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SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Executive Summary

South Coast Air Quality Managemebtistrict (SCAQMD) Proposed Rule 1118.1 (PR1118.1)
applies to RECLAIM and neRECLAIM facilities that operate nerefinery flaregoredominately
located at landfillswastewater treatment plantsl and gas production fdities; andfacilities
that handleorganic liquic. The proposed rule will implement, in part, the 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan Control Measure CNIBi1 Emission Reductions from NeRefinery Flares
and facilitate the transition of the NOx RECLAIM prag to a commandnd-control regulatory
structure to assist implementation of CNdB1 NOx Reduction from RECLAIM Assessment.

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

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

Additionally, PR1118.1 establishes source test promgsior those flares subject to the emission
limits or the lowemission exemption to ensure the limits are being met and the exemption is still
applicable. Source tests will be required every five years. There are also monitoring, reporting,
and recordkeping provision for those flares subject to the capacity threshold limit and the low
use exemptions. Lastly, PR1118.1 provides several exemptions including flares that:wise low

or low-emitting; combust regeneration gas; combust only natural gas, ngsopatane or a
combination of propane or butane; have a various locations permit; are located at low throughput
closed landfills; or are subject to another rule.

ProposeRule1118.1 1 DecembeR018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

This Draft Staff Report is organized into five chapters and two appendices. Chapter g9rovid
baclground information regarding RR18.1, norrefinery flares, the various industries using-non
refinery flares and discusses the availability of beneficial use technology to reduce throughput to
flares. Chapter 2 provides an assessment of BARCT @ndréfjuirements in other jurisdictions.

This assessment also covers Reasonably Available Control Technology and Reasonably Available
Control Measures. Chapter 3 provides a summary of the proposed rule, which includes flare
capacity thresholds and emigsibmits for new flares. Chapter 4 includes the socioeconomic
impact assessment, draft findings, and the comparative analysis. There are two appendices:
Appendix A includes the response to comments and Appendix B includes the draft Rule 1118.1
forms. (hapter 5 contains the references.

ProposeRule1118.1 2 DecembeR018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

In March 2017, th&outh Coast Air Quality Management DistriStiGAQMD) adopted the Final

2016 Air Quality Management Plan (2016 AQMP) which includes a serigmntifol measures to
achieve the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozadPmposed Rule 1118.XControl

of Emissions from Refinery FlaréBR1118.1)will implement, in part, th016 AQMPControl
Measure CMBO31 Emission Reductions from NeRefinery Flaresand CMBO57 FurtherNOx
Reductionsfom RECLAIM Assessment The proposed rule seeks to redogales ofnitrogen

(NOx) andvolatile organic compounds(VOC) emissions from flaringoroduced(e.g., process)

gas digester gas, landfill gas, and other combustible gases and vapors and to encourage
alternatives to flaring.The proposed rule also contaimsarbon monoxide (CO) limitwhich is
included to ensure proper combustid?R1118.1does not apply to flarest petroleum refineries,
sulfur recovery plants, and hydrogen production plants subject to SCAQMOLRL8& Control

of Emissions from Refinery Flarg®1118) The norrefinery flares used aisphalt plants;
biodiesel plants; hydrogen production plants fueled in part with refinery gas; petroleum refineries;
and sulfur recovery planthat were previously subject to the Regional Clean Air Incentives
Market (RECLAIM) programwill be subject toProposed Rule 1109.1 Refinery Equipment
(PR1109.1upon adoption of that proposed rule

In addition to CMBO3, the adoption resolution of the Final 2016 AQMP directed staff to transition
RECLAIM program to a commanrandcontrol regulatory structure requig Best Available
Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) as soon as practicable. California State Assembly Bill 617,
approved by the Governor on July 26, 2017, requires air districts to develop, by January 1, 2019,
an expedited schedule for the implementatnd BARCT no later than December 31, 208
facilities that are subject to a marketsed compliance prograr®R1118.1applies to RECLAIM

and noRRECLAIM facilities that operate nerefinery flares.

Theobjective of thgproposed rulés to maxinize emissionreductionsandto encourage beneficial

use by providing a reasonable timefranmfer affected facilitiesto make feasiblelong-range
decisions. The proposed rulencludes NOx VOC and COemission limits that reflect BARCT
standards and a capacity threshold that seeks to identify routine fl&legs thasurpasshe

capacity thresholdill be required to find alternative means (dgneficial use) for excess flaring

or reduce flare throughput or to replacethe equipmenwith a flarewith lower emissioa The

capacity threshold varies depending on the type of gas being flared (landfill, digestacegro

and the type of fiee equipment (open flare versslsouded flare). PR1118ptovides exemptiasn

for low-use and lowemitting flares as well as certain other exemptions, sucHhla®s that:
combust regeneration gas; combust only natural gas, propane, butane or a combination of propane
or butane; have a various locations permi;lacated closed landfilihat collect less than 2,000

MMscf per yeayor are subject to another rulddditionally, PR1118.lestablishes provisions for

source testing, monitoring, reporting, and recordkeepiPrB1118.1is expected to redud®18

tons of NOx per dapy July 1, 2024 from flares located at landfills, wastewater treatment plants,

oil and gas production facilities, organic liquading,and organic liquid storagbased on flare
replacement Potential reductionicould be greaterisae d on faci |l i tiesdé purs
instead of flaring. In addition,gtential reductions could be achieved sooner as théypically

a shorter compliance schedule for modifying or replacing flares.

ProposeRule1118.1 11 DecembeR018
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BACKGROUND

A survey ¢ SCAQMD permits for norrefinery flares indicate NOemission ratefrom many
facilitiesrange betweef.018 to 0.5 pounds per million British Thermal Units (BTUNew and
modified ron-refinery flare emissions are currently regulated through BACT limits as
determinedin SCAQMD Rules 1303 and 1701, but there are currently no sspewfic rules
regulating NOx emisens from existing non-refinery flares. The first SCAQMD BACNOx
standard for flares was established in 1988 at 0.06 popedmillion British thermal unit
(MMBLtu). In 2016,advancements in flare technologjowed theNOx standard to beeduced to
0.018pound#MMBtu for oil and gas productionSimilar flare technologyadvancedor biogas
combustion at landfilland wastewater treatment plants lead to 2048 updateto 0.025
pounds/MMBtu. For major polluting facilities, these new BACT determinations sease
requirement pursuant tte United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEP@&yest
Achievable Emision Rate (LAER) Policy A facility is defined as @major polluting facilityo if

it emits, or has the potential to emit, a criteria air pollutant at a level that equals or exceeds the
emission thresholds specified in the federal Clean Air B&&CT/LAER determinations are based
on a permiby-permit analysis oivhat is achieved in practicé&or normajor polluting facilities,
state law requirea more detailed analis, includingcost effectivenessThe nonamajor source
BACT standard for biogas wenttmeffect in 2000 and is 0.06 pounds/MMBtu. There is ne non
major sourcestandardfor the oil and gas industry.Figure 1 outlines these standards in
pounds/MMBtu on a timeline graph.

