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PREFACE
This document constitutes the Final Negative Declaration (ND) for the BP Carson Refinery Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit NOx Reduction Project. The Draft ND was released for a 30-day public review and comment period from February 13, 2002 to March 14, 2002. No comment letters were received from the public. Minor modifications have been made to the Draft such that it is now a Final ND. Deletions and additions to the text of the EA are denoted using strikethrough and italics, respectively.
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CHAPTER 1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction

Agency Authority

Project Location

Project Description

1.1 introduction

Regulation XX - the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) is an alternative regulatory program designed and adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and oxides of sulfur (SOx) emissions from stationary sources in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) while lowering the cost of attaining clean air through the use of market incentives.  The goals of RECLAIM are to give facilities added flexibility in meeting their emission reduction requirements, to lower the cost of compliance, and achieve clean air within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  RECLAIM prescribes total annual facility emission goals.  Facility operators are free to choose control strategies that work best for their facility.  The emission goals are established in the form of annual allocations comprised of RECLAIM trading credits (RTCs).  Facilities comply with RECLAIM by installing control equipment that limits their annual NOx and/or SOx emissions to below or at their annual allocations; or by purchasing additional RTCs to account for any exceedances above their annual allocations.

To help the BP Carson Refinery (formerly known as the ARCO Los Angeles Refinery) comply with its annual RECLAIM Allocations for future years, BP is proposing to install a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) NOX reduction system on the Fluid Catalytic Cracking (FCC) Unit at the Refinery.  It is envisioned that the proposed project, consistent with the intent of RECLAIM, will achieve an overall decrease in NOX emissions, resulting in both localized and regional air quality benefits.

1.2 AGENCY AUTHORITY

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applies to proposed “projects” initiated by, funded by, or requiring discretionary approvals from State or local government agencies.  The proposed SCR installation project constitutes a “project” as defined by CEQA (California Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq.). To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD is the lead agency for this project and has prepared this Negative Declaration to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the BP Carson Refinery FCC Unit NOX Reduction project.

The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project that may have a significant effect upon the environment (Public Resources Code §21067).  The proposed project requires discretionary approval from the SCAQMD and, therefore, it is subject to the requirements of CEQA (Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.).  Since the SCAQMD has the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the project as a whole, it was determined that the SCAQMD would be the most appropriate public agency to act as lead agency (CEQA Guidelines §15051(b)).

To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this Final Negative Declaration to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the BP Carson Refinery FCC Unit NOX Reduction project.  A Negative Declaration for a project subject to CEQA is prepared when an analysis of the project does not identify potentially significant effects (CEQA Guidelines §15070(a)).

1.3 project location

The location of the BP Carson Refinery is shown in Figure 1-1.  The Refinery is located at 1801 East Sepulveda Boulevard in the City of Carson, California (Figure 1-2).  The Refinery occupies an irregularly shaped parcel of land, between Wilmington Avenue on the west, 223rd Avenue on the north, Alameda Avenue on the east, and Sepulveda Boulevard on the south.  The Refinery and adjacent property are zoned MH (manufacturing heavy).  The Dominguez Channel, which originates in the area southeast of the Los Angeles International Airport, traverses Refinery property, and eventually flows into the East Channel of the Los Angeles Harbor.  The portion of the Refinery that is located north of the Dominguez Channel is referred to as the Northeast Property.  The Northeast Property is the former site of the John Mansfield facility.  The proposed locations for the SCR system and an aqueous ammonia storage tank are shown in Figure 1-3.

1.4 project description

The proposed project includes the SCR, a 135-foot-tall exhaust stack, and an aqueous ammonia storage and injection system.  The SCR unit will be installed on the existing FCC Unit downstream of the electrostatic precipitators (ESPs), which control particulate matter (PM10) emissions.  The addition of the SCR system will not change the capacity of the FCC Unit, and will not alter the basic operation of the FCC Unit in any way.

The SCR system is comprised of a reactor housing that holds catalyst, an ammonia injection grid (AIG) that evenly distributes ammonia upstream of the SCR, an ammonia flow control unit, a 12,660-gallon aqueous ammonia storage tank, and an aqueous ammonia transfer pump which pumps ammonia to the ammonia flow control unit.  The ammonia flow control unit is a skid mounted system that includes a blower that provides air to dilute the ammonia to improve distribution at the AIG, 
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and an ammonia heater/vaporizer that vaporizes the aqueous ammonia before mixing with the dilution air.

The exhaust stack for the SCR system will be 135 feet high above ground level with an inside diameter of 12 feet.  The exhaust flow rate will be 185,000 standard cubic feet per minute (scfm), and the exhaust temperature will be 550 to 600 oF.

The aqueous ammonia storage tank will be a metallic horizontal cylinder operating at atmospheric pressure with dimensions of 8.5 feet diameter and a length of 25 feet.  The maximum working volume of the tank will be restricted by administrative controls to be 10,413 gallons.  The tank will sit in a diked pad approximately 25 feet wide by 40 feet long with its long axis oriented north/south.  The tank containment dike will be approximately 3.6 feet high, providing sufficient volume to contain the entire working volume of the storage tank, rainfall from a 25-year storm (seven inches of rain) and 12,000 gallons of fire water.  The tank pad surface will be below grade.

The aqueous ammonia will be delivered to the facility in 6,000- to 7,000-gallon tank trucks.  The ammonia delivery truck unloading station will be surrounded by a low berm.  The unloading area will drain to a below-grade tank containment area.  Because the unloading area drains to the tank containment area, the maximum surface area for a truck unloading spill will be 1,000 square feet, the surface area of the tank containment structure.

The SCR system removes NOX (primarily NO and NO2) through a selective catalytic reduction process.  Ammonia (NH3) is used as the reducing agent. The process is selective because ammonia reacts primarily with NO, NO2 and O2 on the surface of the catalyst to form nitrogen and water.  The Mitsubishi catalyst selected for use in this system is a proprietary mixture of titanium, tungsten, vanadium and their oxides.

Currently, the NOX concentration in the FCC Unit exhaust is approximately 155 parts-per-million-by-volume (ppmv) at 0 percent oxygen (O2).  The NOX concentration after installation of the SCR unit is expected to be 10 ppmv (at 0% O2) when the SCR catalyst is fresh.  The system performance may deteriorate to approximately 20 ppmv (at 0 percent O2) over the life of the catalyst, estimated to be five years.

The source of the ammonia will be aqueous ammonia, vaporized prior to injection.  Anhydrous ammonia is currently injected upstream of the ESPs as a gas conditioning agent to enhance particulate control efficiency.  The current ammonia injection rate is not sufficient for operation of the SCR unit.  Therefore, additional ammonia will be injected immediately ahead of the SCR unit.  The existing anhydrous ammonia injection system upstream of the ESPs will be replaced with an aqueous ammonia injection system to eliminate anhydrous ammonia from the FCC Unit.

A small excess of NH3 over the stoichiometric balance for the SCR unit is normal at high NOX removal efficiency.  This excess NH3 is emitted in the SCR exhaust, which is referred to as ammonia slip.  The annual average ammonia slip is anticipated to be 10 ppmv or less.  It should be noted that essentially all of the NH3 currently injected ahead of the ESPs is emitted at a concentration of about 40 ppmv.  Since the exhaust NH3 concentration will be lower after installation of the SCR unit, while the exhaust flow rate will be the same, the NH3 emission rate will decrease.

Normal operating temperature for the system is expected to be 550 to 600 oF.  The minimum temperature for NOX reduction is 500 oF, and the maximum operating temperature for the catalyst is 800 oF.  The maximum operating temperature is limited by the temperature at which the catalyst will sinter.

Construction is scheduled to begin when all permits and approvals are obtained (estimated to be March 2002), and the SCR system would be connected during a scheduled refinery turnaround.  Construction activities are expected to last about eight months and require a maximum of approximately 140 workers.  Construction activities are anticipated to take place five days per week, Monday through Friday, from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

It is anticipated that the equipment can be operated with existing staffing.  The project could operate up to 24 hours per day for 365 days per year.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance
2.1 introduction

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  

2.2 GENERAL INFORMATION

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

Contact Person:
Mike Krause

Contact Phone Number:
(909) 396-2706

Project Sponsor's Name:
BP Carson Refinery

Project Sponsor's Address:
1801 East Sepulveda Boulevard

Carson, California 90749

General Plan Designation:
Industrial

Zoning:
MH, Manufacturing, Heavy

Description of Project:
BP Carson Refinery is proposing to install a selective catalytic reduction system on the Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit along with an aqueous ammonia storage and transfer system and ancillary equipment.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The Refinery is located in the City of Carson.  The land uses in the area are primarily industrial and commercial.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
None

2.3 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREAS

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

(
Aesthetics
(
Agriculture Resources 
(
Air Quality 

(
Biological Resources 
(
Cultural Resources
(
Energy 

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

(
Land Use/Planning
(
Mineral Resources
(
Noise

(
Population/Housing
(
Public Services
(
Recreation

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

2.4 DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

(
I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and that a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be significant effects in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

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

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

Date:
February 12, 2002

Signature:
[image: image4.png]







Steve Smith, Ph.D., Program Supervisor

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

The following checklist evaluates the proposed project’s potential adverse impacts.  For those environmental topics for which a potential adverse impact may exist, a discussion of the existing environment related to the topic is presented followed by an analysis of the project’s potential adverse impacts.  When the project does not have any potential for adverse impacts for an environmental topic, the reasons why there are no potential adverse impacts are described.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

EXISTING AESTHETIC SETTING

The Refinery is located in an industrial area surrounded by similar “heavy industry” facilities.  There is no scenic vista, nor are there scenic resources (including but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings, or a state scenic highway) in or in close proximity to the project area. Numerous large, tall process units currently are present at the refinery. 

