prelimin>Uy DnlfL 
Staff Report expresses s'crious oonccms about tho potential for increased NOx enUssions from 
fw:iliti"" exitin£ 'the program, SULlinS that "(e)ven among the fin;137 facilities identified thai may 
be eligible to Cxit, ·:my impacts from potential emissions incl'uses nre W'lknown tUtd if $ignificll!lt 
~nougb. C8JJ a.~(lac}l or swpa9s tb~; cwnulaliv~ r:mi~ions incr<:;SS(; tlucsholds of Rule 1315." 
(July 20l8 rrelirninary Draft Staff Report, p.'8). 

Clearly, the eonclusi0r111 roached by slalfin the Ian\18J)' 2018 Filla! Staff Report, upon 
which the Governing Board relied l\o&eo·1t adopred the cutrent versions ofRults 2001 and 2002, 
are inc<>nshtent wiih tho co=s being raised by staff in the current proposal Either •llllf erred 
in .l110uary by underestimating the impa<>ts oiJ tho RllOLAIM mrultri and failing ro even analyze 

I..'S•OOC~',ICUOC41111 
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the pol~ti~ll irnpa:ts on the jdternul bo~.n.k, c·r it is ovc!statiJi~ lhc potCi.t!al impacts a_-;:;oci>ll~ 
with the ClLt ent p~uFusal. 1n c~thcr caset this inconsist::::ncy illustrntes th:: problem with 
um3~rt.al:.ing t.b.c RECLAiM tl'ansition in un ad hoc:, pi~neali~s'hjun. 

Cali.fom.ia Bnvirollhlenlal Ou~tlity . ..\ct Cottsideratioui 

WSPA and others haw e.xpres.~cd <:ono::rns regarding the "picc~Jn~.al"' miltlner in 1.\'hich 
che California Environmcnttl! Quality Act ("CEQA ") i:.nalysis for tJ~ RECLAU"·f trmsition is 
bei~ conducted, '" .•. CEQ A's 1\..~uirernents "cannot b: avoided by chnpp~ng up proposed 
projc:ets into bf.:e-size pieces which, indi•;idually considered, might OC fo1L1d to have no 
si~uiC'icant err~:cl on the tnviron.ruent or to be only rninistcria!..' (Fn. omiltcci.]" Liucoln Place 
Tenams As:m. v. C/ry of Lo.v An,ge/es (ZOOS) 130 CaLApp.4th 1491,1507 quotiasPian for 
Arc<rdi<r, Inc. v. City Cour.ci/ of Arcadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 712, 726. St•ff explained its 
CEQA strategy fotthe RECLAIM: lr'.anshion in an Aprll2S, 2018lcttcrto the Los An!,oc:lc~ 
County Busines..<; Fc:cle:rat\on in which it stau:d: 

The: potential env1row:1ental imppcts as~ociated v,ith lhe 2016 
AQMP,. in-duding Ovffi-05, were :malyzed jn Progr~m 
En•iror.mcntal Impact Report (Pr.TR) certified iu :\iarch, 2017. , . 
In other Wl)rd<;, the: environmental impacts or the (,..-ntitc· H.l:::CL~l)..i' 
Tran::~iHon project . .. wel'e BL1iliyu.d in lbo 2016 AQ?o.1P umlth\: 
aS3ociated PEIR, \\•hich. was a program level c.n.ulysis • •. Sin~ the 
SCAQlvf{) has. ~lready p:epilted u progrun-lco,·cJ CEQA analyniR 
for the 2016 AQMP, inoluding tho RECLAIM Tran<ition, no 
w:Jditi<.m~l progran1-!evel analysis i~ rtquirod and ftt.-·'ther amll>·lri~ 
will betie<edoffllle 2016 AQMP PBlR. 
(hltp;.'/www.aqmd.gov/docsldefulJJt-.soun:e/rulc· bookll'rl>posed
Ru.Les/regxx/aqmd -n:spo.os~-lottcHo~bizfed-0425 t 8, pdf?sfvrsn=6 ). 

Consistent wilh the ~W.ffs explanation de5cribtd ttbove. SCAQA-ID staff has prepared a 
Draft Subseq~nt E.nvironm.cutal Assessm(.."nt CDroft SEA:-.) 10 analy-;,ce c:.nvironmental inlpaeL~ 
ftom the proposed llJllead:nenL< to Rules 2001 and 2002. 
Chttp://\W/\\'.oomd,~whome/research/doeum;mts-I.wn~llead-agencv-s<(.IIQmd-project~). The 
Draft SEA attempts to tier off of the MMch 2017 Filla! Prngra.m Environmental Jmpuct Report 
f~r the 2016 AQMP and tries to obsCL'TC th.: issue by citing to set•erul other previousJy certified 
CEQA documents, irtcludiot;, the December 2015 Fi.nul Program Euvlrou.meotal Assessment 
comp!cted for the amendments to the NOx RECL:'\lltl .Pros,ram that 'r\'Cte adopted on 
December 4, 2015, and tbd)ctobcr 2016 Adde11dum to tbc December 20 I 5 Final Progmm 
Eo..,·irvorncntal Assessment coll:apleted for amcndntents to Rule 4!002 to establish criieria and 
proocdm\!S for f.'lCilitie~> U."'ldergoing a shutdov.-11 and for the treatment ofRTCt'>. Coruistcnt with 
the starr ... ~rlier explanation, the Drnf1 8BA states: 

""The- decision to tr4nsition from NOx RECLAIM into a so~ 
specific eomrnand..aud~coru:mJ t:=:gulatory structure WlL.~ upproved 
by the SCAQMD Gov~ming Board <U> eontrol measure CMB-OS in 
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:he 2~16 AQM~P ~nd lhe pot~:n(ial ~nvironJneutal lmpacts 
t:!~ociaied with the 2016 AQ~t¥, including CMB-05, were 
analyzed in the Finul Prugnm Ern. certitied ln?v!arcl12017. This 
Drntl SEA relies. on the analysis in the· March 2017 Fitt>ll Program 
EIR I'<>~ !he 20t6 AQMP." (Deal\ SEA, p. 2·;), 

Tt.c proposed arncr.dm~r.~ to RuJ~s 20\11 end 2002 implement that portioc of control 
meas•Jre CMn-05, writteJt after the Gov~rniDgBo.srtPs Rdcptionoffhc 2016 AQMP lhui calls fvr 
the tl'ansidon of the R.ECL..~TM pwsaunlo a <:Ottltrl~td and control regula!ory structure. A.s 
slated in ihe Jvly 2018 Preliminary Dt..t't ~'tlfl'Rcport, "Propoacd Amended Ru!es 2001and 
2002 w!ll continue the· effort~! to tnmsition RECLAIM fucitsties to a conunand-and-eontrol 
regulf.tory structur• ... "(July 20U Pr.ti:nilwy Vraft StaffRc;poxt. p. 2). The problem with the 
proposal to tier the CEQA analysis for the currenUy proposed arue.ndinents £o Rules 2001 2.11d 
2002 off from !he Mn.<t:b 20t7 Finol Program ElR for til< 2016 AQMP is •hat control moasor< 
CMR-05 a• pr<>posed ru the time th< Moreb 2017 Fino! Progtacn E!R wos prepared did ru~t 
include a tran•ition out or !he RF.CLAIM p!O(lla!ll. That IO!lgtlogc WOS added wcllaftcr the 
CEQA anulysi$ was complete. Fwth~tmorc. no additlont~l CGQA antlysi~ \'/a"i cl)ndul!red t{l 
address the changes to CMB-05. 