Figure 1. Flares BACT Requirements

\Jandfiﬂ Giag “"gester Gag
Biogas 0.06
1988
il
& Gas

. Major & Minor Source . Major Source Only

As aregion in extreme neattainment for ozone, SCAQMD is required by USEPA to adtipt
reasonably available control measures (RACM)reasonably availableontrol technologies
(RACT), particularly when adopted by other air agencies. In this cas€dl¥ornia air districts,

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) have adopted rules for-refinery flares.PR1118.1 also
addresss the USEPA requirements for RACM/BesAvailable Control Measure (BACM) as
(SJVAPCD) Rule 4311 Flares includes emission limits for nogfinery flaresand SBCAPCD
Rule 3597 Flares and Thermal Oxidizersgulates the use of flares and thermal oxidizers for
petroleum and transportation fieés. In addition, PR1118.1 is being developed to facilitate the
transition of the NOx RECLAIM program to a commaauatkcontrol regulatory structure.

ProposeRule1118.1 1-2 DecembeR018
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Rule Development

Staff initiated the rule development process in June 2@lice 2017, staff conductéwentysite
visits to better understand the need for flaring andthéesthe affected industries haadready
madeto reduce flaring. Thenitial rule languagevas distributed in March 2018 and timgial
conceptwas to require flare replacementadfler flares (20 years and oldemless they comply
with the proposed beneficial use compliatargets (e.g., percent gas handling with beneficial use
by a certain date) The beneficial use compliance option was modeled aftéBuheau of Land
Managerent(BLM) i Met hane and Walgd whichPeqaresbetwednssn 98R
percenbf gas that would have been directed to a flare to be used beneficially. Stakeholders argued
that they could not commit to the beneficial use targetgressed a desite keep existing flares
needed for backymndreplacing backup flare isnot costeffective to replace, ssuggested the
rule target routine flaring.

In responseo the commentgeceived from stakeholderstaff presented a differemtile concept
thatwould establisha capacitythreshold andif a flaresurpasseshe capacitythreshold, action
would be required. The proposedcapacity thresholdconceptis established for eachource
categorythat would ultimately be applied to the typggasbeing flared The thresholds were
determined by evaluatingjfferent percent capadés (e.g. usage compared to rated capacity)

each sourceategory,and at what capacity the cost to replace fthee wasfeasible Cost
effectiveness is baseoh the capital costs, maintenance costs, and useful life and emission
reduction achievedThe threshold varied considerapdue to:

71 Cost of the flares
o Flare costs were significantly higher for landfills and wastewater treatment plant
than oil and gas pduction, and
1 NOx emission reductions
o The majority of PR118.1 NOx emissions are from landfills.

Thus, the threshold to determine routine flaring and at what point a replacement is cost effective
are different for each affected industryhe oil and gashtreshold was calculated to be quite low
(5%) due tolower replacementostsand the typical practice using of flares with a high rated
capacity.Landfills also were determined to be able to replace flaithsa relatively low threshold

(20%) due to thdarger amounts of potential emission reductions to Iweaed Wastewater

flares have a high threshold (70%) due lioth the high flare costs andhe low potential for
emission reductionsThe stakeholdenmaintainedconcern with théimeline for the rquirements
particularly when many of the facilities require approval from municipal bodies to take any
proposed actions. However, it was mutually agreed that the gas should be handled to benefit the
operations and businessStaff worked to include longeimelines and more flexibility in the
preliminary draft rule Further details on the proposed rule language can be found in Chapter 3.

! https://lwww.regulations.gov/document?D=BER0160001-9126
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Challengesand Opportunities for Industries Subject To PR.118.1

The main source categories subjed®R1118.1are landfills, wastewater treatment plants, oil and
gas production,and organic liquid loading
facilities. Table | shows the number of flarats Table 1. Flares Subject to PR1118.1

the different source categories, based on Number of
flare gascombusted. Flare Gas Flares
Digester gas 65
Landfills Landfill gas
Landfills generate the largest throughput Closed landfills 103
flared gas and highest NOx emission of t Open landfills 52
PR1118.1universe Landfills alsogenerate  produced gas 49
landfill gas for manydecades even when  oiher flare gas 17

plosed and inactiveThe breakdovyn of waste Organic liquid handling 10

in landfills produces ases which vary TOTAL 206

depending on the type of waste deposited at

facility and contaminants including methan_,

carbon dioxide €O2), sulfides, siloxaneand VOCs These gases are produced by natural
decomposition andredominantly producesethane, in addition to othermtaminants. Federal,
state and local regulations require the capture of landfill gas, which can generate several million
cubic feet ofandfill gasper landfill per daywhich is primarily composed of methane and carbon
dioxide, two potent greenhouse gas These gases are pulled from beneath a landfill and are
collected and combustatirough aflare or used beneficilgl, such as power generation. The
quality of landfill gas varies at each landfill, and can decompose at different rates, depending
pressure and temperature. Closed lanslékperience decreasimantity and qualityBtu per
standard cubic footBtu/sch)) content oer time and eventuallyflaring is not feasible In these
situations, activated carbon may be used to replace flRaential beneficial uses landfill gas
includes the generation of electricity through mituitbines, steam turbineisiternal combustion
engines (ICE), fuel cd] transportation fuebr pipeline injection Thechallengesssociated with
landfill gasincludes théow Btu content and the expertseremove siloxaneontamination, which

can damagequipment or poisothe catalyst usedo controINOx emissios.

Figure 2 - NOx Emissions (tpd)- Some. I.andfills alsq have _private or murjipipal
Three-Year Average 2015 2017 electricity generating faciiies that beneficially
utilizes the landfill gas. These facilities may also
Other have small flares used during the cleaning of
Digester Flare Process  regenerative catalysts. The catalysts are used to
Gas0.08_ ©850.02 Gas0.05  clean tle landfill gasandthey typically have two

/

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

fill i : :

LSQS_' Lgr;gf'” purge the catalystFigure 2 provides a breakdown
Closed Open of NOx emissons (over 3 yr. period) for each
'—%ngg” Landfill affected source category highlighting the highest

0.46 emissions from landfills compared to the other
nonrefinery industries flaring.
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Wastewater treatment plants and digester gas
Wastewater treatmemiantsand gas produced

through anaerobic decomposition in a diges Figure 3: Flare Throughput (MMscfyear)

generate the second highes_,t volume of ¢ - Three-Year Average 2015 2017
flared andthe volume could increase due t
organic wastealiversion as the State strives t Other
meet theseventyfive (75) percent recycling, Digester  Flare Gas Process
composting, or source reduction of waste g 165‘1:0 423 Gas 903
by 2020 under Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341 ’
Chesbro, Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011). Th _
waste diversion efforts may eventuallyodease Landfil ngiﬁ"
landfill gas, but will lead to additional biogas gas- o

. Closed pen
wastewater treatment plants and ottligesters Landil Landfill
receiving the organic waste. An example is ¢ 12511 14,095

1383 (Chapter &b, Statutes of 2@) Short
lived climate pollutants methaneemissions:
dairy and livestock: organic waste: landfillgpr organic waste methane emission reductions.
These reductions would divert food wastes, currently disposed of at landfill, to anaerobarsligest
or composgng facilities

Figure 3 breaks down the affected industrygerual throughput demonstrating the same trend as
NOx emissions. Anaerobic decomposition produces a flammable gas composed of methane,
hydrogen sulfide, CQzZnd siloxane. As with landfill gas, he siloxaneontaminat is the most
challengingand costlyto remove. Digester gas is relatively low Btu, ranging fr&@0 to 600
Btu/scf. Wastewater treatment facilities have a high energy denpthacefore,many facilities

utilize the digester gafr power generation using turbines, ICE, or boilers to madanstfor
heating digesters