PROJECT IMPACTS

I. a) and b) Since there are no scenic vistas or resources at or in the vicinity of the Refinery, the proposed project will have no adverse impacts on scenic vistas or resources.

I. c) The proposed project consists of construction of air pollution control equipment on an existing unit and is not expected to cause the deterioration of visual resources.  The larger pieces of equipment to be installed for this project include the SCR unit, a 135-foot tall exhaust stack, and the aqueous ammonia storage tank. This equipment is similar in appearance to, and not as large as, the equipment currently located at the Refinery.  Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated to the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.

I. d) Additional permanent light sources required as part of the proposed project would be consistent with BP West Coast Products LLC Standard - Lighting.  Under most circumstances, construction would take place during daylight hours, requiring no additional lighting.  If the construction schedule is such that nighttime activities are necessary, temporary lighting may be required.  Since the project locations are completely within the boundaries of existing BP facilities, additional temporary lighting is not expected to be discernible from the existing lighting.  No significant impacts to light and glare are anticipated as part of this project. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non- agricultural use?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  


(
(
(

c)
Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
(
(
(

II. a) The proposed project includes modifications at an existing industrial facility.  No agricultural resources occur on the refinery and no new land would be acquired.  The project would not convert Farmland (as defined above) to non-agricultural use or involve other changes in the existing environment that could convert Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

II. b) and c) Land in the vicinity of the refinery is not currently zoned for agricultural use.  The project does not conflict with the existing agricultural zone or Williamson Act contracts and does not include converting agricultural land for non-agricultural uses.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


(
(
(

b)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation?


(
(
(

c)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
(
(
(

d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

e)
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


(
(
(

f)
Diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement resulting in a significant increase in air pollutant(s)?


(
(
(

EXISTING AIR QUALITY SETTING
The Refinery is located within the SCAQMD's jurisdiction (referred to hereafter as the district).  The district consists of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) (including Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties), the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB), and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the district, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the north and east.  The Basin includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portions of the SSAB and MDAB are bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and span eastward to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella-San Jacinto 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.

Air quality is determined primarily by the type and amount of contaminants emitted into the atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the meteorological conditions.  The district has low mixing heights and light winds, which are conducive to the accumulation of air pollutants.  Pollutants that impact air quality are generally divided into two categories: criteria pollutants (those for which health-based ambient standards have been set) and toxic air contaminants (those that cause cancer or have adverse human health effects other than cancer).

Health-based air quality standards have been established by California and the federal government for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead.  These standards were established to protect sensitive receptors from adverse health impacts due to exposure to air pollution.  California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) are more stringent than the federal standards, and in the case of PM10 and SO2, are much more stringent.  California has also established standards for sulfate, visibility, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.  However, hydrogen sulfide and vinyl chloride are currently not monitored in the district because these contaminants are not seen as a significant air quality problem.

The Refinery is located within the Long Beach monitoring area of the district.  Background air quality data for criteria pollutants for the Long Beach monitoring station for the period from 1996 through 2001 (SCAQMD, 2000; CARB, 2002) were compared to the most stringent of either the CAAQS or National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which was the CAAQS in all cases.  These monitored data indicate the Long Beach area is in compliance with the both the CAAQS and NAAQS for CO, NO2, SO2, sulfate, and lead.

State O3 and PM10 air quality standards were exceeded at the Long Beach air monitoring station on several days each year, except 2001, when the O3 standard was never exceeded.  The national PM10 standards were met in all years.  The maximum O3 concentrations observed have remained relatively the same, whereas the maximum concentration of PM10 observed has decreased at this site from 113 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) to 91 µg/m3.  The number of days with exceedances for O3 and PM10 have remained relatively the same for the four-year period.

Neither the state nor the national one-hour or eight-hour CO standards were exceeded during this six-year period.  For NO2, the maximum measured concentrations each year were less than the 0.25 ppm one-hour state standard and the annual national standard.  For SO2 and lead, measured concentrations were well below both the state and federal standards.  The maximum sulfate concentrations were below the state 24-hour standard each year.

One of the primary health risks of concern due to exposure to toxic air contaminants (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.

Unlike carcinogens, for most noncarcinogens it is believed that there is a threshold level of exposure to the compound below which it will not pose a health risk.  The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) and Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) develop reference exposure levels (RELs) for TACs that are health-conservative estimates of the levels of exposure at or below which health effects are not expected.  The noncancer 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).

In the MATES II study, SCAQMD monitored more than 30 toxic air pollutants at 24 sites over a one-year period in 1999.  The SCAQMD collected more than 4,500 air samples and together with the California Air Resources Board performed more than 45,000 separate laboratory analyses of these samples.  A similar study known as MATES I was conducted in 1986 and 1987.  In each study, SCAQMD calculated cancer risk assuming 70 years of continuous exposure to monitored levels of pollutants.

The MATES II study found that the average carcinogenic risk throughout the Basin is about 1,400 in one million (1,400 x 10-6).  Mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships, aircraft, etc.) represent the greatest contributors.  About 70 percent of all risk is attributed to diesel particulate emissions; about 20 percent to other toxics associated with mobile sources (including benzene, butadiene, and formaldehyde); about 10 percent of all risk is attributed to stationary sources (which include industries and other certain businesses such as dry cleaners and chrome plating operations.)

PROJECT IMPACTS
III. a)  The proposed project is being undertaken to help the facility comply with its annual NOX RECLAIM Allocation for future years.  The RECLAIM program is a State Implementation Plan (SIP)-approved regulation.  As a result, the proposed project is being implemented to meet the Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) requirements of RECLAIM to reduce NOX emissions at the facility, and to be in compliance with the policies and emission reduction targets contained in the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the SCAQMD’s AQMP.

III. b) and c)  Project-related air quality impacts will be considered significant if any of the significance thresholds in Table 2-1 are exceeded.  Additionally, operational NOX or SOX emissions from stationary sources regulated by RECLAIM, will be considered significant if calculated project operational NOX or SOX emissions (RECLAIM criteria pollutants) plus the facility's Annual Allocation for the year the project becomes operational, including purchased RECLAIM trading credits (RTCs) for that year, are greater than the facility's Initial 1994 RECLAIM Allocation plus nontradeable credits (NTCs), as listed in the RECLAIM Facility Permit, plus the maximum daily operation NOX and SOX emissions significance thresholds of 55 and 150 pounds per day, respectively, as listed in Table 2-1.  Since the NOX and SOX emissions significance thresholds in the table are expressed in pounds per day, the facility's Initial 1994 RECLAIM Allocation plus NTCs and the facility's annual allocation for the year the project becomes operational, including purchased RTCs, have been converted to pounds per day by dividing by 365 days per year.  Operational NOX and SOX emissions from non-RECLAIM sources will be compared to the 55 and 150 pounds per day significance thresholds, respectively.

Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Construction emissions can be distinguished as either on-site or off-site.  On-site emissions generated during construction consist of the following:

· Exhaust emissions (CO, VOC NOX, SOX, and PM10) from heavy-duty construction equipment;

· Fugitive dust (PM10) from excavation, motor vehicle travel on paved surfaces, storage pile wind erosion, and general material handling (i.e., dropping soil onto the ground during excavation);

· VOC from architectural coating.

Table 2-1
Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant
Construction
Operation
RECLAIM
Pollutants

NOx
100 lbs/day
55 lbs/day
10,210 lbs/day

VOC
75 lbs/day
55 lbs/day
Not Applicable

PM10
150 lbs/day
150 lbs/day
Not Applicable

SOx
150 lbs/day
150 lbs/day
10,299 lbs/day

CO
550 lbs/day
550 lbs/day
Not Applicable

Lead
3 lbs/day
3 lbs/day
Not Applicable

TAC, AHM, and Odor Thresholds

Toxic Air Contaminants
(TACs)
Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ( 10 in 1 million

Hazard Index ( 1.0 (project increment)

Hazard Index ( 3.0 (facility-wide)

Odor
Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

TAC = toxic air contaminant; AHM = Acutely Hazardous Material

Off-site emissions during the construction phase normally consist of exhaust emissions and entrained paved road dust from worker commute trips and material delivery trips to the construction site.

Emissions from these activities were estimated using anticipated construction equipment requirements along with the following emission estimating techniques:

· SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November 1993; 

· California Air Resources Board EMFAC2000 on-road motor vehicle emission factor model;

· California Air Resources Board Emission Inventory Methodology 7.9, Entrained Paved Road Dust, 1997; and

· “Open Fugitive Dust PM10 Control Strategies Study,” Midwest Research Institute, October 12, 1990. 

To estimate the peak daily emissions associated with the construction activities, the anticipated schedule and the types and numbers of construction equipment were estimated.  Additionally, estimates were made of the number of daily worker commuting trips and material delivery and removal trips for each of the construction activities.  These estimates were made for each month during the anticipated eight-month construction period, and the month with the highest anticipated emissions of each criteria pollutant was identified.  Details of the calculations are presented in Appendix A.