The Finu! Droft 2016 AQM!', which Wll.5 uttirnstely presonted to the SCAQMD 
Cloverning Board) was rcl~cd in December 2016. Cantrol measure Ctvlli-05 callOO for an 
additional five tons perdayofNOx reductions from sourcesl!ovcr~d by the-RECT.ATM program 
b~· the year 2031. CMB-05 also csUcd ftu con\•e.ning a Working Group to consider replacing rhc 
RECLAIM progr•m 1'-ilh a more uaditional com.mand·and-«~ntrol regulutmy progrll(ll, but did 
J'lQt indud-e a mand~te to undertake s.uch a (c~>nsition. SCAQMO Gcn·etnUts, Boa..'"d actioll ou the 
Final Draf\2016 AQMP """notieodforl'ebruary 3, 2017. \Vhentho2016 AQMP item camo up 
oD the. agenda, SCAQMD staffmado a prtScote.tion, 9.8 is typical. No substantive questions were 
asked of the staff by Bcmrd Memben::, and no Doatd Mem.bers indicated au inteniion to offer 
amendrnenU. h) the staff proposal. The public was then provided an opportunity lO eomment, und 
o.pprox.imately fh·e ho•Jis of public comm:.mt ensued. 

Followin~ lhe close oftlte public oommcntporiod, Boord Manbcr Mitobellslatc<i her 
intention to introduoo amcndmrots to the staff propOsal f'or cantrol measure CMB-05 that would: 
i) accelerate the additional five: TPD or rcduc:tioU& to 2025 from 2031 f :md ii} trans ilion to a 
command-und-controf ptogram as soon as pl'actlcablc. &ard Mt.'11)bcr M3tchcll did nut provide 
any specific propoS«! language and did nol milk• a tbrrrull motion to amend the staff proposal. 
For ~roils thaf ate not fe1evlll"it here: llCtiOn on the item was continued to the March 3. 2017 
Ooveming Board beaJing. Th¢ Govtnling Board stated its intention not to ta.l<e addition.al pubUc 
comment o~ the item at tbo M•<Ch 3, 2017 ~eailiig. 

At the hearing on March 3, 2017, Boaiil M..,)ber Mitchell introduced tho follo\\ing 
amendments to CM)l-OS thai inc)udtd a direction to staff to develop a transition out of the 
REC!.AIM progr.Un: 

US.OOCS\13JOOfJ8$l 
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l:lE 11' fURTIIf:R RESOLVED, rbat the SCAQMD Guvcming 
Bu~.n.l dnc9 hcrcb}' dll-ect staffl<J tn<Jdif.)' lht: 2016 AQMP NOx 
!UiCLIIIM m.,.ure (CMB-OS) to acbicvo U1e tlve {S) LOn• P"' day 
NOx ~::miSbiut~ J:.:ductiou commiiJllet)t as soon us feasU:dc, 11nd no 
later th~r.lU25~ and to transition the RF.CLA.1M prognuu to a 
corrun:w.d anci wntml regi!lRWry stmcturc requitir.c BARCT lcvd 
contr(lls liS soon as J:racticable aad to reque~L:;ta.rf to rr:~um in 60 
days to re.port t'easibJc: hli,St:t tktes for sunsctting the RECLAIM" 
pro<lfwn. 

There wu..:; no 13\~urd Member discu3sion of the pro_pored wnc:n.dmcnts, and they were o.ppnwt::d 
on R \'otC o:7-6. 

The CEQA analysis >upporling the 2016 AQMl' oommeuced with • Kotioc of 
Pr::~i\'1!1 of e. ))raft Em·irotL"UCD1allmpact Report ("'EIR") n~lea.•Jcd on July 5~ 2016. The Draft 
E1R '.''3S released on Se;:otember 16, 2016, with~~ oonuncnt period cJos•Jlg on NO\:::mb;r 15, 
2016. Tn mld-Novt:mb~:r/.016. four publicbcill'ings related \l) theAQMP wcrchdd ine-achcf 
the four COI.llltie3 wfthln th~ SCAQMD territmy, at whioh oommcnrs on the Draft ElR \l.'~n: 
tukcn. Af((,.'T inoorporuliog <'·Or:JJDcnts and mttlcing rninartextua1 c~es. th:: Finnl EIR was 
released iJ1 January 2017. No mCllf.riul change.'; or ~:~dditlonal ruta1ysi.s were uadertc:l<t"n 
subscql.lcnt t~ the-rclctol!C oftbc Final EIR, which was certiti~d by the Oo\·erning Board on 
March 3: 2017 as the l\•larch 2017 Final Prog:r<lf'Tl F.nvjro:nm.~nial lmpact Report fOt the 20i6 
AQ:-.·fP, l!pon which staff nnw seeks w rely. 

Thus, th: transition out o:f the REClAIM program. whiclllha: c~Jm:ntly proposed 
amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002 seek to iTT.plcmcnt, WM not included in the ven>il)n uf 
CMB-05 presented to t}.o Govcrrir.g Boord as part of the 20!6 AQl\11', The Morcb 2017 final 
Poosrom EIR ll)rthe20J6 AQM"P. wh~ch was compl~tcd inJMuary2018. did t:utanaly;:e the 
uansition of the RECLAIM program because that was not prescribed by tbo CMB-05 measure at 
that time. TherdOre. tiering off ofthe Ma.teb 2017 f'inal Program HlR tOr the 2016 AQMP to 
suppon ndc amcndmems that seek to impleJUe-nt the transition is not pos:sibrc since there is no 
artal)rsis &om \Vhich to tier aff. In th; abscno; of a progran\ level CEQA analysis that inc:ludcs 
the RECLAIM transition, staft's segmerJed aJ>a!ysi3 ofeooh propo1-<:d rulcmaking action in the 
lro.;sitiOn pwces..c: oom::titutes clas~ic ''pi:ccmcAiiDg'1 contrary to the requirements ofCTIQA. 

Staffs l'lttcmpt to licr witl~out having cowp1ete-d a pn>g;ammutic aru.tysis of the 
RECLAIM Transition Project ignurc::t the fuct thu.t RECLAIM is a cocnpteh<!USive pro.s,n:un that 
inc]udco; an •sscssmcntofliARCT for aH of the sources in the probrrwn. ll wr.s ~opted as a 
v.·hote., a sillg1e package, not as u. w.::ries or indi\.•idual rules and Rgulations. There i:lre net SC:Jiaratc 
BARCT n:gulal\on• in tho RECLAIM p.'1>gram. Became RECLAIM allows for TMRC'fto be 
i.tnplelnented oo an a,ssregate basis.ll11 AARCT detenninatioru'had to be rna~ togerher. 
Furthcnnoro, a.! I RECLAL"' rules arc dependent llJlDn one another, and none oflhcsc can Malld 
alone. ByaneR"..ptingto iW.l)7.ethe imp&clur"sinal~RBCLAIMntle; i.e .• BARCT 
dctrnnination,. staff is ignoring the inrerdepeudency of the probonrn, tmd thus, improperly 
Ws:rtgarding the impachi of the cumpcchensi.vc progrnm. 