Oil and gas extraction

The third largest volume of gas is generated from oil and gas extragtsm source category has
seen significant declinesnce 2015teflecting the decrease in the cost of a barrel dse Figure
4). The oil industry is cyclical and world oil prices axgrentlyincreasing. Anincrease in demand
will lead to an increase in drilling and progaigas ultimately leading to increased flarigd
NOXx emissions.
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Figure 4. Los Angeles County Oil and Gas Production by Year

IIQSO ) 1985 l1990 J1995 l2000 |2005 l2010 I2{)15

0

[l oil Production BBL [ Gas Production McF

Oil extraction produces oiproduced gaswater, and other contaminants. Tgreduced gass
naturally occurring andf relatively high Btu, around 900 Bacf Theproduced gasequires gas
treatment to remove sulfides, water, CO2 and other contaminants. f&wities beneficiallyuse

the produced gaso generate energgr inject the gas into a pipeline. Pipeline injectisrcost
effective for companies that have connedioearby, orcaninteronnect to anot her
pipeline or through a municipal connectiohhere can be interruptions to pipeline injection due

to pipeline curtailment, this occurs when the utility has to perform maintenance or upgrades on
their endof the connection and cannot accept the gasduced gam not considere@Renewable
Natural Gas (RNG3oincentives ar@otavailable to assist in conversion or capiinvever, the
Southern California Gas Company has a tariff program to assist caapggmeratingroduced

gasto install skidmounted units for gas clearp and develop connection to existing natural gas
pipelines. Similar to landfills, there are opportunities to use the gas to generate energy through
fuel cells and micrdurbines as we as to fuel transportation. There are some companies that
operate portable equipment designed to clean up the ggite@nd sell to third party customers.

Organic Liquid Handling and Other Flaring

Theremaining categories of flares are have the lotiestighput.Organicliquid handling which
includestwo subcategories: organic liquid storage and organic liquid loading. Organic liquid
storage includes, but is not limited to, tank farms and pipeline breakout stations. Organic liquid
loading includesbut is not limited to, bulk terminal, marine, railcar, and truck loading. The
remaining flares fall under the e f aul t category rirgf ather dlatingt o as
includes any flaring from sources otherrtHandfill gas digester gasgas poduced fronoil and

gas production, ogases generated froanganic liquid handling.The volume of gas flared and

the NOx emissions are low fordbesourcecategories Some of these facilities will be subject to
proposed Rule 11091ipon adoption of that rulié related to refinery activity and not PR1118.1.
The majority of flares in this source category argallution control devices requirdd destoy

the fugitive emissions from tanks, railcars, and bulk termifealkadingorganic liquids. Some

of thevaporssent to the flarbave a low heating value; therefore,ymmaquire the use of assist gas

2 http://www.drillingedge.com/california/leangelescounty
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to facilitate combustion.Challenges with this source categangludesless opportunities for
beneficial useanda lack ofmarke incentves

Market Based Incentives

Market basedincentives are available to encourage the beneficial use of biogas, which includes
digester gas from wastewater treatment plantdamdfill gas. Wastewater treatment plants and
landfills have a constasupply of gas, but produce leguality gas often about half the heating

value of pipeline quality natural gasndwith significant contamination. The most problematic
contaminants are siloxanes, which are used in a variety of personal care prodtictas su
deodorants, shampoos, skin creams, and hair styling products. Siloxanes get washed down the
drain to end up at wastewater treatment plantsaamdisually found iproduct containerthatget

sent to landfills. Siloxanes are costly to remove frbengas stream and are harmful to combustion
equipmentand post combustion control equipment usedcontrol NOx emissionssuch as
catalyst. Federal and State market based programs provide revenue sources from selling biogas as
a transportation fuel. Tkhe programs include the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) in California
and the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) Program. Under these programs, credits are
generated for the sale of renewable transportation fuels and, dependmarket prices, have
provided funding for equipment and lower fuel costs. In addition, future legislation may change
the minimum higher heating valwandbr maximum siloxane requirements making it eafier

pipeline injection andor facilities to use biogas for transportatifuels.

Beneficial Use Opportunities

PR1118.1 seeks to encourage alternatives to flawhgde at the same timeJlowing an existing

flare to be maintained if the flare throughput is reduseldw capacity thresholds established in

the rule Flare throughput reduction can be achiebgtharnessing and conditioning the waste gas

for a variety of uses Alternatives to flaring include utilizing fuel cells to create electricity and
hydrogen; using micrturbines and boilers to create power fag thcility; using boilers for heat

in anaerobic digesters; selling the gas to be used in transportation; converting the gas to liquids for
transportation; and/ or natural gas pipeline injectiites such as oil and gas facilities that do not
produce enogh gas or are not located near appropriate pipelines for injection could route the gas
towards power generation, such as mindines, and/or capture for use in transportatiohe

flare gas has value and most facilities strive to maximize the use gasthe following sections
highlight some of the beneficial use options.

Fuel Cells

Fuel cels use a chemical reactiomther than combustiotg generate electricityThey are very
efficient andthe fuel cellsdo not produce NOx emissigrthough asmall amount of NOx can be
produced from associated fuel burneFaiel cells can utilize biogas or produced gas as the fuel,
but thecontaminants, eggially the siloxanesn biogas must be removed as they wilbison the
catalyst Fuel cells represent a great opportunity for beneficial use andeNssion reductions
but the technology, and the associatad gearup, is costly.
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Combined Heat and Power

Combined heat and pow@CHP)is an efficient technology that generates eieityrand captures

the heat that would otherwise be wasted to provide useful thermal energy, such as steam or hot
water(see Figure 5) Nearly twothirds of the energy used by conventional electricity generation

is wasted in the form of heat dischargedht® environment.

Figure 5: Combined Heat and Powet

—

Heat Recavery
Unit

Hot Exhaust

Gases

Building

or
Engine Electricity P
or Generator || feclity
Turbine
“
Boilers

New power producing technologies, such as the organic Rankine cycle (ORC), has shown the
ability to consume the gas that would otherwise be flared and prociodenefit by producing

power. This technology utilizes heat recovery from gas combustion to operate the ORC loop to
make power. For an oil and gas facility, for example, this is accomplished by installing a skid
mounted boiler on site to combust the gasl provide hot water for the ORC. The amount of
power generated is not a high enough quantity to sell to the grid, but will be able to meet some of
the facilitydos power needs and/ or heat needs.
or 5ppm (at 3 percent oxygen with selective catalytic reduction), depending on the size, which
will result in 40 to 67 percent less NOx emissions thaanlaalow NOx flare. For a wastewater
treatment facility that currently utilizes boilers for providingahto the anaerobic digesters, the
same boiler can be utilized to process any excess gas that would otherwise be flared. In addition,
a landfill can potentially utilize this technologydenerate electricity fronandfill gas that would
otherwise be fleed.

SACombined Heat and P olUnied Stqte€ Briviyonmerdal Proteetiors hi p 0
Agency, available at https://www.epa.gov/chp/wtlap
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Micro-turbines and Turbines Calabaas Landfill Micro Turbines
Micro-turbines and turbines cau

be powered by gas that woulc =~

otherwise be flared to general |
power. Most systemequiregas

cleanup but there arefacilities

with regenerative theral

oxidation that can be used to
produce power without the
necessity of biogas cleanug |
These technologiesan be used ai
each of the source categories a
are especially useful dandfills

with low methaneontent

Gas Recovery, Compression, and Transportation

Another alternative to flaring is to compress the thas would otherwise be flared and either use

it on-site or transport the gdsr sale or usatanother location. The gas can be cleaned up prior

to compression and used to create a transportation fueling station or the compressed gas can be
transported and injected into the pipeline. This type of system is useful when a natural gas pipeline
is notreadily accessible.