The resulting peak daily construction emissions are summarized in Table 2-2 along with the CEQA significance level for each pollutant.  As seen in the table, none of the significance levels is anticipated to be exceeded.  Therefore, construction activities associated with the proposed project are not anticipated to cause significant adverse air quality impacts for criteria pollutants.

Table 2-2
Overall Peak Daily Construction Emissions Summary

Source
CO

(lb/day)
VOC

(lb/day)
NOX
(lb/day)
SOX
(lb/day)
Exhaust PM10

(lb/day)
Fugitive PM10

(lb/day)
Total PM10

(lb/day)

Construction Equipment Exhaust
128.9
31.9
55.4
4.9
3.3
N/A
3.3

On-Site Motor Vehicles
4.4
0.6
4.3
0.0
0.1
5.2
5.3

On-Site Fugitive PM10a
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
0.0
0.0

Architectural Coating
N/A
20.9
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Total On-Site
133.3
53.4
59.7
4.9
3.4
5.2
8.6

Off-Site Motor Vehicles
193.0
14.4
33.8
0.0
0.7
8.0
8.7

TOTAL
326.3
67.7
93.5
4.9
4.1
13.2
17.3

CEQA Significance Level
550
75
100
150
--
--
150

Significant? (Yes/No)
No
No
No
No
--
--
No

a  Although fugitive PM10 is emitted during excavation for equipment foundations, the overall peak daily PM10 emissions are anticipated to occur during the fifth month of construction, after this excavation is completed.

N/A = pollutant not emitted by this source

Note:  Sums of individual values may not equal totals because of rounding

Operation Criteria Pollutant Emissions
The proposed project involves the installation of an SCR unit to reduce NOx emissions from the FCC Unit.  Installation of the SCR Unit is not anticipated cause a change in emissions of CO, VOC or SOX from the FCC Unit, while PM10 emissions are anticipated to increase.  Indirect emissions from aqueous ammonia tanker delivery trucks will occur in addition to these changes in direct emissions.  The changes in direct and indirect emissions during operations resulting from the proposed project are summarized in Tables 2-3 and 2-4 for emissions subject to RECLAIM and for non-RECLAIM emissions, respectively.  None of the criteria pollutant mass emission rates exceed the significance threshold, so significant adverse impacts on criteria pollutant air quality are not anticipated to occur during the operation of the proposed project.  Details of the emission calculations are contained in Appendix A. 

Current NOx emissions from the FCC Unit and the NOx emissions anticipated after installation of the SCR unit were estimated from the current uncontrolled and anticipated future controlled concentrations in the exhaust along with the exhaust flow rate.

The anticipated change in PM10 emissions is caused by oxidation of a portion of the SO2 from the FCC Unit by the SCR catalyst to form sulfur trioxide (SO3).  The SO3 can subsequently react with water vapor and ammonia in the SCR exhaust to form ammonium bisulfate (NH4HSO4) or ammonium sulfate [(NH4)2SO4]. It should be noted that neither of these compounds is stable at the exhaust temperature, and the formation would occur when the exhaust gas cools after leaving the stack.

Table 2-3
Project Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions Summary for RECLAIM Sources

Pollutant
Project Emissions
(lb/day)
RECLAIM Allocationsa
(lb/day)
Total
(lb/day)
SCAQMD CEQA Threshold
(lb/day)
Significant?

NOX
-4,365.0
7,810
3,445
10,210
No

(a) The facility annual allocation for NOX includes purchased RTCs and is converted to pounds per day by dividing 365 days per year.

Table 2-4
Project Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions Summary for Non-RECLAIM Sources

Pollutant
Direct Emissions
(lb/day)
Indirect Emissions
(lb/day)
Total
(lb/day)
SCAQMD CEQA Threshold
(lb/day)
Significant?

CO
0.0
0.4
0.4
550
No

VOC
0.0
0.1
0.1
55
No

NOX
0.0
2.1
2.1
55
No

SOX
0.0
0.0
0.0
150
No

PM10
19.7
0.1
19.8
150
No

The particular compound that is formed [NH4HSO4 or (NH4)2SO4] depends on the relative amounts of SO3 and NH3 that are present in the exhaust.  Formation of one ppmv of NH4HSO4 requires one ppmv of NH3 and one ppmv of SO3, while formation of one ppmv of (NH4)2SO4 requires two ppmv of NH3 and one ppmv of SO3.  If the NH3 concentration is less than the SO3 concentration, it is likely that all of the NH3 would react with the SO3 to form NH4HSO4.  If the NH3 concentration is over twice the SO3 concentration, all of the SO3 will probably react with the NH3 to form (NH4)2SO4.

The SCR unit vendor estimates that a maximum of five percent of the SO2 in the SCR unit inlet will be oxidized to SO3.  The SO2 concentration is highly variable (from 30 to 125 ppmv, based on monthly one-hour averages measured during the last six months) (Jacobs Engineering, 2002).  Conservatively assuming a maximum daily average concentration of 150 ppmv would lead to an SO3 concentration of 7.5 ppmv.  Based on an engineering understanding of the current FCC Unit operations, BP Carson Refinery has estimated that SO3 is currently present in the FCC Unit exhaust at a concentration that varies from seven to 10 ppmv.  Adding the 10 ppmv maximum value to the maximum of 7.5 ppmv formed from oxidation of SO2 in the SCR unit gives a total of 17.5 ppmv SO3 in the SCR unit exhaust.  Since the NH3 concentration in the SCR unit exhaust will be limited to 10 ppmv, it is likely that 10 ppmv of NH4HSO4 would be formed.  This concentration corresponds to a daily emission rate of 808.4 pounds per day.

Ammonia is also currently present in the exhaust, since it is injected upstream of the ESPs.  Based on measurements of the NH3 concentration during the past two years, the average concentration is 40 ppmv (Jacobs Engineering, 2002).  Since this concentration is over twice the estimated average 8.5 ppmv SO3 concentration currently in the FCC Unit exhaust, there is sufficient NH3 present to react and form 8.5 ppmv of (NH4)2SO4.  This concentration corresponds to an emission rate of 788.7 pounds per day.

The estimated net increase in PM10 would be 808.4 - 788.7 = 19.7 pounds per day.

Indirect offsite operational emissions will be generated by additional trips by tanker trucks delivering aqueous ammonia to the Refinery.  However, operation of the new equipment will not require additional employees, so there will not be indirect operational emissions from additional employee commuting trips.

The proposed project will 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).  Since the first two trips to fill the tank will only occur one time, the maximum daily indirect operation emissions were estimated for one tanker truck round trip.  The round-trip travel distance for delivery of aqueous ammonia is anticipated to be about 60 miles.  Even if emissions for two aqueous ammonia delivery truck trips per day were calculated, total daily operation emissions would not exceed any non-RECLAIM significance thresholds.

III. d) Operation of the proposed project will cause a change in emissions of NH3 which is a non-carcinogenic TAC.  NH3 will be present in the SCR Unit exhaust at an annual average concentration of 10 ppmv or less, which corresponds to an emission rate of 120 pounds per day at 10 ppmv.  Currently, NH3 is injected upstream of the ESPs and is present in the exhaust at an estimated concentration of 40 ppmv, which corresponds to a current emission rate of 478 pounds per day.  Because the NH3 injected ahead of the ESPs will participate in the reduction of NOX in the SCR unit, instead of being emitted to the atmosphere, the net reduction in NH3 emissions from the proposed project is -359 pounds per day (120 lb/day - 478 lb/day).  Since the NH3 emission rate is anticipated to decrease, the potential exposure to NH3 is anticipated to decrease.

The project will lead to increased emissions of diesel exhaust particulate matter from onsite construction equipment and diesel-fueled truck exhaust and from offsite diesel-fueled truck exhaust during construction.  Additionally, tank trucks delivering aqueous ammonia during operations will also lead to increased emissions of diesel particulate matter during operations.  In 1998, the CARB listed particulate matter in the exhaust from diesel-fueled engines (diesel particulate matter) as a toxic air contaminant and concluded that it is probably carcinogenic to humans.

Significant impacts associated with exposure to diesel particulate emissions are not expected during either construction or operational activities.  As listed in Table 2-2, construction-related onsite and offsite diesel exhaust particulate matter emissions are estimated to be approximately three and one pounds per day, respectively.  However, these emissions are temporary and are expected to cease within eight months.  Therefore, long-term exposure to construction-related diesel exhaust particulate matter that could result in significant adverse human health effects to nearby project site sensitive receptors is not expected.

Additionally, as shown in Table 2-4, above, peak daily operation-related diesel exhaust particulate matter emissions are estimated to be 0.1 pounds per day from a single tanker truck trip every 11 days.  These small, infrequent emissions, spread out over a travel distance of approximately 30 miles, are not anticipated to result in significant adverse human health effects.

III. e)  Ammonia slip is anticipated at an annual average concentration of 10 ppmv or less in the SCR unit flue gas.  The odor threshold (the concentration in air at which the odor can be detected by a person) for ammonia is 25 ppmv, and therefore, an objectionable odor is not anticipated from ammonia.  Additionally, the ammonia concentration in the FCC Unit ESP exhaust is currently 40 ppmv, which will be reduced to 10 ppmv by the reaction of ammonia in the SCR unit.  Therefore, the proposed project reduces potential odor impacts compared with existing operations.