US..OOCS.JOJCB,ISU 
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L'! th 6:a<?t S.EA, st:~fi clflims that i~ is spc:-cub.tiv~ tCI dctc:rninc ''.~'laT BAliCT may be for 
llll t.~e \'£l.;ou~ $1}Urees undet the R.CCL:'\JM progt'aol. This undersoo!'es. th~ fa~t L'1ut a 
comprohcnsjvc pr<~zram tramitioni:ng RECl..AJiv1 sources to C<lmm.S:nd and control roles wa.s 
m:\'~::r devtlopcd e>r &\al~·zed. Rathel'> staff is piecemeaJ.iug the-ruWysis of the. RECLAIM 
trl\tBition. Such ~n apptosch !ius been rejecLed by the courts: (~Tn:;tead of itself provjding an 
anai~'Llcally cot!lplere and coherent' ex.planation. the F£.lRncics that a full <'llalysis ofthe pla.n.::.ed 
~orJt:.ncth~ usc Jlmen:.m m\!St av."<l.it en..,iror.mentill re.view afthe Water Agency's lOm:: 4() 
tnClbter plan updat~~ v.'hich. was pc:1ding at th.c time tbc FEIR was [Ck:ascd. l'hc Board~s fw&incs 
repeat this cxplaruttion. To the extent th~ FETR .lt!tmpred, in efi~c:., lO Li~-T rrvm nfulure 
~n-.·ironmentol document, v.<e reject its approach as lc,g;illy improper under CEQA.1> Vineyard 
Area Ctrizensfor Responsible Grow/h, Tnc. 11. CUy c{R(mcho Cardovn (2007} 40 ('.cl.4Lh 4 12> 
440 [crr.plnl.Sil> in original). 

Funhcrmor~ RF.CI .ATM i& an e.Jllisslor.s trading, program. lt allows facilities to chon.!le 
to imple:nent specii1c oonuols or to purchase cmissions 'red its. Staff's pieccmcaling of the 
a.1alysis docs not J.CCOU."'\1 far 11osc f{ldlities that ha\•e implemen~ed O(her meanf> u~ comJI]Y with 
t.he prog~m and the adddonai impacts the tran~ition to indh.-idual co~ ... rn:md N.td oontroJ rules 
may ha\'C on these facilities. Additionally, these impacL-; cu."'lnut be t;~~ptured in u :single rul: 
anal~is. Rather, ~~rs piecem~aEag further ignores the impacts on facUities thw. a.ve subjc.::t ro 
multiple BARC! d~cnuinattons. 

Health & Safetv Cu~e Seetlob 39616 

The cumnl sturr proposal for amenclliJS Rule 2002 to prever.t fonnu RECLAIM 
fQd litie.>; fr<cm accessing offset exemptions in Rule 13{14 would plnce form~r RECLAlM 
facilities at a signifi::ant dj::;udvuntuge reltJCii.<e to other non-RECLAIM flcilities. catitOrllia 
Health & S•feLy Co~e Section 39616(c){7) prohibits L'Oposing disproJX>nionotc impacts, 
m~Ut'ed on an aggreg3tc basis. on those sta()omuy ~uun.:es inclodt:d in the RECLAUYT prot(I'Wn 
compaxd to otbcrpenniued statiOnat}' sources. Creating a nev.• category of scmrces whbout 
a;ctf>S ro either RTCs or ltu!e 1304 offset exemptions to SAtisfy NSR requirements runs afoul oi 
this prohibition. 

Stotcmcnl P<rt&lolbg to SCAOMD llule 1306 

The July 2018 Prelimin•l)' Droft Stall' Report con!ains tbe ful!owing stater.1elll: 
~Moreovc:r, Ruie 1306 -· Cmis.!ion Calculations VI'Ollfd calculat~ emission incrcam of exiting 
RECLAiM faciliti.~ based on actwl to poll:ntial c:mis.sion.,., thereby further ex.aterbatiog the 
need for offs:tS." (Preliminary Dnllt Staff Report, p. 8). It is not clear wby this would be the 
case. Furthermore> it is premature to make-such assertions outside the cont<::xt of an ovcralf 
analysis of v.itat the NSR miUirtments for fnnner RECLAIM facilities might be, This i$1 a 
criticol i9Sue toot must be addressed in the ov...U dovclopmeol of the NSR program for fonner 
RECLAIM facilities. 
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l.ATHAf\.'.<:.WATKI NS!.!f 

Con{'htsiou 

( 
'·- . 

Tl-.tll:k you fOt ~.:onsidr..."Jing these COIWllelltS. \Vt.l~)ok. fu['\-WUd TO COntinuir:g to work Wilh 
yo:.J "n these rult:rm.kings which are critlcuHy impor~nt to stake holden> il5 well as th~ re:;;,rional 
eoonom}'· lfyou bave any quesliu~s, please ~cutact m~ at (714) 401-8105 or by emzii at 
lllicl:ael.c::moll@lw.corn or Briclgct McCann ofWSPA at (310} 308-2146 or l:ly email at 
hmocnn:n@wspa.org. 

cc: Cathy Rehcis-Boyd, WS~A 
PaHy Scnccol, WSPA 
Bri~et Mc~nn, WSPA 
W•)nc Nostri, SCAQMD 
Barb.lra Oaid, SCAQMD 
Micb.•d l<!au,., SCAQMD 

t\S·llOC5\lOOC64J 112 

Sincerely) 

\\;v-..(·k...S1.C"-"M "~ 
Michael J. Carcb/ ~"-'-'-''
ofLATH . ...,"\,1 & WATKINS U.P 
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July 3, 2018 

Dr. Philip Fine 
Deputy Executive Officer 
South Coa;t Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

Via e-mail at: pfine@aqmd.gov 

Re: WSPA Comments on RECLAIM Transition Project Rulos 
Proposed Amended Rul<> 1135 (NOx Emissions from Electric Power Generating 
Systems) 
Propos<>d Am<>nded Rule 1134 (NOxEmissions from Stationary Gas Turbines) 
Proposed Rule 1109.1 (Refinery Equipment) 

Dear Dr. F ine: 

Westem States Petroleum Association (WSPA) appreciates this opportunity to provide 
feedback on the transition oi the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) program to 
a command-and-control regulatory structure (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 alld othet 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 are within the purview of the RECLAIM program administered 
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (District or SCAQMD) and they will be 
impacted by the RECLAIM Transition Project. We have several comments concerning 
pending rulemakings to implement new Best Available Retrofn Control Technology (BARCT) 
Tequirements. 

WSPA and its members are activll pa(liciP.ants in )he workiQg groups related Ia the RECLAIM 
Ttans~ion project. We. respeclfutly offer lhe following comments on Proposed Amended Rule 
(PAR) 1135, NOx Emissions from Electric Power Generating Systems, PAR 1134. NOx 
Emissions from Stationary Ga.s Turbines. and Proposed Rule (PR) 1109.1, Refinery 
Equipment. 

1. B[<RCT must ba ast.abli~llad, for each e~ss and eateg0ry of equjpment. filARCT 
.determina.tiQnS for qn8 cla~S m8y ·tKi d1tfer~nt ·t11an ariOttter cl~~ .. Ca~tioq s.hou1d 
be &X&reised when refenincing or applying BARCT daterrillnatlons .!tom other 
classes within a category. 

1 
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The California Hea~h and Safe1)1 Code (CHSC) defines BARCT as follows: 

"Best available ~trofil confrol technology means fln emission limitation fh3f is based Oil 
the maximum degree of reduction achievable, takir;g into eccount environmental, 
anergy, and sconomic impacts hv a:~ch ci:Jss or cateaory of source.~~ [Emphasis 
added] 

Under District BARCT rules. an equipment category may consist of multiple classes. 
These classes may be defined by different design criteria or operational factors. 
Examples might inciud<> throughput ratings, duly cycles, or usage level (e.g., low v, high 
use). Such classifications within a category are necessary to establish what is 
technologically feasible and cost effeclivo as required in the determination of BAR CT. 

The Disllict is presently oonsidering BARCT rules for a number of equipment types 
within the REC!.AIM Transition Project. Due to their inclusion in the RECLAIM program, 
many of these equipment types have not undergone an evaluation for command-and
control BARCT since the RECLAIM program's launch in 1993, at feast with respect to 
equipment situated at RECLAIM facilities. In many cases, an equipment category is 
comprised of several different <:tasses and therefore addrG!SSed under several different 
rules. Some notable examples include: 

• Stationa;y gas turbines, which will be covered under a nutnber of different 
classes pursuantto PAR 1134, PAR 1135 and PR 1109.1. 