Gas To Bioplastic

The largest component of flare gasugiallymethane andhat methanecan beconvetedinto a
bioplastic. Carbon is captureffom methane using a biatalyst and results in the combination
of carbonwith hydrogen ad oxygeno produce a biopolymer.

Gas-to-liquids

Flare gas can also be converted to liquid fuelssatdias transportain fuel or energy generation.
This is a way to reduce or eliminate flaring while making a phafih the gas that would otherwise
beflared.
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Beneficial Use in the SCAQMD

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

Most oil and gassites that produce significar Beneficial Use at Oil and Gas Sites
guantities of gafave incorporated beneficial us
alternatives to reduce the amount of gas flafzue

to the high quality of producedas, thereare
considerable opportunés for beneficial use  76-100%
including pipeline injection or energy production

(e.g. turbines, fuel cells, etc.While some siteare

remote without a large energy demanains sits
aremoreenergy intensivevhich makes it moreost  51-75%
effective to mplenment beneficial use projects the

provide energy to the site surrounding sources

0-25%

26-50%

Beneficial Use at Landfills
76-100%

Landfills are not energy intensive and rineis

significantcost to clean up the landfill gas to remove

contaminarg, specificallysiloxane. However, due

to the large quantity of landfill gasonsistently

produced, there are many landfills that beneficially

use the gas to generate energy that powers
0-25%  surrounding residees

51-75%

26-50%

Beneficial Use at Wastewater
Wastewater treatment plants are also ene Treatment
intensive and the gas also requires significal
treatment to remove contamaims such as
siloxanes On-site powe generation is a commol
beneficial use of digester gasPowercan be
generated from fuel cellgjrbines micro-turbines,
internal combustion engineand boilers With the
diversion of food wastes texisting digestersat
wastewater treatment plantsthe near futurgit is
anticipated more digester gas will be genera
which shouldesult inmore beneficial use projects
Flaringfor organic liquid storage and organic liqui
loadingwasalsoevaluated for beneficial useThe 51.75%
opportunitiesvere not as evidetdargelydue to the
low volume of gas generatadd diversity of the gas streaffhe man applicationfor these source

0-25%

76-100%

26-50%
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categoriess emission controls of vapors created from the trar@fastorageof organic liquids.
Potentially, vapors could be liquefied and recovered feuse however,at this time, such a
requirementnight not be coseffectivedue to the lowolume and lowemissions

PUBLIC PROCESS

The cevelopment 0PR1118.11 Control of Emissiors from NonRefinery Flaresvasconducted
througha public process. SCAQMD hefdne Working Group Meeting at the Headquarters in
Diamond Baron August25, 2017, October 24, 2017, January 10, 2018, March 8, 28p8] 4,

2018, June 2, 2018, July25, 2018 and Septembetrl, 2018and November 15, 2018 he Public
Workshop was held on October 17, 204Bh an additional Public Consultation meeting
October 30, 2018 Staff presented PR1118.1 at the October 19, 2018 and December 19, 2018
Stationary Source Committeeeetings.

The Working Group is composed of representatives frootentially affectedbusinesses,
environmental groups, public agenciesnsultantsand the general publicThe purpose of the
working groupmeetings is to discuss proposed concepts and work thtbeghet ai | s o f
proposalnd address key issues. Separate stakehuoleletings and 20 site visits were conducted
that focused on specific stakeholder issues.
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Chapter 2

BARCT ASSESSMENT

Staff conducted an assessment of BARCT rionrefinery flares BARCT is defined in the
California Health and Safety Code Section 404
maximum degree of reduction achievable, taking into account envirorimentxrgy, and
economic i mpacts by each <c¢class or CBAR@Tgory o
emission limits take into consideration environmental impacts, energy impacts, and economic
impacts. In addition to NOx reductions sought in the pregasile, SCAQMD, through the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, identified potential environmental and
energy effects of the proposed rule. Economic impacts are assessed at the equipment category
level by a review of costffectivenessrad incremental costffectivenes contained in this report

and at the macro level as part of the Sesonomic assessment contained in a separate report.

The RECLAIM Working Groupaised aconcermstot he scope of fibest avai
technd o gtlyatthe SCAQMD must impose for all existing stationary sourafier RECLAIM

has endegursuant tdHealth & Safety Code §40440(b)(13takeholders have argued these of

t he wor dpreatiude the SCAQMD drom requiring an emissions limit that can only be
costeffectively met by replacing the basic equipment with new equipntetatff disagrees with

this positont he use of the term fretrofitoPublxkes not
policy, casdaw, the statutory frameworland areview of dictionary definitions all suppothis

view.

The online MerriamWe bst er Dictionary defines dAretrofit
replacing equipmenf That dictionary establishes the following defih i on f o)tofurnisht r o f i t
(something, such as a computer, airplane, or building) with new or modified parts or equipment

not available or considered necessary at the time of manufactucein®tall (new or modified

parts or equipment) in soméatly previously manufactured or constructefii@adapt to a new

pur pose or nEhisdefinitiomaddes moypreolude the use of replacement parts as a
retrofit.

The online Dictionary.com is more explicit in allowing replacement parts.includes the

foll owing definiti ¢Tosnodifyoequipmentt(in arplands, aat@molales\ae r b :
factory, etc.) that is already in service using parts developed or made available after the time of
original manufacture,)2T o install, fit, or a@pt (a device or system) or use with something older;

to retrofit solar heatg to a poorly insulated hous®, (of new or modified parts, equipment, etc.)

to fit into or onto existing equipment) #o replace existing parts, equipment, etc., with updated
parts o P Theisydsfihitomcdearly includes replacement of existing equipment within the
concept ofAcitoetdi omfgilty., 0 t he use of the term fr
redacing existing equipment.

Moreover, the statutory definition of Abest a\
replacing existing equipment with new cleaner equipmé&é ct i on 40406 provi de

1 https://www.merriammwebster.com/dictionary/retrofit
2 hitp://www.dictionary.com/browse/retrofit
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this chapter, O0best available retrofit contro
on the maximum degree of emission reduction achievable, taking into account environmental,
energy, and economic impacts by each class or category oésoWus it is clear that BARCT

is an emissiondimitation, and is not limited to a particular technology, whether-aaldr
replacement.Thus, retrofit technologgloes not preclude replacement technologies.

Public policy al so Threarqupentsuggestingepladerhedtsequiproesti t i o n
precludedwould have an effect contrary to the purposes of BAREDr example, staff has
proposed a BARCT that may be more esfiéectively be met for diesel fueled engines by replacing

the engine with aew TierlV diesel engine rather than installing additional-adctontrols on the

current engine which may be many decades tidhe SCAQMD were precluded from setting
BARCT for these sources, the oldest and dirtiest equipment could continue oprgpiossibly

many more years, even though it would be-eff&ctive and otherwise reasonable to replace those
engines.There is no policy reason for insisting that replacement equipment cannot be an element
of BARCT as long as it meets the requiremariitthe statute including cosffectiveness.