III. f)  The proposed project will be required to comply with all relevant federal, state and local regulations.  Specific permits will be required prior to construction.  Prior to operation, the SCAQMD will require an approved “permit to operate” for the facility demonstrating compliance with applicable rules and regulations.  The Refinery, both current operations and proposed modifications, must also comply with SCAQMD regulations governing specific equipment or components of the facility.  Therefore, the proposed project will not diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement resulting in a significant increase in air pollutant(s).


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

IV. a) The proposed project is located within the existing boundaries of the Refinery, which is zoned for heavy manufacturing and has already been greatly disturbed.  As described in the previously certified Polypropylene Final EIR (SCAQMD, 1997) for a project at the Refinery, there are no special-status plant or animal species located in the project area at the refinery.  One species listed as a federal- and state species of special concern, the burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia, was reported in 1985 as occurring in the southwest area of the Refinery and in an inactive tank farm located across Sepulveda Boulevard (SCAQMD, 1993).  However, excavation, grading, and/or storage of rubble in this area would have eliminated any potential habitat long ago. It is unlikely that the species is still on the Refinery site.  While no specific surveys have been performed for this Negative Declaration, based on the criteria presented above and the information presented in the Polypropylene EIR (SCAQMD, 1997), (summarized above), no listed species occur in the area of the Refinery that would be affected by this proposed project and the project would not have a significant adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate or special status species.

IV. b) Although an aqueous NH3 storage tank is proposed for construction as part of this project, bermed secondary containment will provide ample storage if the tank were to rupture. This proposed project would not increase the likelihood of discharges from the refinery of untreated wastewater or stormwater runoff from process or product areas to the Dominguez Channel, a concrete-lined channel with little or no riparian vegetation. Thus, no impacts to riparian habitat or any other sensitive natural community are expected.  Similarly, no adverse effects on federally protected wetlands are anticipated.  

IV. c) and d) Federally protected wetlands are not present at or in the vicinity of the proposed project site.  Therefore, the proposed project will not cause significant adverse impacts on federally protected wetlands.  The construction at the refinery would be performed on an existing industrial site and would not impinge on any waterbodies or wildlife corridors.  Therefore the project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

IV. e) and f) The proposed project would not impact known biological resources and thus would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.  Further, the proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans, because there are no such plans in effect in the vicinity of the Refinery.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?


(
(
(

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5?


(
(
(

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


(
(
(

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries?


(
(
(

V. a) No buildings, structures, or equipment 50 years or older will be modified as part of the proposed project. Although the FCC Unit is almost 50 years old, modifications as a result of this project would be made to newer equipment and not the FCC Unit itself.  Therefore, no significant impacts to historic cultural resources are expected to occur as a result of project implementation.

V. b), c), and d) The Refinery is located in an area of high archaeological sensitivity.  As discussed in the CARB Phase 3 EIR (SCAQMD, 2001), the Tongva/Gabrielino village site known as Suangna is located at and near a portion of the Refinery, and CA-LAN-2682, a large cemetery, was recently exposed at the property.  Earth disturbance associated with the construction of the project will not impact the known limits of either of these sites, nor will it impact any sites of paleontological or geologic value.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:






a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems?


(
(
(

c) 
Create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy?


(
(
(

d) 
Create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy?


(
(
(

e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?
(
(
(

VI. a) and e)  The proposed project is not expected to conflict with energy conservation plans or energy standards.  It is in the economic interest of the proponent to conserve energy and comply with existing energy standards in order to minimize operating costs.  Further, any energy used to operate the SCR system and associated equipment is not considered a wasteful use of energy that would interfere or conflict with existing energy conservation plans.

VI. b)  There will be no increase in the amount of natural gas consumed by the Refinery, because no equipment will be installed that requires use of natural gas.  The proposed project will not result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems, because the power needed to operate the pump and blower is available from the existing Refinery utility system.

VI. c) and d)  The proposed project would result in an increase in electrical power use of about 250 kilowatts due to an increase in pumping and blower requirements. This amount is not expected to impact the amount of available energy as the Refinery generates a large amount of energy onsite (four combustion-gas turbine cogeneration units within the Refinery have a combined capacity of over 320,000 kilowatts) and purchases over 76,000 kilowatts a day.  The increased energy demand is within the capacity of statewide electricity suppliers to provide and, therefore, will not significantly affect local or regional electrical supplies during base or peak-period demands.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:






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




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

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?
(
(
(

iii)
Seismic–related ground failure, including


liquefaction?


(
(
(

iv)
Landslides?
(
(
(

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

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

VII. a) The subject area is located nearby but not included within the earthquake fault zones delineated as part of the Alquist-Priolo Special study for the Newport-Inglewood fault zone.  Therefore, the risk to the Refinery due to earthquake-induced ground rupture is considered insignificant.  

The use of standard engineering practices for building within a seismically active area such as the Long Beach area, which encompasses the Refinery, requires that project design and construction practices adhere to appropriate earthquake safety codes.  BP will adhere to the current Uniform Building Code.  With proper design and construction, no significant adverse impacts from strong seismic ground shaking are expected from the proposed project.

Liquefaction is a mechanism of ground failure whereby earthquake-induced ground motion transforms loose, water-saturated granular material to a liquid state.  The northeast corner of Refinery has been identified by the California Division of Mines and Geology as an area that has the potential for permanent ground displacements due to liquefaction.  However, the proposed project is not located in this area of the Refinery, so there will not be impacts from liquefaction.

As the topography at the Refinery is generally level, the potential for slope instability at either site is negligible; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

VII. b) Erosion from wind or water could occur during construction as soils are exposed.  Standard construction grading practices and retention features will contain runoff.  Further, routine dust abatement measures including watering of the excavations for dust control will minimize wind erosion.  The combination of these factors will combine to keep impacts to an insignificant level.

VII. c) and d) The uppermost four to 10 feet of soil materials at the Refinery comprise granular alluvial materials and sandy, silty artificial fills, none of which tend to show significant soil expansion as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code.  Because these soil materials do not tend to exhibit significant soil expansion, soil expansion is not expected to present a problem during this project and therefore is not considered to be significant.

VII. e) The proposed project does not require the use of wastewater disposal systems.  Therefore, soils at the site are not required to be used to support septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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

 
(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

EXISTING HAZARDS ENVIRONMENT

Hazard impacts incidents include unexpected accidental occurrences that may create adverse effects on human health or the environment.

This section describes features of the existing environment as they relate to the risk of a major accident occurring at the Refinery.  Factors which are taken into consideration to determine the risk associated with a potential upset event are:

· The probability of an event occurring;

· The types of materials potentially involved in an upset event; and

· The location of sensitive receptors, e.g. residences, schools, and businesses.

Based on a review of the existing Refinery operations and processes, the greatest potential for an upset condition to occur that would affect the public would result from an accidental release of a hazardous material. Both radiant heat and blast over-pressures could result from ignition of a flammable material release. These types of events are the most likely to occur in an environment such as a refinery and therefore establish a basis for analysis (SCAQMD, 1993).

The BP Carson Refinery currently adheres to the following safety design and process standards:

· The California Health and Safety Code Fire Protection specifications.

· The design standards for petroleum refinery equipment established by American Petroleum Institute, American Society of Mechanical Engineers, the American Institute of Chemical Engineers, the American National Standards Institute, and the American Society of Testing and Materials.

· The applicable California Occupational Safety and Health Act (Cal-OSHA) requirements.
The Refinery maintains its own emergency response capabilities, including onsite equipment and trained emergency response personnel who are available to respond to emergency situations anywhere within the Refinery.

The Refinery also has prepared a Risk Management Program (RMP) for the hazardous materials, butane, pentane and ammonia that are currently used.  Modifications under RMP and CalARP will be required for the new aqueous ammonia usage associated with the proposed project. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department administers this program.  In addition, the Refinery has prepared an Emergency Response Manual.  This manual describes the emergency response procedures that would be followed in the event of any of several release scenarios and the responsibilities for key response personnel.  The scenarios include the release of the following:

· Ammonia stored at bulk tanks currently located at the hydrocracker, #4 steam plant, and the alkylation units;

· Hydrogen sulfide that is a component of a number of intermediate refinery streams;

· Natural gas used throughout the refinery involving both ignited and unignited vapors;

· Propane or butane leaks involving both ignited and unignited vapors; and

· Constituents of the petroleum tanks that are located throughout the refinery
PROJECT IMPACTS

VIII. a)  Operation of the proposed project will include the use and storage of aqueous ammonia.  Anhydrous ammonia is currently being delivered and used at the Refinery in other process units.  The process ammonia for the SCR unit could potentially be supplied as either anhydrous ammonia (an undiluted almost pure form of ammonia) or aqueous ammonia (a water solution of lower concentration).  Aqueous ammonia at a concentration level of 30 percent (volume) was selected over anhydrous ammonia for the proposed project in order to reduce the severity of a potential ammonia accident.  Anhydrous ammonia will boil at -28.3(F at atmospheric pressure, while the release of ammonia from a water solution occurs at a much lower rate than boiling anhydrous ammonia. In order to have the same amount of ammonia available, however, aqueous ammonia requires more tanker truck shipments than anhydrous ammonia because of its lower concentration.