• Process heaters and boilers, which will be addressed under a number of 
different classes pursuant to PAR 1146, PAR 1146.1, PAR 1146.2, and PR 
1109.1. 

Despite similarities within the broader categories, BARCT detem~inations must be 
conducted specific to each crass of equipment within a category. Take for example a 
stational)' gas ltlrbine; a given make/model of turtline might be deployed in a refinery 
cogeneration system, or an electtic generating facilay (EGF). However, operational 
design differences would place this equipment in different classes. That classification 
could be defined based on differences in fuel l)lpe (e.g., refinery fuel gas andlor utilrty 
quality natural gas), or duty (e.g., base load vs. demand response, etc.). 

We appreciate that the District is in the process of conducting a thorough BARCT 
analysis for these sources across the different proposed rules including PR 1109. f, 
Such BARCT analyses for refinefY sources must be specific to refinery applications and 
BARCT determinations for similar types of equipment in nan-refinery application may 
not be relevant because what is technologically feasible and cost effective in one 
application may nof be in another application. For this reason, caution should be 
exercised when referencing or applying BARCT determinations from other classes 
within a category. 

2. If a technically feasible endpoint is not cost effective, It cannot be considered 
BARCT since cost effectiveness is a fundamental requirement of BARCT, Some 

1 CHSC §~0~6. 

2 
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endpoints presented by SCAQMD Staff to recent RECLAIM landing rule working 
groups exceed the District's $SO,OGO per ton NOx reduced cost effectiveness 
threshold.' 

In establishing BARCT, a district must do all of the following:' 

1) Identify one or mare potential control options which achieves the emission 
reduction obJectives for the regulation. 

2) Review lhe lnformalion developed to assess the cost-effectiveness of the 
potential control option. For purposes of this paragraph, "cost-effectiveness" 
means the cost, in dollars, of the potential control option divided by emission 
reduction potential. in tons. of the potential control option. 

3) Calculate the incremental cost-effectiveness for the potential control options. 
To determine the incremental cost-effecti·o~eness under this paragraph .. the 
district shall calculate the difference in the dollar costs divided by the difference 
in the emission reduction poteotia1s between each progressively more stringent 
potential control option as compared to the next less expensive control option. 

4) Consider the effectiveness of the proposed control option . the oosl· 
effectiveness of each potentiar control option, and the incremental cost
effectiveness between the potential control options. 

In short, BARCT must represent an emission limitation Which Is bolh technologically 
feasible and oost effeclive. 

We note that District Staff recently presented at least one preliminary BARCT 
recommendation Which Stall's (preliminary) analysis indicated was not cost effective. 
Staff presented the I'AR 1135 Working Group with a 'BARCT Recommendation" for 
'Combined-Cycle Turbines" as 2 ppm NOx. despne data suggesting that every affected 
unit in the class would exceed the District's cost effectiveness threshold. • Given that 
data, BARCT cannot be 2 ppm NOx for the class/category and the District's BARCT 
recommenda1ton would require revision. 

3. BARCT must be established at a classlcat&gory level. Device~evel limitations are 
not appropriate unless the source class/category is classified to Include a single 
device. 

As noted above, BARCT must represent an emission limitation whlcll is both 
technologically feasible l!lifl cost effective for each class/category of source'' In one 
instance, the· District Staff presented a working group with a preliminary BARCT 
recommendation that would effectively establish device-level throughput limits as part of 
the BARCT rule' The District Staffs'analysis for the category {I.e:, EGF UfifitY Boilers) 
clearly indicated that the Staff's proposed BARCT laver was not c'osi effectiVe for the 
class/category. As part of that (preliminary) determination, Staff proposed •Jaw use 

2 SCAQMO p:~nl3~• lo P10pC$cd Amend;;(~ Ruia ~ 135 VJoritir.g Group Meebng 13 June 20~8. Slida! 30-d 
CHSC §4092~.~. , 

~ SCAQMO !)'wenta.OO.'ltD P1.:~posOO Amen:$ed R~ 1135 1A\3114t.g C'ttOl.IP M'eling. 13 June 201a. S!l~$ 27 ~.nd 30 
" CHSC §<i0406. ' 
6 SCAQMO preenl3'(1on I!') Pf<.IPOISe-1 A:nendGd Ru:.<J 1135 \1\'art.ir.g Group M£ellt!Q 13 June 2P:8. Slide-s 411).:-i3. 
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e)Cemptions" wo•Jid be imposed In th e form of new operating ~imits tor each of the 
indivlduaJ devices to ba calculated as a function of cost effectiveness. Such devtce
le•et ~mitatlons are not aJlll<OPriale lor a BARCT delerm!nation when the class/category 
consists of muttipll! devices. If the District wishes to eslablisn a low-use exemption. ft 
must set a class/cat<;gory threshold obove wlliclllhe BARCT recommend aim would be 
cost elfective for lhe classJcateglll)'. 

4. Roqul ,.ments which elleclivoly force relir&m<>n t oi basic equipment must be 
accounted fo r In the cost effectiveness analysis for the p roposed rule. Su ch a 
roqui.rement wou'ld also need to b9 accounta.d for In the Distrlet's sociooconomic 
analysis for the Proposed Rule. 

In the rec«nt working group meetings for PAR 1135 and PAR 1134. Dislrid Slaff 
indicated they are considering a "replacement requiremenr for older equipment >.• In 
both cans, the concept of a mplacement requirement appeared to be driver. l:>y Staffs 
de,ire to Impose a control level that was not demonstrated to be cost effective. BARCT 
Is by definition a ml!:l2filsbmdard that applies to existing souroes. The requi,.ment that 
BARCT standards be both technologically achievable and cost 6ffective is an 
acknowledgement that it may llOt be possible to achieve the same level of control on an 
existing source as might be possible with a new source. If there are no more stf'ingent 
control& that are cost effec1iv~ for a class or category of source, then that source is at 
BARCT and !he analysis Is concluded. To instead require rep)acement of that source 
(perhaps without any regard to I he technological feasibility or cost effectiveness) with a 
new &ouroe {presumably equipped with best available control technology) renders the 
te<:hnoioglcal feasibility an<) cost effectiveness limitations in the BARCT definition 
moaning len. The Health and Safety Code grants the District authority to impose best 
available control technology {BACT) on new and modified sources and BARCT on 
existing sources.' We ere not aware of any authority that allows the District to compel 
replacemont of an exlsllng source when it finds that there are no cost effective retrofit 
control&. We do, however, support measures that lvould make ~ easier tor a facility to 
replace aging equipmont If II elects to do so on a volunlary basis, including streamlined 
new source review and available sources of emission offsets. 

5. The timetable l or transition to command-<~nd-control BARCT could matarlally 
afloct What Is achievable, and Whether it is cost elfectiva. 

Under RECLAIM's market-based design, covered facilfties have successfully reduced 
aggregate program emissions for NOx and SOx in accordanco with the program's 
declining RTC caps. Facilities have implemented custom compliance s~ategies to meet 
these caps, which included instaDing emissions controls on equipment where it was cost 
effective end using the compiance marl<et Where physical change• were not oost 
effective. The District Is now planning to transition RECLAIM faciities to oonvnand·and· 
control (under various directives). 

Due to program design, REClAIM facilities Within a given sector may have punsued 
widely varied strateg~ and now find themselveS il widely varied situations wlh respect 

1 SCA<»AA~toPtapolld~A!Ae 113SW~Gm.ptA!rt:lrQ 1~h'tr:2C18. Si:ii4S. 
I SCA.Old~D j:w......, to Pfopo11'4 ~ R!Ae 1134 \1\l.t.ttMg en:...;, McG':ing. 13 Jxe 2018. Sid! 42. 
'CHSCf'~l). 