The case law supports an expansive reading of BARGExplaining the meaning of BARCT,

the California Supreme Co ur-forcingethndardtdesmried tB ARCT
compel the development of newe c hnol ogi es t o meAamericgn Chatingsc he al
Associationv. South Coast Air Quality Mgt. Diss4 Cal. 4446, 465 (2012). In fact, the BARCT
requirement was placed in state law for 8®@AQMDi n or der to fAencourage
i mprovements in air qualityo and wsCaQMDesi gned
regulatory power.American Coatings, supr&4 Cal. 4 446, 466. Accordingly, BARCT may

actually be more stringent than BA, because BACT must be implemented today by a source
receiving a permit today, whereas BARCT may, if so specified b@&QMD, be implemented

a number of years in the future after technology has been further develapedcan Coatings,

supra,54 Cal 4" 446, 467.

The Supreme Court further held that when challengin§tBeA Q M Deétesmination of the scope

of a fAclass or category of sourceodo to which a
thattheSCAQMDRIGes er mi nati oni cbBo@ay bbb AmesicaryGoatioge,pal . 0
supra, 54 Cal. &' 446, 474. Therefore, theSCAQMD may consider a variety of factors in
determining which sources must meet any particular BARCT emissions level. If, for example,
some sources could not cetectively reduce their emissions further because their emissions are
already low, these sources can be excluded from the category of sources that must meet a particular
BACT. Therefore, theSCAQMD may establish a BARCT emissions level that can-cost
effectively be met by replacing existing equipment rather than installingpadantrols, and the

S C A Q M [Difisition of the category of sources which must meet a particular BARCT is within
theSCAQMDO6 s di screti on as,capociogsprarationalt 1 s not ar bi

Lastl vy, publ i c policy supports SCAQMD©OG s poOsSi
replacement, and even if it was concluded that BARCT cannot encompass equipment replacement,
BARCT is not a limitation on SCAQMD authority. The SCAQMD resaibroad statutory

authority to adopt emissietontrol requirements for stationary sources, and that authority may
require equipment replacement, as long as the requirement is not arbitrary and capricious.
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The stepdor aBARCT analysigsee Figure 6gonsst of:
Assessment of SCAQMD Regulatory Requirements
Assessment of Emission Limits for Existing Units
Other Regulatory Requirements

Assessment of Pollution Control Technologies

Initial BARCT Emission Limit and Other Considerations
Costeffectiveness Analysi

Final BARCT Emission Limit

=4 =8 =8 -4-9_-4_-9

Figure 6: BARCT Assessment
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Assessment of SCAQMD Regulatory Requirements

As part of the BARCT assessment, staff reviewed existing SCAQMD regulatory requirements that
affect NOx emissionat nonrefinery flarefacilities. SCAQMD Rule 1147 NOx Reductions

from Miscellaneous SourcgfRule 1147)applies to gaseous and liquid fuel fired combustion
equipment and includes incinerators, afterburners, thermal oxidizers, and other combustion
equipment, including flares. The NOx emission limitRine 147 arethe following:
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Table 2: Rule 1147 NOx Emission Limis
NOx Emission Limit
ppm @ 3% O2 dry, or Pound/MMBtu
Process Temperature

Equipment > 800°F

Categor O 800A and>1200°F O 200°F

30 ppm or 30 ppm or 60 ppm or

Other Unit 0.036 Ib/MMBtu 0.036 Ib/MMBtu 0.008lb/MMBtu

Rule 1147 indicates the emission limits only apply to burners in units fuelHDipercennatural

gas. The flares subject tBR1118.1are typically not 100 percent natural gas, but rather biogas or
producedgas, although the facilitiemay use natural gas as assist ¢additional gas needed to
allow for combustion) Affected facilities primarily use their flares ti@stoy combustiblevaposs

or ga®sin the wastestream herefore, the Rule 1147 emission limits do not apply.

Other Regulatary Requirements

As part of the BARCT assessmertgftexamined NOx limitgsee Table 3for nonrefinery flares
promulgated byother regulatory agencies. Staff reviewgahta Barbar&ounty Air Pollution
Control District (SECAPCD) Rule 359i Flares and fiermal Oxidizerand San Joaquin Valley
Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCDRule 43111 Flares The SJVAPCD rulés applicable
to both refinery and nomefinery flares. SBCAPCD is applicable to oil and gas production,-non
emergency refiningand traasportation industries It excludes emergency flaremd includes
thermal oxidizers.

In contrastPR1118.1is only applicable tanonrefinery flares. SCAQMD Rule 1118 applies to
flares atrefinelies, hydrogen plants, and sulfur recovery ufiases usedfor emergencies and
uncontrolled release of gases and vapors from process upsets or planaedundand stadps.

Table 3;: Other Jurisdiction Flare Emission Limits

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

Assessment of Pollution Control Technologies

As part of theBARCT assessment staff conducted a technology assessment to evaluate NOx
pollution control technologie®r nonrefinery flares Staff reviewed scientific literature, vendor
information, and strategies utilized in practicehe technologies are presentelowalong with

the applicability for use with variouypes of flare gas fronmdustries generating combustible
gases or vapors.
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Flare Technology
Open Flares

A flare is a control device thas utilized to control &/OC streamby
pipingit to aburner that combusts the VOC containing gag&esly flares
were designedselevatedcandlesticktypeflaresthat havean open flame
with a specially designed burner tgmdauxiliary fuelto achievenearly |
98percentvOC destruction.The destruction efficiency is driven Bgme
temperature, residence time in the combustion zomgturbulent mixing
of the componentsComplete ombustionresults in the conversion afl
the VOCsto carbon dioxide and water but also results in the emissio
NOx, sulfur oxides, and carbon mond&i Open flares have a high rate
capacity and long service life. They are {owst, simple to use, ani
reliable but they are also noisy, emit smoke, heat radjadiod light.
There are few open flaresmaining in the SCAQMDTable 4 showthe
numberof open flaresunderstood to still be operating in the SCAQMD
jurisdictionandthe totalestimated emission€pen flares canndie source tested due to the open
flame and absence of a stacknléss
Table 4: Non-Refinery OpenFlares in the there was aspecified NOxpermit
SCAQMD limit, a default emission factor was
: usedto estimate the emissions. Both
Estimated t he U SAPRRospilation of

Open Flare

Number NOXx Annual Air Pollutant Emission Factorand
of Open  Emissions  Throughput Rule 1118 use 0.068 pounds/MMBtu
Flares (tpd) (MMscf) as the default emission factfmr an
11 0.02 418 open flare
Enclosed Flares Enclosed Groundl&re

To mitigate the noise and the visible pollution of the open flame, r
nonrefinery flaresin operation todayre enclosed ground flarein
an enclosed flare, the burners are shrouded in a stack that is inte
insulated. This stack provides wind protection and reduces no
luminosity, and heat radiationEnclosed flares generally have le:
capacity than open flaresutthey are reliable anstraightforwardo
operate The majority of nofrefinery flares subjedb PRL118.1are
enclosed ground flaresNOx emissiongor Enclosed Flares maye
higherthan open flaredout most meet the B8 BACT NOXx limit of
0.06 pounds/MMBtu.