Anhydrous ammonia is currently injected upstream of the ESPs that are downstream of the FCC Unit.  The project will replace the anhydrous ammonia used for this purpose with aqueous ammonia, thus reducing the quantity of anhydrous ammonia stored, handled and transported to the Refinery.  It is anticipated that five fewer tanker truck deliveries of anhydrous ammonia will be made each year.  These five deliveries of anhydrous ammonia will be replaced 33 to 35 deliveries of aqueous ammonia.

The aqueous ammonia storage tank will sit in a diked pad approximately 25 feet wide by 40 feet long to contain any spills.  The tank containment dike will be approximately 3.6 feet high, providing sufficient volume to contain the entire working volume of the storage tank, rainfall from a 25-year storm (seven inches of rain), and 12,000 gallons of fire water. The tank pad surface will be below grade.  

The aqueous ammonia delivery truck unloading station will be surrounded by a low berm to contain any spills.  The unloading area will drain to the below grade tank containment area.  The surface area in the unloading area will be limited by a means yet to be determined.  However, because the unloading area drains to the tank containment area, the maximum surface area for a tank unloading spill will be 1,000 square feet, the surface area of the tank containment structure. 

BP Carson Refinery will ensure transportation of ammonia to the facility uses a route that provides the minimum exposure to sensitive populations and that shipments are made during off-peak times.  Prior to the first delivery of aqueous ammonia to the site, a truck haul route map will be submitted to the SCAQMD for review and approval.  The haul route will minimize rail crossings, crossing of busy intersections and proximity to schools.  The haul route will be resubmitted if suppliers are changed.

The on-site aqueous ammonia storage tank and tanker truck unloading area containment measures will reduce hazards to the public from the on-site handling and storage of aqueous ammonia.  Additionally, as shown in VIII. b), an on-site accidental release of ammonia would not create significant off-site hazards.  Furthermore, as discussed in VIII b), conditions are typically not present on Basin roadways for an accidental release of ammonia during transport to evaporate creating hazardous levels of ammonia, and the route selected for aqueous ammonia transport will reduce hazards to the public from aqueous ammonia transport.  Therefore, the use of aqueous ammonia for the proposed project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.

VIII. b)  Potential hazards to the public caused by an aqueous ammonia spill have been evaluated.  The evaporation rate of ammonia from an aqueous ammonia spill is a function of the exposed surface area of the spill surface, the wind speed, and the ambient temperature.  The primary measure to reduce the emission rate for an aqueous ammonia spill is to limit the potential surface area for a given spill scenario.  Release scenarios with the same exposed surface area will have the same emission rate for a given wind speed and ambient temperature.

Three potential scenarios for the release of aqueous ammonia were considered:

· Complete release of the aqueous ammonia storage tank (10,413-gallon working volume) into a 1,000-square foot diked containment area (25 feet x 40 feet).  The bermed area was assumed to empty quickly into a catch basin with sufficient capacity to contain the entire contents of the ammonia tank with freeboard for precipitation and 12,000 gallons of firewater.

· Complete release of an aqueous ammonia tanker truck (7,000 gallons) into the bermed unloading area.  The ammonia then immediately drains into the tank pad containment structure.

· A transportation accident involving rupture of the ammonia tank on a tanker truck during delivery to the Refinery.
A quantitative off-site consequence analysis (OCA) was performed for the first two scenarios.  Potential consequences from a transportation accident were evaluated semi-quantitatively.

RMP guidelines (EPA, 1999) require assessment of the catastrophic failure of the largest storage vessel in a process as part of a RMP analysis.  An OCA was therefore performed for a catastrophic rupture of the ammonia tank as a worst-case release scenario.  The worst-case meteorological conditions of F stability (very stable dispersion conditions) and a wind speed of 1.5 meters per second (m/s) are defined by EPA to exist during a worst-case release (EPA, 1999).

An unloading spill was evaluated as an alternative release scenario.  The maximum potential surface area during an unloading spill is identical with that for the tank rupture scenario (1,000 square feet) since the unloading area drains to the storage tank containment structure.  The meteorological conditions for an alternative release scenario are less restrictive than the worst-case conditions and are defined by EPA as D stability (neutral dispersion conditions) and a wind speed of 3.0 m/s (EPA, 1999).  The emission rate during the alternative release scenario is larger than during the worst-case release scenario because the wind speed is higher (3.0 m/s versus 1.5 m/s).

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(F).  To be conservative for purpose of this analysis, the tanker bulk temperature was assumed to be 77(F.

Offsite Consequence Analysis Results

The EPA RMP*Comp (Version 1.06) (EPA, 1999) program was used to perform the OCA hazard assessment.  The RMP*Comp model estimates the distance at which the downwind concentration of the spilled material falls below the Emergency Response Planning Guideline Level 2 (ERPG-2) concentration level of 0.14 mg/l (200 ppm).  The minimum distance to the toxic threshold concentration allowed by RMP*Comp is 0.1 mile (approximately 200 m).

Tables 2-5 and 2-6 present the RMP*Comp modeling results for the two release scenarios modeled.  Included in Table 2-6 is the methodology used to compute the estimated ammonia emission rate for the alternative release scenario.

For the worst-case release scenario involving the rupture of the entire storage vessel, the estimated distance to the 200 ppm toxic threshold concentration was 0.1 mile.  As the tank is located approximately 685 feet (0.13 mile) from the nearest property boundary, the worst-case release scenario is not projected to have an off-site impact. Therefore, because the toxic threshold concentration does not extend off-site, the worst-case impact is not significant.  Figure 2-1 presents a plot showing the 0.1 mile significant impact area for the worst-case release scenario.

It should also be noted that the American Institute of Chemical Engineers (AIChE) Center for Chemical Process Safety (AIChE, 1989) has determined that the mean time to catastrophic failure for a metallic storage vessel at atmospheric pressure is 0.985 per million hours (approximately once per 112 years). For aqueous ammonia tanks used at power plants, the California Energy Commission has concluded that the catastrophic failure of an aqueous ammonia storage tank is an extremely unlikely event because the probability of a complete tank failure is insignificant, and the risk of failure due to other causes such as external events and human error also is insignificant (CEC, 1999).  In addition, there is no record of any aqueous ammonia storage tank having had a catastrophic failure in recent history.  Therefore, the likelihood of a rupture of the aqueous ammonia storage tank occurring is extremely low.

For the alternative release scenario involving a tanker-truck unloading accident, the surface area of the release is identical with that for the worst-case scenario but the release rate is greater because of the higher wind speed assumed.  However, because the meteorological conditions for an alternative release scenario are less restrictive than that for the worst-case scenario, the estimated distance to the toxic threshold concentration (less than 0.1 mile) is less than that for the worst-case scenario.  Again, this impact is not significant because the are no offsite exposure concentrations that exceed the ERPG-2 level of 200 ppm.

The release of the entire truckload of 7,000 gallons of ammonia in an unloading accident is also a highly unlikely scenario.  Leaks of ammonia from a bad connection or damaged hose would be very noticeable and quickly corrected.  Should the connection suddenly break, the operator would be able to hit the emergency shut-off valve, hence substantially limiting the amount of spillage.  Therefore, should an accident occur, it is likely that less than the entire load would be spilled before the release is controlled.

Table 2-5
RMP*Comp Modeling Results for Worst-Case Release Scenario

RMP*Comp Ver. 1.06

Results of Consequence Analysis

Chemical: Ammonia (water solution)  30%

CAS #: 7664-41-7

Category: Toxic Liquid

Scenario: Worst-case

Quantity Released: 77580 pounds

Liquid Temperature: 77 F

Mitigation Measures: 

Diked area: 1000 square feet

Dike height: 2 feet


Release Rate to Outside Air: 36.4 pounds per minute

Topography: Urban surroundings (many obstacles in the immediate area)

Toxic Endpoint: 0.14 mg/L; basis: ERPG-2

Estimated Distance to Toxic Endpoint: 0.1 miles (0.2 kilometers)

--------Assumptions About This Scenario---------

Wind Speed: 1.5 meters/second (3.4 miles/hour)

Stability Class: F

Air Temperature: 77 degrees F (25 degrees C)

Table 2-6
RMP*Comp Modeling Results for Alternative Release Scenario and
Computation of Release Rate

RMP*Comp Ver. 1.06

Results of Consequence Analysis

Chemical: Ammonia (water solution)  30%

CAS #: 7664-41-7

Category: Toxic Liquid

Scenario: Alternative

Quantity Released: 456 pounds

Release Duration: 10 minutes

Release Rate: 45.6 pounds per min

Liquid Temperature: 77 F

Mitigation Measures: 

Diked area: 1000 square feet

Dike height: 2 feet

Release Rate to Outside Air: 11.4 pounds per minute

Topography: Urban surroundings (many obstacles in the immediate area)

Toxic Endpoint: 0.14 mg/L; basis: ERPG-2

Estimated Distance to Toxic Endpoint: <0.1 miles (<0.16 kilometers); report as 0.1 mile

--------Assumptions About This Scenario---------

Wind Speed: 3 meters/second (6.7 miles/hour)

Stability Class: D

Air Temperature: 77 degrees F (25 degrees C)

------------------------------------------------

Estimated emission rate (QR = 45.6 lb/min) computed using equation 7-10, “Risk Management Program Guidance for Offsite Consequence Analysis”, EPA 550-B-99-009, April 1999. 