4 
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Responses to Comment Letter #3 

 

Response 3-1  

This comment begins by introducing the parties represented by the letter; no response to this 

comment is necessary. SCAQMD staff appreciates your participation with our rule development 

process. 

Response 3-2 

This comment, combined with two referenced letters of March 13, 2019 (a general letter from the 

commentator to the SCAQMD Governing Board regarding PAR 1134, BARCT, CEQA, and 

Socioeconomic impacts) and September 7, 2018 (a letter from the commentator previously 

submitted relative to the proposed amendments to Rules 2001 and 2002) address the commenter’s 

position on how a CEQA analysis should be conducted during the RECLAIM transition, repeats 

the same CEQA issues presented in Comment Letter #2, Comment 2-6 that was submitted by the 

commenter relative to the Draft SEA for Proposed Amended Regulation XX – Regional Clean Air 

Incentives Market (RECLAIM):  Proposed Amended Rule 2001 – Applicability, and Proposed 

Amended Rule 2002 – Allocations for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx) (see 

Appendix C, pp. C-8 to C-9).  See Response 2-6 contained in Appendix C (pp. C-14 to C-17) of 

the Final SEA for PARs 2001 and 2002 (http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf).  This 

comment is also similar to Comment Letter #2, Comment 2-5 that was submitted relative to the 

Draft SEA for PAR 1134.  See also Response 2-5 of this Final SEA.   

 

The commentator also attached four additional letters to Comment Letter #3, as follows: 

 

1. Latham & Watkins letter dated August 24, 2018:  This letter is referenced in the March 

13, 2019 letter to the Governing Board and raises issues relative to Rules 1135 and 1113.  

This letter does not raise any CEQA issues relative to PAR 1134 and does not appear to 

be germane to PAR 1134.  No response to this letter is necessary. 

 

2. Latham & Watkins letter dated November 1, 2018:  This letter is also referenced in the 

March 13, 2019 letter to the Governing Board and raises issues relative to equipment 

replacement and BARCT.  This letter does not raise any CEQA issues relative to PAR 

1134 and does not appear to be germane to PAR 1134.  No response to this letter is 

necessary. 

 

3. Latham & Watkins letter dated March 4, 2019:  This letter raises issues regarding 

supporting documentation relative to the RECLAIM program and the previously 

proposed amendments to Rules 1146, 1146.1 and 1146.2 that were adopted in 2018.  This 

letter does not raise any CEQA issues relative to PAR 1134 and does not appear to be 

germane to PAR 1134.  No response to this letter is necessary. 

 

4. Western States Petroleum Association letter dated July 3, 2018:  This letter raises issues 

regarding BARCT and cost-effectiveness of PAR 1134, Rule 1135 and PAR 1109.1.   

This letter does not raise any CEQA issues relative to PAR 1134.  No response to this 

letter is necessary. 

  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/finalseaforpars2001-2002-fullmerge.pdf
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Response 3-3 

This comment raises the same issues presented in Comment Letter #2, Comments 2-2 and 2-4.  

See Responses 2-2 and 2-4.  In addition, Table 4-11 has been revised to also include an ammonia 

slip concentration of 10 ppm.  As shown with the 5 ppm ammonia slip concentration limit, there 

are also no significant impacts to non-carcinogenic chronic and acute reference exposure levels 

when the ammonia slip concentration at the exit of a stack is 10 ppm.  Further, the ammonia 

emission limit of 10 ppm is specific to compressor gas turbines, of which there are only four 

affected units.  Therefore, the Final SEA presents all of the environmental impacts that may be 

associated with concentrations of both 5 ppm and 10 ppm ammonia slip.  

 

Response 3-4 

The analysis for the installation of one ammonia storage tank and one SCR system on page 4-7 

(not 4-5 as indicated by the commenter) has been updated to include a footnote, which references 

the previous analysis conducted for the same type of equipment in the Final Subsequent 

Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rules 1146 – Emissions of Oxides of 

Nitrogen from Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process 

Heaters; 1146.1 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Small Industrial, Institutional, and 

Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters; 1146.2 - Emissions of Oxides of 

Nitrogen from Large Water Heaters and Small Boilers and Process Heaters; and Proposed Rule 

1100 – Implementation Schedule for NOx Facilities, November 2018.  

(http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-

series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf). 

 

Response 3-5 

Contrary to the comment, the Final SEA actually contains an analysis of the potential for the 

construction and operation of new ammonia tanks as the worst-case scenario on a peak day (see 

Appendix E, pp. E1 through E2).  The Final SEA merely acknowledges that the analysis may 

overestimate these impacts since some facilities may elect to continue using their existing aqueous 

ammonia storage tanks, if feasible and cost-effective.  For operational impacts, the Final SEA takes 

into account the projected increased use of aqueous ammonia as a result of PAR 1134 and analyses 

the associated emissions from the truck deliveries of aqueous ammonia regardless of whether the 

delivery is being made to a new tank or an existing tank.  Finally, at the time of publication of the 

Draft SEA and subsequent to its release, SCAQMD staff has not received any comments from 

individual facilities specifically indicating that their existing ammonia tank(s) would not have 

sufficient capacity to meet the projected aqueous ammonia demand that may be needed to comply 

with PAR 1134.  As such, SCAQMD staff believes the foundation of assumptions regarding new 

ammonia tanks and usage are reasonable for the analysis relative to PAR 1134. 

 

Relative to the future amendments to Rule 1110.2 or the rule development of any other RECLAIM 

landing rule, if additional ammonia use and storage becomes necessary as part of that project a 

separate CEQA analysis will be conducted to evaluate the construction and operation impacts 

associated with new aqueous ammonia tanks.  Further, the Final SEA for PAR 1134 is not required 

to consider the exact modifications every facility will use to comply with future RECLAIM 

transition rule developments such as for Rule 1110.2, including installation of any additional SCR 

systems. Such consideration would be speculative as that information is not currently available 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf
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and SCAQMD staff is unable to predict or forecast when and what actions a facility would undergo 

to comply with those rules.   

 

See Response 2-5 for more information related to how SCAQMD prepares CEQA analyses for 

each individual RECLAIM Transition rule.  

 

Response 3-6 

Affected facilities have indicated to SCAQMD staff that in order to avoid having all gas turbines 

simultaneously offline, which in turn means avoiding having to be entirely shutdown and to lose 

production capability, they would undergo construction in a sequential manner. For example, 

during the rule development for PAR 1135 which included similar affected technology as what is 

being considered in PAR 1134, “Facility 5” emphasized the need for sequential construction in 

order to ensure a facility was still operational.  For this reason, the analysis in the Final SEA 

assumed that each facility would have the affected turbines undergo sequential construction.  At 

the time of publication of the Draft SEA and subsequent to its release, SCAQMD staff has not 

received any comments from individual facilities specifically indicating that installation of the 

SCR systems would need to occur concurrently in lieu of sequentially.  The commentator claims 

that the assumption of sequential construction is unreasonable but fails to provide evidence or 

specifically identify the facility or facilities that may elect to shut down their entire operations 

during construction in order to comply with PAR 1134.  As such, SCAQMD staff is unable to 

verify this claim.  In addition, Comment 3-8 below suggests that the need for reliability would 

actually support a sequential, not concurrent, construction implementation as assumed in the Final 

SEA, and directly contradicts the sentiments in Comment 3-6.   

 

Response 3-7 

The assumptions for the number and type of construction equipment and hours of operation that 

may be needed to replace one stationary gas turbine at one facility that were presented in Table 4-

5 were based on the assumptions for the same equipment contained in the Final Subsequent 

Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rules 1146 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen 

from Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters; 

1146.1 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Small Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial 

Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters; 1146.2 - Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from 

Large Water Heaters and Small Boilers and Process Heaters; and Proposed Rule 1100 – 

Implementation Schedule for NOx Facilities, November 2018 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-

series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf). 