3 USEPA AR42 - Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, available at
https://www.epa.gov/aiemissiongactorsand-quantification/apt2-compilationair-
emissiondactors
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Ultra-Low NOx Flares

The new generation ofiltra-low-NOx flare utilizes apremixed gas stream with a@ssist

Ultra-Low-NOx Flare

combustionandis designed withultra-low NOx burnergesulting

in decreasedNOx and VOCemissions. Theseultra-low-NOx
flares can achievBlOx emission®f less than 0.025 pounds per
Million Btu (see Table 5). The tkoology haseen available for
almost a decaderlhere are two major manufactures of thelbe-
low NOx flares. John ZinkHamworthyCombustion (John Zink)
produces Zink Ultra Low Emissions (ZURH flare, which
electronically control aito-fuel ratio within the enclosed flare to
provide more efficient destruction and less NOx emissions without
an increase of carbon monoxidehe othewltra-low-NOXx flare is
the Certified UltraLow Emissions Burner (CEB®produced by
theAereon Corporationlt incorporateshe premixing of gases and
patented wire medburnertechnology that allowkr more surface
area, resulting imore efficient combustion and retention of heat,

with a decrease of NOx emissionBue to the added complexity in the desidrihe ultra-low-

NOx flares, some stakeholders have experienced reliability issues. This is especially true of the
early generation flares install#itht donotcombusta constant gas flowMore recently, Perennial
Energy has introduceghultra-low-NOx Hare, with guararges of 0.025 NOx and 0.06 COhése

flares havea smaller footprint100% stainlesstael burnersand usetechnologythat involves
autorratic air fuel ratio controls witproprietary burner technology

The following chart showsUltra-Low NOXx flares and conventional flares thatre currently
installedat landfills, wastewater treatment plants, and oil &t gas sites. This demonstrates
the technology is commercially available, achievepgractice,and thus is feasible.

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

'

LANDFILLS

WASTEWATER TREATMENIL AND GAS PRODUCTION TOTAL

m Ultra-Low NOx Flares m Total Conventional Flares
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Other Flares

For the Other flaring categoryohn Zinkproduces a NOXSTAR Vapor Combustion System
capable ofeducing emissions fanarine terminal loading and unloadibyg meetinga stringent
99.99percentdestruction efficiencyanda 0.2 pound/MMBtu NOx emissionCEB® flares have
also been permitted and installed for tmeorganic liquid handling

Table 5: NOx Emissions for Currently Available Control Technology
Manufacturer

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

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

Costeffectiveness was examined for flares in each source category. Cost effectiveness is
measured in terms of control costs (dollars) per air emissions reduced (tons). If the cost per ton of
emissions reduced is less than the maxinfessiblecost effetiveness, then the control method

is considered to be cost effective. The 2016 AQMP estalislesteffectiveness threshold of
$50,000 per ton of NOx reduced.

The discounted cash flow method (DCF) was used to determineféediveness. The DCF

metlod calculates the present value of the control costs over the life of the equipment by adding
the capital cost to the present value of all annual costs and other periodic costs over the life of the
equipment. A real interest rate of four percent, and-ge2% equipment life is used. The cost
effectiveness is determined by dividing the total present value of the control costs by the total
emission reductions in tons over the samgear equipment life.

To estimate the cost ohailtra-low NOX flare, $aff consulteda variety ofvendors anghput from
stakeholders. Flare installatioosts are site specifénd staff received a wide variety of estimates
which varied significantly bygource categoryTo account for the variety of data and establish a
consistent threshold per source categmtaff averaged the cagitcost (equipment plus
installation) and operation and maintenance cost per indusirgstimate the cost of flare
replacementas seen in Tabke
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Table 6: CostEstimates forUItra -Low NOx Flares

Size

Flare Gas  (MMBtu/hr) Flare Type Capital Cost

Digester 27 x 3 Flares CEB® 800 $654,767
Gas 42.6 x 3 Flares ZULE® $603,933
39.33 ZULE® $1,520,000
12 CEB® 350 $298,800
40 CEB® 1200 $448,200
Average: $769,375
Landfill 75.6 ZULE® $1,758,339
Gas 167 ZULE® $1,386,400
120 ZULE® $2,573,208
12 CEB® 350 $622,910
Average: $1585214
Produced 40 CEB® 1200 $410,000
Gas 17 CEB® 500 $420,000
3.4 CEB® 100 $235,000
40 CNTOXS8 $1,190,000
27 CEB® 800GCA $350,000
Average: $521,000

* Costs listed represent the cost fiares.

Annual Cost

$100,000
$100,000
$100,000
$28,290
$42,435
$74,145
$121,867
$219,850
$305,515
$35,362
$170,649
$30,000
$19,000

$42,000
$30,000
$30,250

Averaging these costs provide a fair and balanced value to accouhefaide range otflata
providedand various types of operational need®dR1118.1seeks to reduce routine flaring and
staff used the percent of the totialre capacityutilized by each flareas a surrogat® determine

what would be consideradutine use.For this analysis, staff evaluated the cost effectiveness at
different thresholds to determine the most appropriate threshéleen determining the number

of flares that woud be impacted, staff did not include flatbsitalready meet proposed limits or
areeligible forthe proposedule exemptions. The emission reductions were calculated using a
threeyearannualaverage throughput (20152017) and the difference betweerh e f | ar e 6 s

NOx permit concentration limit and the propossdissionimit.

Table 7reports the findings of the analysis fach source category, at differémtesholds of the
percent capagitof a flare utilized with the corresponding emissiogeductions and the estimated
cost per ton of NOx reduced. To achieve the rule objectare$,ensure any action taken (e.g.
replace the flare) would be cost effective and thus, economically feasdifehosethe threshold
based on maximum reduced esniss at a feasible cost effectiveness. For landfills, the initial

evaluation of cost effectiveness showed ten percent to be above the $50,000 per ton of NOx

removed. The changes to fiteres affectedwhich resulted from updated data and changes to the
applicableexemptiors,) now show ten percent is below the $50,000 threshold; however, staff is
not proposing to lower the thresholsbcause there would not be additional NOx emission
reductions at theolver threshold PR1118.1 does not containCapacity Threshold for other
flaring or organic liquid handling, such as bulk loading at marine terminals, railcars, or truck racks,
tank degassing, etcThis is because, in parthere are not as many feasildpportunities for
beneficial usgthe gas streams are diverse, and emissindgroughput are low and intermittent
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The emission limits in PR1118.1 for other flaring is 0.06 pounds/MMBtu. This is the BACT limit
for biogas that was established in 19881 represestNOx limits for conventional flaresand
shouldthereforebe achievable for conventional flare installation. For organic liquid handling, the
limit referenced is the current BACT standard with which new flares currently have to comply.