QR(lb/min) = 2.4 x LFA * A 

Where 

2.4 is wind factor for 3 m/s (2.4 = 3.00.78)

LFA is Liquid Factor Ambient (LFA = 0.019 for 30% ammonia, 3 m/s, 25°C)

A is exposed surface area (A = 1,000 ft2)

[image: image5.png]AB MO | ZNOSHYI~dd "ON
(W n

OIMYNIOS SVIIIY ISVI-LSHOM
¥O4 (wddooz) LNIOJANI

OIXOL VINOWRIWY OL 3ONVLSIa
+-Z 3HNOK

O O

SIAY, UIG0E

axe

00 WIHO HOMO0OD “S8

+o Dby 800

oS00 ol © .__m

.:. 04 ra 0280 o

mSE W

i

rIJIJLSD LI\ 58 =4
/3
© % N
= R %/.m,
- oz.xs;_ %v
= a
= so%w
T 19 |1
E M. NOLLYOOT MNVL
N VINOWWY SNOIANDV

Tt Ad NOTTVD 000°€l A3S0d0Hd

.oro .oww .o_o 3 &

1334 NI 3I¥0S ‘_






The proposed project will 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 project is therefore approximately once every 8,300 years.  The likelihood of any release in a transportation accident 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 transportation are less than significant.

VIII. c)  No existing or proposed schools are located within one-quarter mile of the proposed project site.  Therefore, the proposed project will not create hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste within one-quarter of a mile of an existing or proposed school.

VIII d.) Government Code §65962.5 refers to a list of facilities which may be subject to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective action program.  The Refinery is listed on the database as a Calsite and as a leaking underground storage tank (LUST) site. Hazardous wastes from the facility are managed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local rules and regulations.  The hazardous waste generated by the proposed project activities will consist primarily of spent catalyst, which is not expected to present a significant risk to human health or the environment. The catalyst will be disposed/recycled at an approved facility.  Accordingly, significant adverse hazards impacts from the disposal of hazardous materials are not expected.

VIII. e) and f)  The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport, public use airport or a private airstrip.

VIII. g)  The Refinery has prepared a Risk Management Program (RMP) for hazardous materials currently used.  Modifications under RMP and CalARP will be required and made for the new aqueous ammonia usage associated with the proposed project.  The County of Los Angeles Fire Department administers this program.  In addition, the Refinery has prepared an Emergency Response Manual.  This manual describes the emergency response procedures that would be followed in the event of any of several release scenarios and the responsibilities for key response personnel.  This manual will be modified prior to the start of operation of the proposed project to include emergency response procedures and responsibilities in the event of a release of aqueous ammonia.  After the modifications are made, the proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evaluation plan.

VIII. h)  The proposed project site is located in an urban area.  No wildlands are located in the immediate or surrounding area. As a result, there is no risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, and thus no potential significant adverse impact.  

VIII. i)  Since operation of the proposed project does not include new combustion sources, there will be no increase in fire hazards in areas with flammable materials.  Additionally, the proposed project will not require the use of combustible materials during operation.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


(
(
(

b)
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


(
(
(

c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?


(
(
(

d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


(
(
(

e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


(
(
(

f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


(
(
(

g)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


(
(
(

k)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


(
(
(

l)
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

m)
Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

n)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?


(
(
(

o)
Require in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?


(
(
(

IX. a), f), k), l) and o)  Construction of the proposed project will require up to approximately 200 gallons per day of water, primarily for fugitive dust control during excavation for foundations.  Because watering for dust control is intended to moisten, but not saturate, the soil, runoff from this use is anticipated to be minimal.  Therefore, water use during construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to produce wastewater that would degrade water quality.

Water is not required for operation of the SCR system or its associated components, and operation of the system will not generate wastewater.  Therefore, operation of the proposed project is not anticipated to produce process wastes that would violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise degrade water quality, exceed wastewater discharge requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, or require the construction of new or expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities.

Rainfall runoff during both construction and operation of the proposed project will be collected in the Refinery’s existing storm water treatment system.  The clean water sewer system is designed to collect only clean storm water runoff.  This sewer discharges to the Dominguez Channel under the State of California Industrial Activities Stormwater General Permit (General Permit) for the Refinery.  During normal dry weather operation, a valve in the main sewer line is closed and locked.  During storm conditions, facility personnel inspect the sewer box upstream of this valve to determine the quality of accumulated water.  If the water meets the conditions of the NPDES stormwater permit, the valve is opened.  If the water quality is questionable, a vacuum truck is used to transfer the water to the process sewer system.  Therefore, storm water runoff during construction and operation of the proposed project is not anticipated to lead to violations of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise degrade water quality, or require the construction of new or expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities.

IX. b) and n)  As stated in the previous section, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to require no more than 200 gallons per day of water, and operation of the proposed project will not require additional water.  The Refinery currently uses as much as seven million gallons of water per day.  Since the water demand during construction is minimal in comparison with current Refinery use, and no new water will be required during operation of the proposed project, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies.  Additionally, existing entitlements and resources are adequate to supply the water required during construction of the proposed project.

The project would be constructed at existing facilities and would introduce few new impermeable surface features.  Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.

IX. c) and d)  Since the project would be constructed at existing facilities and would introduce minor changes in surface features and have few new impermeable surface features, any changes in drainage patterns are not anticipated to result in substantial erosion, siltation or flooding onsite or offsite.  Additionally, the Refinery’s storm water collection system has adequate capacity for existing runoff to prevent erosion or flooding.

IX. e and m)  As described in the previous section, the proposed project is anticipated to cause little if any increase in storm water runoff, as there is minimal change in impermeable surface features.  Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of the existing storm water drainage system or require the construction or expansion of the existing facilities.

IX. g), h), i) and j)  The proposed project site is located outside of the boundaries of possible inundation for a 100- to 500-year flood event along the Los Angeles River.  Potential flooding hazards along other, much smaller drainages adjacent to the site are considered to be extremely low.  Therefore, the proposed project will not place housing or other structures within a 100-year flood hazard area and will not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding.

There are no open ponds in the vicinity of the proposed project site, so the potential for seiching is less than significant.  The proposed project site is located about four miles from the coast so there is not a significant potential for a tsunami to impact the site.  The proposed project site is located in a flat area with no hills or mountains nearby, so the potential for adverse impacts from mudflows is considered less than significant.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:






a)
Physically divide an established community?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan?
(
(
(

X. a) The proposed project includes improvements and modifications at an existing industrial facility.  The overall activities and products produced would remain the same.  No new land would be acquired for the project and no zoning and/or land use changes are anticipated to be necessary as part of the project.  Consequently, the proposed project would not physically divide an established community.

X. b) The Refinery is currently operating under a Special Permit (No. 621) granted by the County of Los Angeles prior to the incorporation of Carson as a city. This blanket permit allows BP to establish, operate, and maintain a refinery.  Additional permits from the County or the City of Carson are therefore unnecessary.  Since the proposed project is consistent with Special Permit No. 621, it does not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the proposed project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

X. c) Because the project location is in an industrialized area, the project is not expected to conflict with local habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans.  Additionally, no established communities occur on the project sites, and the project would not divide an established community.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


(
(
(

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


(
(
(

XI. a) and b) The proposed project would be constructed on land within an existing industrial site.  There are no known mineral resources on the project site.  Therefore the proposed project would not result in the loss of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and residents of the state.  Similarly, because there are no known mineral resources on the project site, the project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:






a)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


(
(
(

b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 


(
(
(

c)
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 


(
(
(

e)
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT

The Refinery is located within the City of Carson.  Carson’s Municipal Code, Ordinance No. 95-1068, limits long-term construction noise (periods of 10 days or more) to 60 dBA in the daytime (7 AM to 8 PM) and 50 dBA in the nighttime (8 PM to 7 AM). In addition, construction occurring between 7 PM and 7 AM, or on Sundays may not cause a disturbance.  If the City Engineer determines that the public health, safety, comfort, and convenience will not be affected during these times, he may grant special permission for noise-generating activities.

Carson's ordinance limits operational noise to specific statistical sound levels, Lx, where “L” is the A-weighted sound level that may not be exceeded over “x” percent of the measured time period.  Carson bases its daytime (7 AM to 10 PM) limits on a 30-minute period and specifies the limits by zone (Zone 1: Noise Sensitive Areas; Zone 2: Residential; Zone 3: Commercial; Zone 4: Industrial).

Carson limits are summarized for Zones 2 through 4 (residential, commercial, and industrial) in Table 2-7.  No areas near the Refinery are designated Zone 1. For residential and commercial areas, nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) limits are five dBA lower. If the existing ambient noise level already exceeds these limits then the noise limit becomes equal to the existing ambient noise level. In addition, interior (indoor) noise levels are limited to 40 dBA nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) and 45 dBA daytime, or the existing ambient noise level in residential dwellings whichever is greater. For sources of tonal or impulsive noise, noise ordinance limits are reduced by five dBA.