 

Response 3-8 

SCAQMD staff agrees with the comment that facilities have a high need for reliability and that in 

order to avoid all gas turbines being offline simultaneously and to maintain operations at each 

facility, the modifications to retrofit existing stationary gas turbines with new air pollution control 

equipment (e.g., SCR technology/systems installation), modify existing SCR systems, or repower 

or replace existing stationary gas turbines are assumed to occur in sequential order.  Existing 

turbines may continue to operate during this process but the continued operation of existing 

turbines is not an impact of PAR 1134.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2018/pars-1146-series---final-sea---full-merge-113018.pdf
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The analysis in the Final SEA concluded that air quality impacts from construction and operation 

activities would be less than significant as a result of implementing the proposed project.  As used 

here, operation refers to operation of the new project having impacts different from the existing 

setting.  Thus, the air quality impacts due to construction and operation are not considered to be 

cumulatively considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(1) and therefore, there 

are no significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts.  Further, it should be noted that the air 

quality analysis is a conservative, “worst case” analysis so the actual construction and operational 

impacts are not expected to be as great as estimated in this Final SEA.  Additionally, the 

construction activities are temporary when compared to the permanent long-term NOx emission 

reductions to be achieved as a result of implementing the proposed project.  Even though the 

proposed project will cause a temporary less than significant increase in air emissions during the 

construction and operation phase, the temporary net increase in construction emissions combined 

with the total permanent emission reductions projected overall during operation would not 

interfere with the expected overall NOx reductions as part of the proposed project. 

 

Response 3-9 

This comment repeats the sentiments expressed in Comments 2-5 and 3-2.  See Responses 2-5 and 

3-2.   

 

Response 3-10 

The air quality analysis in the Final SEA actually considers the round-trip vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) distances that may be driven to deliver aqueous ammonia to the affected facilities and these 

VMT distances were used to quantify the air impacts that may result from these trips.  In particular, 

Chapter 4 of the Final SEA analyzes the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts and states that the 

number of total increased truck trips expected annually as a result of PAR 1134 is 236 truck trips 

(see page 4-20 of the Final SEA).  In addition, the distance for one truck to deliver ammonia to 

one facility was assumed to be 100 miles round-trip (see page 4-14 of the Final SEA and Appendix 

C-5, p. C-5-1), which equates to approximately 23,600 vehicle miles traveled annually as a result 

of ammonia deliveries that are expected to occur as part of implementing PAR 1134 at all of the 

affected facilities.  However, the analysis in the Draft SEA inadvertently included VMT for 

ammonia deliveries to Beta-Offshore, an off-shore oil platform.  However, this facility has 

indicated that they do not intend to utilize ammonia to reduce the NOx emissions from their six 

turbines.  Thus, the analysis over-estimated the VMT associated with ammonia deliveries by 1,200 

miles per year (e.g., one ammonia delivery trip per month at 100 miles per trip).  As such, the 

amount of VMT to be attributed to ammonia delivery trips for PAR 1134 is actually 22,400 miles 

per year. 

 

By applying the same composite truck accident rate from Table 4-13 (e.g., 0.28 accidents per 

million miles traveled), and conducting a similar calculation as presented in Transportation 

Release Scenario 1, the estimated accident rate associated with transporting aqueous ammonia for 

PAR 1134 for 23,600 VMT is 0.006608 per year, or about one accident every 151 years, and for 

22,400 VMT is 0.006272 per year or about one accident every 159 years.   

 

Further, it is important to note that a portion of the PAR 1134 universe of equipment and the 

associated ammonia storage, use and truck deliveries were previously evaluated in the Final 
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Program EA for NOx RECLAIM that was certified in December 20156.  The following table 

presents the list of facilities that would be subject to PAR 1134 and identifies which facilities were 

previously evaluated in the December 2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM.   

Table G-2 
PAR 1134 List of Affected Facilities that were Previously Evaluated in the December 2015 Final 

Program EA for NOx RECLAIM 

Facility Name Address 

Evaluated in December 

2015 Program EA for 

NOx RECLAIM 

Altagas Pomona Energy Co.  1507 Mount Vernon, Pomona, CA, 91768 NO 

Providence Saint John's Health Center 1328 22nd Street, Santa Monica, CA, 90404 NO 

LA Co., Olive View/UCLA Medical 

Center 
14445 Olive View Drive, Sylmar, CA, 91342 NO 

Loma Linda University 11100 Anderson Street, Loma Linda, CA, 92350 NO 

Berry Petroleum Company, LLC 
25121 North Sierra Highway, Santa Clarita, CA, 

91321 
YES 

San Diego Gas & Electric 
14601 Virginia Street, Moreno Valley, CA, 

92555 
YES 

Wheelabrator Norwalk Energy Co. Inc.1 11500 Balsam Street, Norwalk, CA, 90650 YES 

LA City, Department of Airports (LAX)2 275 Center Way, Los Angeles, CA, 90045 YES 

OLS Energy-Chino 5601 Eucalyptus Avenue, Chino, CA, 91710 NO 

LA Co. Sheriff Department 29300 The Old Road, Saugus, CA, 91350 NO 

LA Co. Internal Services Department 301 N Broadway, Los Angeles, CA, 90012 NO 

California State University, Fullerton 
800 N State College Boulevard, Fullerton, CA, 

92831 
NO 

Beta Offshore 

OCS Lease Parcels P-300 Huntington Beach, 

CA 92648 (This facility is an oil platform in the 

Pacific Ocean) 

YES 

B Braun Medical, Inc. 2525 McGaw Ave, Irvine, CA, 92614 NO 

Thums Long Beach Co. 1411 Pier D Street, Long Beach, CA, 90802 YES 

Bridge Energy, LLC 2000 Tonner Canyon Road, Brea, CA, 92821 NO 

Tin, Inc., International Paper3 5110 E. Jurupa Ave, Ontario, CA, 91761 YES 

SoCalGas Aliso Canyon4 12801 Tampa Avenue, Northridge, CA, 91326  YES 

1 
Wheelabrator underwent a change of ownership in 2018 and is now DSH-Metropolitan State Hospital. In addition, the stationary 

gas turbines at this facility location are no longer in operation and they do not have any active permits with the SCAQMD.  The 

Final SEA evaluates the physical changes and the environmental impacts that may be associated with these turbines.  Because these 

turbines are no longer operational, the analysis in the Final SEA overestimates the environmental impacts.  
2 Prior to the adoption of PAR 1134, Los Angeles City, Department of Airports (LAX) replaced their turbines with equipment that 

currently meets the emission limits in PAR 1134. However, the Final SEA evaluates the physical changes and the environmental 

impacts that may be associated with the old turbines.  Because these turbines no longer exist, the analysis in the Final SEA 

overestimates the environmental impacts. 
3 Tin, Inc., International Paper underwent a change of ownership and is now New-Indy.  This facility was originally evaluated in 

the December 2015 Program EA for NOx RECLAIM. Prior to the adoption of PAR 1134, New-Indy submitted applications to 

replace their existing turbines. As such, these units were not analyzed in this Final SEA. 
4 This facility was originally identified as having equipment subject to PAR 1134; however this facility electrified the affected units 

prior to the adoption of PAR 1134.  As such, these units were not analyzed in this Final SEA.  