Table 7. Capacity Threshold Ranges with Cost Effectiveness

# flares Estimated

Capacity exceeding Emission Cost

Threshold threshold Reductions (tpd) Effectiveness
3% 0.016 $57,985

. —
ail e e 10% 0.009 $47,225
20% 3 0 008 $41,348
10% 17 $49,259

. —
Landfills 30% $48948
40% 10 0.10 $48,412
30% 9 0.02 $95,063
Wastewater and 400r 50% 3 0.009 $70,417
Digester Gas 60% 2 0.008 $52,88B

0% | 1| 000 33017885 |

Table 8 lists the BARCT emission limit recommendatjovisich reflect currenBACT limits that
have been proven to be technologically and economically feaaitdéhusqualify for BARCT

BARCT Emission Limit Recommendation

Table 8¢ Recommended BARCT Emission Limits

pounds/MMBtu
Flare Gas NOX co VOC

Digester gas:

Major facility 0.025 0.06 0.038

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

Organic liquid storage 0.25 0.37 N/A

Organic liquid loading 0.034 0.05 N/A
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Organic liquid handlings separated into organic liquid storage and organic liquid loading. The
limits are based on BACT standarddopted by the Sacramento Air pollution Control District
The limits areequivalent, butreportedwith different units for moreaccurate applicaly and

ease of recordkeeping and enforcemenThe pounds/MMBtu was calculated based on
pounds/1,000 gallons loaded®Emissions argypically calculated based ah000gallons loaded

for bulk terminals, marine vessels, truciad rail carsas the liquidoroductis being transferred
andcan be quantified For tank farm and pigline transfer stationsvhere organic liquids are not
being loaded, the poung®r MMBtu is more meaningful. There are many facilities with both
tank vapors and truck racks rodt® the same flardqnowever since the two limits arequivalent
therule allows dacility to demonstrate compliance with either limit.
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Chapter 3

PROPOSED RULE 1118.1

Purpose (Subdivision (a))

The purpose (subdivision (a)) of this rule is to reduce NOx and \@d@ssions from flaring
produced gasdigester gas, landfill gas, and other combustible gases or vapors and encourage
alternatives to flaring.

Applicability (Subdivision (b))

PR1118.1 applies to owners and operators of flares that req8@AQMD permit at facilities,
including, but not limited to, oil and gas production, wastewater treatment facilities, landfills,
organic liquidhandling

Definitions (Subdivision (c))
PR1118.1adds the following definitions to clarify and explain key concef®ease refer to
PR1118.%or each definition.

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

ProposedRule1118.1 31 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Protocol

Publicly-Owned Facility
Regenerative Adsorption System
Regeneration Gas

Relocate

Utility Pipeline Curtailment
Volatile Organic CompouniVOC)

Flare Definition (paragraph (c)(10))

PR1118.1defines the term flare as a combustion device that oxidizes combustible gases or vapors,
where the combustible gases or vapors being destroyed are routed directly into thevithuwoer
energy recovery Prior to the development of the flare definitionRR1118.]1 there was no
established definition of a flare. During the rule process, it became clear that there was no
consensus between the following control devices: afterburner, flare, incinemattirermal
oxidizer. The primary challenge was flares (under this proposed rule definition) might have been
permitted as an afterburner or thermal oxidieethe pastbecause equipment descriptions on
permits varied depending on use and the application submitted by the fagiligy.proposed
definition also includes a clarification that flares do not recover energy. This is to distinguish a
flare from a burner instid in a device that generates electricity or uses heat to generate steam
etc A notice was sent to all potentially affected permit holders to make them aWidne rule
makingso they can participate in the process if the facility believe their eqotpopelifies as a

flare in accordance with the proposed rule definitibonaddition permitting staff has committed

to address the permitting discrepancies with the facilities clarification purposeshé following

is a brief summary of typical aithiutes of the different control devices:

Flares
Primary application: to burn gases capable of sustaining combustion B:#3806f)
Waste stream routed directly to the burner
Open or enclosed
Enclosed flares feature vertical stack open to the atmosphere
Ultra-Low NOXx flares include:
o Fuel premixing
o Combustion blowers
o Temperature controls provided by actuated dampers

E I

Thermal Oxidizers
1 Primary application: to burn gases that cannot sustain combustion Bt866f)
1 Typical thermal oxidizeconfiguratiors include:
0 Horizontal combustion chamber followed by vertical stack
o Combustion chamber not open to the atmosphere, need to maintain
temperature
o Combustion blowers
o Temperature controls
0 Heat recovery
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Afterburners
1 Primary application: to burn gases that cdrsustain combustion (<3@tu/scf)
1 Fuel gas routed to burner, waste stream fed into chamber above the flame
1 Typical afterburners include:
o Enclosed vertical stack open to the atmosphere
o Ground level

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

Requirements (Subdivision (d))

PR1118.ITequires owners or operators that install a new flare or replaces or relocates an existing
flare to meet the emission limits listed in TableEmission Limitsof the proposed rule (see Table

9). The emission | imits ar e whchefeedsh thecursentaf f 0 s
BACT limits.

New flares installed at oil and gas production diteshave estimated annual emissioraafy of

the following: four or more tons of sulfur oxides, VOCs, NOX, specifigamiics, particulate matter
(PM); or 100 tons per year or more of G@Il have further limitations.The throughput tdlares

that are replacedill be limited to 110 percenbf the averagéhroughput for therior twocalendar
yearammediately preceding the submittal of the permit for the flare being replabexproposed
limitation is in response to concerns raised, staff considered various approaches to limit net
increases in gases flared. Following flare replacement, flavagdwmo longer be subject the

Table 2i Annual Capacity Thresholds limiting routine flaring. The 110 percent limit therefore
seeks to preclude a facility from installing a new flare and increasing the amount of gas flared from
replaced flares at loand gas production facilities=or new flareshere is no prior flare throughput
activity to establisha limit; therefore, staff is proposing fixed throughputimit based orthe
average throughput fromil and gas production subject RR1118.1 in2015and 2016 That
average40 MMscf/year would be given a orgme growth factoof approximately 10 perceid

set a fixed limit of 45 MMscf/year for new flardsat is not replacing an existing flaréhroughput
associated with source tests or utility pipe curtailment will not bencluded when calculating

the throughputlimitations above providedthe facility is able to provide documentation that
substantiates the throughmatught to be excluded
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Table 9: PR1118.D $able 17 EmissionLimit s

pounds/MMBtu
Flare Gas NTo co VOC
Digester gas:

Major facility 0.025 0.06 0.038
Minor facility 0.06 N/A N/A
Landfill gas 0.025 0.06 0.038
Produced gas 0.018 0.01 0.008
Other flare gas 0.06 N/A N/A

Organic liquid handling:
Organic liquid storage 0.25 0.37 N/A
Organic liquid loading 0.034 0.05 N/A

1. Table 17 EmissionLimits shall continue to apply unless amended or
otherwise superseded following a technology assessroaunsed to be
performed by the Executive Officéo determine potential alternative limits
appropriate for digester gas generated from food waste diverted from
landfills.

In October, 2018, the Southern California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment Works (SCAP)
informed SCAQMD of the potential increase of ammonia from thermophilic anaerobic digestion
and the digestion of food wastes. Digester gas burned from these ftyligssteranay resulin
higher NOx emissions. The data originated from northern California and shared through
California Association of Sanitation Agencies (CASA)Both organizations urged SCAQMD
consider an updated emission limit onakegermnation is made whether ammog@ncentrations

will increase from digestion of food wastasthermophile digestion Footnote 1 of Table 1
Emission Limitsreflects thisrequestn d st af f 6 swilrinelsde language in thBo@rd a f f
Resolutioncommitting to conducta technology assessmeanid report backo the Stationary
Source Committee withia2 monthsof rule adoption Digestion of bod wastds of particular
concern, due t&enate Bill 1383which mandates food wastiiversion from landfills to either
composting or anaerobic digestiaith the goal of beneficially using the biogals is anticipated
thatabout 75 percent capaciy that wastaliverted as part of Senate Bill 138! be diverted to
existing wastewatdreatment plants.