Table 2-7
City of Carson Noise Ordinance Limits

Construction Limit (dBA)
Operations Limit 
(exterior dBA except where noted)

Residential:
Lmax=60 (7 AM -8 PM)
Lmax=50 (8 PM -7 AM)
Residential
L50=50
L25=55
L8.3=60
L1.7=65
Lmax=70


Commercial
L50=60
L25=65
L8.3=70
L1.7=75
Lmax=80


Industrial:
L50=70
L25=75
L8.3=80
L1.7=85
Lmax=90


Indoor Noise – Residences: 45 day; 40 night

The Refinery is surrounded by industrial, commercial, transportation, and some residential land uses.  The ambient noise environment in the project vicinity is composed of the contributions from equipment and operations within these commercial and industrial areas, from rail activities, from the traffic on the major transportation routes (Interstate 405, 223rd Street, Wilmington Avenue, Sepulveda Boulevard, and Alameda Street), and from other individual activities in the area.

The nearest residential area is located approximately 3,000 feet northwest of the project location along Lucerne Street and 223rd Street.  The nearest commercial land is located approximately 1,100 feet from the project location west and northwest of the Refinery, just west of Wilmington Avenue and south of 223rd Street.

Previous noise studies and noise measurements were performed in the Refinery area in 1984 and 1992 (Dames & Moore, 1985; SCAQMD, 1993) in support of the ARCO Watson Refinery Modernization Project EIR and ARCO Clean Fuels Projects EIR, respectively.  Existing ambient sound levels were evaluated in support of the Polypropylene Project in 1997 (SCAQMD, 1997).  The existing community noise exposure level (CNEL) noise environments in the vicinity of the closest residences is 63 to 71 dBA and in the “normally acceptable to normally unacceptable” range for their land use categories (SCAQMD, 1997).  The existing CNEL noise environment in the vicinity of the closest commercial receptor to the west and northwest is 72 to 75 dBA, and is in the “normally acceptable” range for their land use categories (SCAQMD, 1997).

PROJECT IMPACTS
XII. a), b) and d) Noise impacts will be considered significant if any of the following conditions are met:

· The project operation increases the existing CNEL at adjoining residential and non-residential receptors above the “normally acceptable” 65 dBA CNEL for residential land uses or 70 dBA for non residential land uses 

· The project operation increases the existing CNEL by more than three dBA in areas where the existing CNEL already exceeds 65 dBA in adjoining residential land uses or 70 dBA in adjoining non-residential land uses

· The project construction causes an incremental increase in the ambient CNEL noise levels by more than three dBA at adjoining residential receptors

· The project operation or construction results in exceedance of noise standards of the local jurisdictions.

· The project operational noise levels exceed the standards designed to address issues related to worker safety.

Construction equipment that will be used for the proposed project will be similar to, although fewer in number than, the equipment used in the ARCO Polypropylene and Clean Fuels Projects (SCAQMD, 1993, 1997).  Therefore, noise estimates from those projects have been used as conservative estimates of the noise impacts for the proposed project.  In fact, the ARCO Clean Fuels Project took place over a longer period of time and required significantly more construction modifications than the proposed project.  Therefore, data from the Clean Fuels Projects may be considered a "worst-case" scenario for the proposed project.

Table 2-8 presents CNEL estimates of total existing noise, traffic and Refinery components of the existing noise, predicted Refinery proposed project construction noise, and predicted total noise during proposed project construction.  These estimates are based on CNEL estimates for the ARCO Clean Fuels Project construction (SCAQMD, 1993).  As indicated in Table 2-8, the project construction noise is predicted to result in a CNEL of 59 dBA or less at residential and commercial receptors which is less than the existing CNEL.  As a result, Refinery-area CNEL noise levels would be increased by less than one dBA.  Therefore, since construction does not increase existing noise by more than three dBA, construction noise impacts are acceptable in regards to land use classification and ambient noise level increase limits.

The sound levels under the column heading “Project Construction” of Table 2-8 are the minimum/maximum estimated CNEL sound levels during construction at each of the receptor locations as presented in the ARCO Clean Fuels Project EIR (SCAQMD, 1993) Tables 4.6-2 and 4.6-3.

A discussion and further documentation of these Refinery construction CNEL minimums and maximums is presented in the ARCO Clean Fuels EIR Chapter 4.6.1.  In that discussion, Tables 4.6-2 and 4.6-3 also present measured existing sound levels at nearby residential and commercial areas. That document states that the construction CNELs were calculated assuming:

· construction is eight hours/day, Monday through Thursday, beginning at 7 AM;

· equipment usage factors from Table 4.6-1;

· six dBA reduction per doubling of distance plus normal atmospheric absorption; and

· even distribution of equipment between construction sites.

Table 2-8
Existing and Estimated CNEL Construction Noise Impacts at the Refinery (dBA)

Receptor Location
Existing CNEL
Estimated CNEL


Total (Ambient)
Traffic
Refinery
Project Constructiona
Total
Increase

1.  Residential Area. North of 223rd St., 470 ft west of Lucerne
71
71
49
34/39
71
< 1

2.  Commercial Location at Wilmington Ave. and 223rd St.
74
66
74
47/54
74
< 1

Source:  
SCAQMD 1993

a Based on estimated noise associated with construction for the ARCO Clean Fuels Project

In addition, maximum construction noise at any given period of time (as opposed to overall construction CNELs) for the proposed project is predicted to be 65 dBA or less at commercial receptors and 56 dBA or less at residential receptors.  This complies with Carson limits for maximum construction noise for long-term daytime construction.  This instantaneous maximum construction noise level was calculated with the following assumptions:

· Average sound level of each piece of equipment, as listed in Table 2-9 and

· Construction equipment usage as listed in Appendix A

Since construction noise at the Refinery will be within ordinance limits and will not cause a significant increase in existing sound levels, construction activities for the proposed project are predicted to have no significant noise impacts.

The only new permanent noise-producing equipment associated with the proposed project are a 25-horsepower ammonia dilution air blower and the SCR unit exhaust stack.  The small power rating of the blower and its location within the existing refinery noise environment will lead to inaudible increases in noise.  The two existing exhaust stacks for the FCC Unit exhaust will not be operational when the SCR unit is in operation.  Therefore, the SCR unit exhaust stack will not lead to an overall increase in noise during project operation.

Table 2-9
Noise Levels of Construction Equipment

Equipment Type
Typical Sound Pressure Levels (dBA at 50 Feet)

Manlift
85

Backhoe
85

Drilling Rig
85

Crane
85

Compressor
81

Forklift
80

Concrete Saw
85

Generator
79

Source: Hoover and Kieth, 1994. Noise Control for Buildings, Manufacturing Plants, Equipment and Products

The only new permanent noise-producing equipment associated with the proposed project are a 25-horsepower ammonia dilution air blower and the SCR unit exhaust stack.  The small power rating of the blower and its location within the existing refinery noise environment will lead to inaudible increases in noise.  The two existing exhaust stacks for the FCC Unit exhaust will not be operational when the SCR unit is in operation.  Therefore, the SCR unit exhaust stack will not lead to an overall increase in noise during project operation.

Workers exposed to noise sources in excess of 85 dBA are required by Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements to participate in a hearing conservation program.  Workers exposed to noise sources in excess of 90 dBA for an eight-hour period will be required (by OSHA regulations) to wear hearing protection devices that conform to OSHA/National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) standards.  BP Carson Refinery requires participation in a hearing conservation program by employees and contractors.

XII. c)  As described in the previous section, the proposed project will not lead to any increases in audible noise during operation.  Therefore, there will be no permanent adverse noise-related impacts.

XII. e) and f)  The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan, a public airport, a public use airport, or a private airstrip.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:






a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


(
(
(

b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

XIII. a), b) and c) Construction of the proposed project would require up to eight months.  Up to 140 temporary construction jobs would be created by the proposed project.  It is expected that employees for all 140 temporary construction jobs would be drawn from the existing labor pool in the district.  Because the project is proposed within existing facilities located in a highly urbanized area, it is unlikely that additional housing would be necessary for the labor force needed for construction and operation of the project.  No existing housing would be displaced.  Substantial housing growth in the area would not occur as a result of the project.  Therefore, significant impacts are not expected to result from the proposed project.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






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







a)
Fire protection?
(
(
(


b)
Police protection?
(
(
(


c)
Schools?
(
(
(


d)
Parks?
(
(
(


e)
Other public facilities?
(
(
(

XIV. a)  The Refinery maintains an onsite fire department, which is supplemented by public fire departments, to respond to emergency requirements.  The addition of the aqueous ammonia storage tank will require modifications to the Refinery’s Risk Management Program. Updating this plan will require coordination with the Los Angeles County Fire Department, but there is no anticipated need for additional fire protection services as a result of the proposed project.

XIV. b)  The Refinery also has an onsite security department that provides protective services for people and property within the Refinery bounds.  Because the project primarily involves modifications to existing facilities, there would be no increased need for new or expanded police protection.  

XIV. c), d) and e)  Additional operational positions are not required for this project, therefore there will be no increase in local population, and thus no impacts are expected to schools, parks, or other public facilities.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XV.
RECREATION.  






a)
Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?