                                                 
6 SCAQMD, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2015/regxxfinalpeaplusappendices.pdf
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Appendix E-5 (see p. 71) of the December 2015 Final Program EA for NOx RECLAIM estimated 

126 ammonia delivery trips per year at 100 miles per round-trip (which is equivalent to 12,600 

VMT) would be specifically attributed to non-refinery turbines.  Of the 23,600 VMT analyzed for 

PAR 1134, 12,600 VMT were previously evaluated in the December 2015 Final Program EA for 

NOx RECLAIM.  Thus, the incremental increase of VMT due to ammonia deliveries for PAR 

1134 is approximately 11,000 VMT (e.g., 23,600 – 12,600 = 11,000) with an estimated accident 

rate of 0.00308 or about one accident every 325 years.   

 

For all of these VMT values, based on the low probability of an ammonia tanker truck accident 

with a major release and the potential for exposure to low concentrations because aqueous 

ammonia is comprised of 81 percent water, if any, the conclusion of less than significant impacts 

due to an accidental release of ammonia during transportation scenario would remain unchanged. 

 

Response 3-11 

As explained in the hazards and hazardous materials impacts discussion in the Final SEA, the 

proposed project is not expected to generate significant adverse impacts related to the accidental 

release of ammonia during transport.  However, because some of the affected facilities are located 

within ¼-mile of a sensitive receptor, implementation of the proposed project is expected to 

generate significant adverse impacts related to the potential for a rupture of an aqueous ammonia 

storage tank.  Mitigation measures were crafted and applied to the proposed project, but they will 

not conclusively reduce the impacts to less than significant levels at all of the affected facilities.  

Thus, the overall conclusion in the Final SEA is that hazards and hazardous materials impacts for 

the proposed project due to ammonia tank rupture will remain significant after mitigation measures 

are applied.  

 

If an aqueous ammonia delivery truck malfunctions and spills the entire contents of the truck 

(which could be up to 6,000 gallons) during a delivery, the contents will be routed to same 

berm/ammonia containment system in place for when there is a storage tank rupture and the same 

mitigation measures would apply.  The offsite consequence analysis conducted for a storage tank 

rupture actually assumed a larger volume of aqueous ammonia spilled than what would occur if a 

truck spills its entire contents during a delivery.  As such, there is no need to conduct a separate 

analysis for a truck spill during delivery, since the offsite consequence analysis for the aqueous 

ammonia storage tank already analyzes a larger quantity of ammonia released, and is therefore, 

more conservative and representative of a worst-case analysis at a given facility.  Thus, the Final 

SEA does not need to include a third analysis specific to a spill during truck offloading. 

 

In addition, facilities retrofitting units with SCR systems and installing an accompanying ammonia 

storage tank are required to submit permit applications to modify their equipment.  Thus, 

SCAQMD staff will conduct a CEQA evaluation of the facility-specific project to determine if the 

project is covered by the analysis in the Final SEA.  If significant adverse environmental impacts 

are identified that are specific to the facility’s applications, the facility will also be required to 

employ the mitigation measures (HZ-1 through HZ-6) as part of their overall project to reduce the 

risk of an offsite consequence to any nearby sensitive receptor(s).  It is important to note that 

mitigation measure HZ -5 specifically addresses an accidental release as a result of truck loading 

or unloading of aqueous ammonia.  HZ-5 is stated as follows: 
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HZ-5 Equip the truck loading/unloading area with an underground gravity drain that 

flows to a large on-site retention basin to provide sufficient ammonia dilution to the 

extent that no hazards impact is possible in the event of an accidental release during 

transfer of aqueous ammonia.  
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Comment Letter #4 

WSPA 
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Or Fhilip Fin~t 
r•:larcll 15. 20H) 
Page 2 · 

1. Piecemealing of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} Analysis 

It is a fundamental principle of California Environ mental Quality Ad. (CEOAJ review that all 
environmental i~c.ts for the \~.t.ole of a project be analyzed together. In this case, the 
"projact'' is tha RECLAIM Transition as a whole as raquirad by Control Measure cr ... 1B-05 as 
adopted in the 2016 Air Quality Managornant Plan (AQMP).:: YGt. District staff is conducting the 
CEOA review through a series of Subsequent Environmental Asscssi'"I"Cnts (SEAs) that analyze 
only the impacts associated •,vith the particular landing rule under consideration. Staff argues 
that this approach is aoceptable because the SEA '~iers otr of the March 2017 Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 AQMP l and sev eral other earlier certified CE.QA 
documents . .. •klich analyzed the tran-s~ion as a whole. However, the March 201 7 PEIR. \•A'lich 
vvas completed in January 2018, did not ana.lyze the transition of the RE.CLAU .. 1 program 4·2 
bacausa that transition was not ~rt of Contr()f Measure CMB-05 as proposed at that tim&. 
Therefore, tiering off of the ear1ier CEQA documents to support rukl amendments that seek to 
implement the transition is not possib le because there is no comprehensive analysis in the 
earlier documents. In the absence of a program-level CEOA analysis that includes the vl'hole of 
the R.ECLAJM transition projec:t, staff's segmented analysis o f each proposed n.llemaking action 
constitutes a classic '"piecemealing·· in violat ion of CEQA This issue is addressed in more detail 
in the foUowing a ttachments; 

• Attachment 1: May 1, 2018 comments from WSPA 
• Attachment 2; September i , 20 18 comments from Latham & Wa.tkins LLP on behalf o f 

WSPA 

2. Incomplete and Inappropriate CEQA Baseline 

The Draft SEA for PAR 1'1 34 relics on a baseline representing implementation of control 
measure CMB-05 from the 2016 AOMP and the current 'lersion o f Rule 1134. While the Omft 
SEA oorrecUy notes that CEQA aUovo..s for baselines other than when the NOP/1$ is circulated. 
the baseline used in the SEA is not time shifted. Rather, the basi!line is incomplete and 
inappropriate as ~ rainforoas tha piacatMaling <liscussad abovE!. A more appropriate baseline 
would bl! the ex·istlng setting based on current conditions, or the existing setting used in the ,1_3 March 2017 PEIR. 

This selection of the baseline inflates the starting point of the analysis and thus may rriss 
impacts that could be signif icant. The SEA not-es that PAR 1134. e\•en with this distortion. is 
expected to have ··significant effects that vvere rnot discussed in the March 2017 Final Program 
EIR" and "significant affects that \1\E!r& prev iously examined that •J~Ji ll be substantially mora 
sGverE! than 'Nhat •.vas discussed in tho March 2017 Final Program EIR for the 2016 AOMP.'" 
But the inflating of tho baseline may also cause an understatement of the severity of the 
impacts which are already deemed significant. 

1 iiC\UJ>AU. f rnal l •Jr QJJality M !nagem::n: 1-'lal'l. Mar~h 1011. 
~ SC:..CMC, .=ir~.J I P r~ar;n En .. •irorrr~nl:a lmp;.;c: RE~>Vrt fer th~ 201V Air ~u.,lit:t Mt:na~m~nt P .n . 5t;tt~ 
Cle~·lngh:v....: 1120l60i'IOC6 .. Janudl\' 2017. 
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Responses to Comment Letter #4 

 

Response 4-1  

This comment begins by introducing the parties represented by the letter; no response to this 

comment is necessary. SCAQMD staff appreciates your participation with our rule development 

process. 

Response 4-2 

This comment raises the same issues as presented in Comment Letter #2, Comment 2-5, and 

Comment Letter #3, Comment 3-2.  See Responses 2-5 and 3-2 of this Final SEA.  Also, the 

commentator references Attachment 1, a letter dated May 1, 2018.  This letter was not included 

with the comment letter so SCAQMD staff is unable to respond to Attachment 1.  The 

commentator references Attachment 2, a letter from Latham & Watkins dated September 7, 

2008.  Attachment 2 was provided as an attachment to Comment Letter #3, and is addressed as 

part of Comment 3-2/Response 3-2.  