(
(
(

b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


(
(
(

XV. a) and b) There would be no changes in population densities in the district resulting from the proposed project and the proposed project will not result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities.  Additionally, the proposed project will be located at an established facility with no effect on nearby parks or other recreational facilities.  Similarly the proposed project will not necessitate the construction or expansion of recreational facilities and, thus, will not have an adverse physical effect on the environment.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:






a)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


(
(
(

b)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?


(
(
(

XVI. a) and b)  Solid waste generation and disposal would increase during construction.  The wastes would most likely consist of concrete, asphalt, wood, and metal debris.  The solid waste generated during construction would be disposed of in an appropriately classified disposal facility by a licensed contractor.

If contaminated soils are encountered during the project construction, the soils would be removed for proper disposal in accordance with SCAQMD’s Rule 1150 and BP’s Soils Handling Plan.  

Wastes generated by the operation of the project would be properly managed and/or disposed of in compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste management.

Small amounts of hazardous wastes will be generated by proposed project operations.  Over time, the catalyst material used in the SCR process loses its effectiveness and must be replaced.  It is currently anticipated that the catalyst will be replaced after approximately five years of operation.  The disposition of the spent catalyst has not yet been determined.  It will either be recycled or disposed of at an appropriate landfill.  Recycling is preferred to disposal in a landfill, and the project proponent will pursue implementation of an agreement for recycling by the catalyst vendor prior to the end of the catalyst’s useful lifetime.

Vanadium pentoxide (V2O5), which is one of the components of the catalyst, is classified as “toxic and extremely hazardous” under the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Section 66680.  Therefore, the catalyst may need to be disposed of in a hClass I (hazardous waste) landfill. There are three major active Class I landfills in California:

· Safety-Kleen Buttonwillow Inc. (Kern County) located on Lokern Road between State Highways 33 and 58 is a treatment, storage and disposal facility that accepts Class I solid wastes and Class II solid and liquid wastes.  The permitted capacity of this landfill is 13 million cubic yards with an estimated 40 years of operational life remaining (Hicks, 2001).

· Chemical Waste Management Landfill located in Kettleman Hills (Kings County) on State Highway 41 approximately two miles west of Interstate 5.  The Class I portion of this landfill has approximately 8.0 million cubic yards remaining capacity of a total permitted capacity of 10.7 million cubic yards.  The remaining life of this landfill is approximately 30 years (DTSC, 2001).

· Safety-Kleen Westmorland Inc. located at 5295 S. Garvey Road in Westmorland (Imperial County).  The estimated remaining permitted capacity of this landfill is two million cubic yards with an operational life of 50 years (Yadvich, 1998).

The volume of the spent catalyst is estimated to be about 153 cubic yards, which is a small fraction of the capacity of these landfills.  Therefore, landfills are available with sufficient permitted capacity to serve the proposed project’s potential needs for disposal of hazardous waste.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SETTING

Regional transportation facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project site provide good accessibility to the entire southern California region.  Four major freeways bound most of the Refinery vicinity, which is centrally located between two north-south freeways, the Harbor Freeway (Route 110) and the Long Beach Freeway (Route 710).  The San Diego Freeway (Interstate 405) lies immediately north of the Refinery and runs diagonally through the region.  The Redondo Beach Freeway (Route 91) lies further to the north of the site and runs east-west.

In addition to the freeway system, Pacific Coast Highway (Route 1) is immediately south of the Refinery, paralleling the Pacific coastline.  Freeway interchanges to the regional arterial highway network provide access at regular intervals.

In addition to the vehicular system, the project location is serviced by a network of railroad facilities.  This system provides an alternative mode of transportation for the distribution of goods and materials.  The area is served by the Southern Pacific, Union Pacific, Santa Fe, Pacific Electric, and Harbor Belt Line railroads, with several main lines occurring near the Refinery.

Potential impacts to traffic during construction at the Refinery for the ARCO California Air Resources (CARB) Phase 3/Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE) Phase-out Project were evaluated previously (SCAQMD, 2001).  Twenty-seven intersections in the vicinity of the Refinery were included in the traffic analysis.

Existing AM and PM peak hour turning movement volumes at these intersections were counted by Traffic Data Services, Inc.  Intersection capacity utilization (ICU) values are presented in Table 2-10 and are a means of representing peak hour volume/capacity ratios.  The ICU is the proportion of an hour required to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity.  If an intersection is operating at 80 percent of capacity, then 20 percent of the signal cycle is not used.  The signal could show red on all indications 20 percent of the time and the signal would just accommodate approaching traffic. Four intersections (Wilmington and I-405 SB on/off, I-710 NB ramp and Firestone, I-710 SB ramp and Firestone and Garfield and Firestone) were operating at an unacceptable level of service during the AM and PM peak hours.

Table 2-10
Existing Level of Service Summary


2000

Existing ICU

Intersection
AM
PM

1.  Wilmington & I-405 NB on/off
.73
.67

2.  Wilmington & I-405 SB on/off 
.67
1.01

3.  Wilmington & 223rd 
.77
.79

4.  Wilmington & Watson Center
.57
.68

5.  Wilmington & Sepulveda
.63
.87

6.  Alameda & I-405 NB
.41
.52

7.  Alameda & 223/Wardlow Access
.31
.47

8.  Alameda & Sepulveda (the Refinery and Carson)
.51
.83

9.  I-405 SB on/off & 223/Wardlow
.39
.49

10. 223rd & Alameda/Wardlow Access
.44
.82

11. Gate 16 & 223rd
.41
.73

12. Gate 62 & 223rd
.33
.72

Level of service ranges: 
.00 - .69 B
.70 - .79 C
.80 - .84 D
.85 - .89 D+



.00 - .99 E
Above 1.00 F

PROJECT IMPACTS

XVII. a) and b)  The previous evaluation of potential traffic impacts during construction at the Refinery for the ARCO CARB Phase 3 project concluded that the peak of 350 construction worker commute trips would not cause significant adverse impacts (SCAQMD, 2001).  BP Carson Refinery currently anticipates that the peak daily number of construction workers for the CARB Phase 3 project during the construction period for the FCC Unit NOX reduction project will be 80 and therefore, 80 trips per day.  Since the peak daily number of construction worker trips during construction for the FCC Unit NOX reduction project is anticipated to be 140 trips per day, the peak additional trips during construction for both projects is anticipated to be 220 (140 + 80) trips per day. Since the additional number of trips is less than the overall peak of 350 from the CARB Phase 3 project, which was found not to cause significant adverse impacts, construction for the proposed project is not anticipated to cause significant individual or cumulative adverse impacts to the traffic system.

During operation of the proposed project, it is anticipated that no more than one or two daily truck trips would be made to deliver aqueous ammonia, and that no additional employees would be required.  Therefore, operation of the proposed project is not anticipated to cause significant adverse traffic impacts.

XVII. c)  The proposed project will not affect air traffic patterns because the proposed project does not involve construction of any structures greater than 200 feet in height or would otherwise require notifying the Federal Aviation Administration pursuant to Advisory Circular AC 70/7460-2K.

XVII. d)  The proposed project would take place at existing facilities and would not result in hazards to due to road design, hazards to pedestrians, or conflicts with alternative transportation.  The proposed project will not alter transportation-designed feature or alter current transportation system uses.  Therefore, the proposed project will not increase hazards due to design features or incompatible uses. (Please see the Hazardous Materials section for further discussion.)

XVII. e)  Emergency access is currently provided throughout the Refinery.  The proposed project would not alter existing emergency access, nor would it require additional emergency access.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. 

XVII. f)  The Refinery has available parking for construction vehicles, and additional parking facilities will not be required as part of operation of the proposed project. 

XVII. g)  The proposed project will not alter any existing facilities that support alternative transportation, such as bus turnouts or bicycle racks.  The project proponent and the construction contractor will encourage carpooling and the use of alternative transportation by construction workers.  No additional employees are anticipated to operate the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.
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No Impact






XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.






a)
Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

XVIII. a)  The proposed project does not have the potential to adversely affect the environment, reduce or eliminate any plant or animal species or destroy prehistoric records of the past.  The proposed project is located at sites that are part of an existing industrial facility, which have been previously disturbed, graded and developed, and this project will not extend into environmentally sensitive areas.

XVIII. b)  The only area where there is the potential for cumulative adverse environmental impacts is transportation/traffic.  Additional traffic is only expected during the eight-month construction period.  The construction traffic is expected to avoid the morning peak traffic hour and will result in about 140 trips during the evening peak hour, which is expected to be a small increase in the total traffic in the area.  It is also anticipated that construction for the ARCO California Air Resources (CARB) Phase 3/Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE) Phase-out Project (SCAQMD, 2001) will generate 80 additional construction worker commuting trips at the same time.  The potential impacts from the total of 220 additional trips were evaluated, and it was concluded that significant adverse impacts are not anticipated to occur.  No increase in permanent workers is expected and operation of the project is only expected to result in an increase of one truck trip every 11 days associated with the delivery of aqueous ammonia to the site.  Therefore, no significant increase in traffic (individually or cumulatively) is expected, and the proposed project is not expected to result in significant cumulative impacts pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(2).

XVIII. c)  As presented in the Draft Negative Declaration, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause any significant adverse impacts to aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, solid and hazardous wastes, or transportation and traffic.  Therefore, the proposed project will not have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
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