 

Response 4-3 

Between the time when the amendments to the NOx RECLAIM program were adopted in 

December 2015 (and the corresponding Final Program EA was certified) and when the 2016 

AQMP was adopted in March 2017 (and the corresponding Final Program EIR was certified), 

RECLAIM facilities that have equipment that will now be subject to Rule 1134 (and all the other 

landing rules) did not previously make any physical modifications to reduce NOx emissions from 

the affected equipment.  As explained in Response 2-5, that is why CMB-05 was revised to 

specifically contemplate the unwinding of the RECLAIM program, as follows.  “One approach 

under serious consideration is a long-term transition to a traditional command-and-control 

regulatory structure.  As many of the program’s original advantages appear to be diminishing and 

generating increased scrutiny, an orderly sunset of the RECLAIM program may be the best way 

to create more regulatory certainty and reduce compliance burdens for RECLAIM facilities, while 

also achieving more actual and SIP creditable emissions reductions.”   

 

Thus, the baseline or existing setting for equipment subject to PAR 1134 as well as the other 

RECLAIM landing rules is the same at the time of the adoption of the 2016 AQMP and the analysis 

in the Final Program EIR for the 2016 AQMP. In addition, the Final SEA for PAR 1134 does not 

include an analysis of the full implementation of CMB-05 but rather only analyzes impacts that 

have not been previously analyzed in relation to the implementation of PAR 1134.  

 

Response 4-4 

The SCAQMD is required to examine the socioeconomic impacts of rule changes to the extent 

data is available.  In addition, while the SCAQMD is not legally required to conduct cumulative 

socioeconomic analyses, the Final Socioeconomic Report for the 2016 AQMP fully analyzed the 

socioeconomic impacts for the 2016 AQMP, including the entire RECLAIM transition project.  

CMB-5 was presented in the socioeconomic report where the potential cost of reducing 5 TPD 

NOx emissions were estimated and the associated regional economic impacts projected.  

Specifically, the costs presented were scaled from a thorough BARCT assessment conducted as 

part of the 2015 NOx RECLAIM Amendments, and the analysis conservatively assumed that the 

estimated cost per ton of NOx emission reduction would be 50 percent higher than the cost-per-

ton of installing all BARCT control equipment identified in the 2015 NOx RECLAIM 
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Amendments.  The analysis comports with the applicable Governing Board resolutions and 

statutory requirements.   

 

The PAR 1134 Socioeconomic Impact Assessment only accounts for the “one-time capital costs 

and annual recurring costs” in the net present worth and annual cost estimates, as well as the costs 

inputs in the Regional Economic Modeling Inc. (REMI) software used to project macroeconomic 

impacts from direct compliance costs.  Comments provided by WSPA state that the socioeconomic 

analysis “ignores other potential impacts which may be caused by the elimination of the current 

Regulation XX market-based program”.  As it currently stands, facilities that received initial 

determination notifications and meet the proposed criteria to exit, would not receive a final 

determination notification to exit RECLAIM until key elements such as NSR and permitting are 

resolved. However, these facilities may request to opt-out of RECLAIM before these key elements 

are resolved, upon meeting specific conditions specified in subdivision (g) of Rule 2001.  

Beginning with PAR 1135 – Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Electricity Generating 

Facilities and in each subsequent RECLAIM landing rule staff has made attempts to perform basic 

accounting of potential market impacts of potentially eligible facilities transitioned out of 

RECLAIM upon rule amendment.  The current PAR 1134 Socioeconomic Assessment provides 

estimates of the foregone market supply and forgone market demand if all eligible facilities elect 

to exit upon rule amendment.  In addition, the socioeconomic analysis provides estimated cost 

impacts across all facilities eligible to exit as a result of PAR 1134 being amended.  Staff believes 

that attempting to quantify ancillary market impacts resulting from the RECLAIM transitions is 

highly speculative, and does not warrant inclusion in annual compliance cost estimates and REMI 

model inputs.  



Proposed Amended 

Rule 1134
Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen 

from Stationary Gas Turbines

Governing Board Meeting – April 5, 2019

ATTACHMENT K



Regulatory Background for Rule 

1134 Stationary Gas Turbines

▰ Command-and-control landing rule 
for turbines

▰ Adopted in 1989 – applies only to 
turbines ≥ 0.3 MW installed before 
August 4, 1989

▰ PAR 1134 affects 73 turbines at 35 
facilities  
▻ Most are in RECLAIM or have 

been replaced since 1989
2



Key Features of Proposed Rule 1134

▰ Technology-Based Emission Limits:

▻ Lowers NOx limits based on BARCT assessment
▻ Adds ammonia limits and quantifies impacts

▰ Expanded Applicability: Includes units installed after 1989
▰ Significant Emission Reductions:  2.8 tons of NOx per day
▰ Cost-Effective Reductions:  < $12,000 per ton of NOx reduced1

▻ Exempted low-use and near-limits turbines where cost-effectiveness is 
>> $50,000 per ton of NOx reduced 

31 Average cost-effectiveness for each class and category is <$12,000



BARCT Assessment

4

Initial BARCT 
Emission 
Limits and 

Other 
Considerations

Cost-
Effectiveness 

Analysis

Assessment 
of SCAQMD 
Regulatory 

Requirements

Assessment 
of Emission 
Limits for 

Existing Units

Other 
Regulatory 

Requirements

Assessment 
of Pollution 

Control 
Technologies

BARCT 
Emission 

Limits

BARCT analysis is conducted for each equipment category and fuel type

Technology Assessment



Proposed Emission Limits

5

Category and Fuel Type
NOx 

(ppmv @ 15% O2)

Ammonia 
(ppmv @ 15% O2)

Natural Gas – Combined Cycle 2 5
Natural Gas – Simple Cycle 2.5 5
Natural Gas – Compressor Turbine 3.5 10
Produced Gas 9 5
Produced Gas – Outer Continental Shelf 15 5
Liquid – Outer Continental Shelf 30 5
Other 12.5 5

Emission Limits for Stationary Gas Turbines

▰ Effective Date: January 1, 2024
▻ Additional time for compressor turbines meeting certain criteria



Key Issues

▰ WSPA and the Regulatory Flexibility Group have commented on 
PAR 1134 and issues related to the overall transition for RECLAIM

▰ Comments are similar to other rulemakings
▰ Refineries are not subject to PAR 1134
▰ Comment 1: SCAQMD lacks authority to require replacement as 

BARCT 
▻ SCAQMD has authority to require replacement as BARCT 
▻ Statutory definition of BARCT supports a broad interpretation
▻ BARCT is not a limitation on SCAQMD’s authority to adopt emission 

control requirements for stationary sources
6



Key Issues (Continued)

▰ Comment 2:  Proposed NOx BARCT standards do not adequately 
consider other pollutants
▻ PAR 1134 includes ammonia limits for each class and category
▻ Staff report includes discussion of particulate matter

▰ Comment 3:  Staff failed to provide information that forms the bases 
of its BARCT recommendations
▻ Information presented during Working Group meetings and staff report

7



Key Issues (Continued)

▰ Comment 4:  New Source Review (NSR) issues must be addressed 
comprehensively and expeditiously before facilities exit RECLAIM
▻ Rule 2002 allows facilities to remain in RECLAIM until NSR is resolved 
▻ Staff continues to work with U.S. EPA and stakeholders to resolve 

NSR issues
▰ Comment 5:  CEQA and Socioeconomic impacts are piecemealed
▻ 2016 AQMP contains programmatic analyses
▻ A CEQA document and socioeconomic impact analysis were 

conducted on changes in PAR 1134
▻ Consistent with other rulemaking projects

8



Recommended Actions

▰ Adopt the Resolution:
▰ Certifying Subsequent Environmental Assessment
▰ Amending Rule 1134

9
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