The newdatapresented by SCAP and CASA&quires further studies and affects wastewater
facilities throughout California, as the provisions of SB 1383 require the diversion of food wastes
to either anaerobic digesters or composting.e BCAQMD will work with the waste water
industry, California Air Pollution Control Officers Associatio€ APCOA),and applicable state

!"Ammonia in Biogalsdrmhi g@x eEmiGasi:orfFuedt Fl ares
Black & Veatch Pregaation at SCAQMD (October 2018)
2 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtmlI?bill_id=201520160SB1383
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agencieso assess this potential issueacilities with &isting flaresmay demonstrate compliance
with the emission iits contained iTable 1i Emission Limitsby performing a source test by
submitting a prior source tetbtat meets specified criteridemonstrating compliance with Table
17 Emission limits pursuant to a source test must be repeated every five years

PR1118.1 establishes capacity thresholds (see Table 10) to identify routine flaring that will apply
to existing flares thatannot demonstrate compliance withble 1i Emission Limits Facilities

will be required tanonitorflare throughpuon amonthly basis At the end of each calendar year,

the facility must determine the percent capacitis greater thathe PR1118.1Table 2i Annual
CapacityThresholds.If a flarehas an annual percent capacity tisagreater thathe applicable
capacitythresholdfor two consecutive yearshe facility must decidé reduceits throughput to

below the capacity thresholds, e.g. through a beneficial use project, or repleqgaifmeent with
aflarethatmees PR1118.1Table 1i Emission Limits

Table 10: PR1118.5 $able 21 Annual Capacity Thresholds

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

Subdivision (d) also contasrthe compliance schedule for flardsat have an annual percent
capacitythatis greater thathe capacity threshofdr two consecutive yearsThe schedule allows
additional time for flare throughput reductjoas one objectiveof the rule is to encourage
alternatives to flaring.

Tocomply with the tiered schedule and alert S
compliance option, increment of progress, etc., the following new forms have been developed and
draft versions provided in the Appendix to this Staff Report:

Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity

Notification of Annual Percent Capacity Greater Than Threshold
Notification of Intent

Notification of Flare Throughput Reduction

1 Notification of Increments of Progress

il
il
il
il

All but the notificationsother than theNotification of Flare Inventory and Capacitould be
subject to the administrative fee pursuant to Rule 301Rgrmitting and Associated Fees and the
forms will be available on the SCAQMD website. Staff willamend Rule 301 to include a reference
to Rule 118.1. The next amendment to Rule 301(x) will occur prior to July 2@th@y than the
Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity, all otmatification in PR.118.1 will occurafter
January 30, 2020Therefore all but onenotification fee can be incled in Rule 301(x) before

any notification would be required by the Rule1118There will be no fee for the oftane
Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity.
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PR1118.1 includes an initial Notification of Flare Inventory and Capacity which must béteabm

within 30 days of rule adoptio(Gee draft notification form in Appendix paBel). As stated

above, here will be no fee associated with this form as RBdl& will not be amended to include

Rule 1118.1 prior to the due date of the forfrhis notification will be a ong@age form for the

facility to fill out and submit. It will contain a list of flares at the facility, the permit number, the

date of installaon, type of gas combusted, maximum rated capacity of each flare, the description

of fl ow meter, information from the manufact ul
This information is critical for rule implementation and enforcement.

Each yearany facility tha has & annual percent capacity greater than the applicable capacity
thresholdhas tosubmit a Notification ofAnnual Percent Capacity Great&han Capacity
Threshold tahe SCAQMD within 30 daysrom the end of the second conséariicalendar year

the annual percent capacisygreater thatheapplicablecapacitythreshold(Seedraft notification

form in Appendix pageéB-12). The notification will alert staff in Planning, Engineeringnd
Enforcement. It will be aviolationthefacilityd s f | ar e per c entthecapgriyci t y i
threshold andhe facilitydoes not submit theotification If a flare has an annual percent capacity
greater tharthe applicablecapacity thresholéor two consecutive yearshe facility hass0 days

to submit aNotification of Intent to inform the SCAQMDif the facility will pursue flare
throughput reduction or flare replacemé®dée draft notification form in Appendix pags). All
notificatiors other than the notification of flare inventory and capaeityf be subject to
notification fees pursuant to Rulel§R) i Permitting and Associated Fees &tification Forms

will be available on the SCAQMD website.

If pursuing flare replacement, tha facility must submit &lare permit applicationwithin six

months Publidy-OwnedFacilitieshave one yeafrom the end of the second consecutive calendar
year theannual percent capacity is greater than the applicable capacity thréshdido
consecutiveyears,following standard SCAQMD permit application submittal requirements (e.g.
fees) The facility ha 18 months to install the flare after ®€ AQMD permit was issued, with
potential 12 month extension upon Executive Officer approdpproval of a timeextension will

be based on the submission containing sufficient details justifying the basis for the request, and
demonstrating that the specific circumstances necessitate the additional time, such as providing
detailed schedules, engineering designs,tcoction plans, permit applications, purchase orders,
economic burden, and technical infeasibility.

If pursuing flare throughput reductiotime facility must submia Notification of Flare Throughput
Reductionwithin six months Publicly-Owned Facilitiehiave one yeafrom the end of the second
consecutiveealendar yeathe annual percent capacity that is greater than the applicable capacity
threshold(see draft notification form in Appendix paBe4). The notification will include the
following information

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

1 Annually the facility shall report to thBCAQMD on the progress achievirtbe flare
reduction.
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The facility has 36 months from the second consecutive year thestigpassedhe capacity
thresholdo reduce flare throughput below the threshulith a potential 12 month extension upon
Executive Officer approvalNotifications of Increments dProgess documenting actions taken

to reduce flare throughput or incorporate flare gas reductidinhave to be submitted every 12
monthsfrom the end of the second consecutive year the annual percent capacity is greater than the
applicable capacity threshol@ee draft notification form in Appendix paBes). PR1118.1
includes an extension provision that allows for onaridhth extension upon Executive Officer
approval. Approval of a time extension will be based on the submission containing sufficient
details justifying the basis for the requestdademonstrating that the specific circumstances
necessitate the additional time, such paeviding detailed schedules, engineering designs,
construction plans, permit applications, purchase orders, economic burden, and technical
infeasibility. If a facility cannot achieve that deadline, they h#ive optionto seek a variance

from the SCAQMD Hearing Board an independent administrative law parfel, any further
extensions.

PR1118.1 also includes a changecoimpliance pathway provision. This provisionl\provide

flexibility if a facility choose either flare replacement or throughput reduction but during the
execution of the project decides to pursue the aitv@pliance pathwayThis will only be allowed

one time and the deadline for project completaill be within 36 month from the end of the
second consecutive calendar year the annual percent capacity is greater than the applicable
capacity threshold. The extension provision will not apply if a fadlitgnges the compliance
pathway; however, atility could seek relief from thidearing Board

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

An owner or operator may submit a request to the Executive Officer at least 60 days prior to the
scheduled deadlin® complete either the flare throughput reductiorflare replacementThe
Executive Officewill review the requests and approve or reject based on information included in
the request. The owner or operator can request ormaohth extensionf pursuing flare
replacement and one 2donth extension ipursuing flare throughput reductiof his provision

is not available to a facility that elects to change pathways pursuant to paragraph (d)(6).

SourceTests (Subdivision (f))

PR1118.1contains source test requirements to enflares meet emission or exemption limits
and must be conductaging SCAQMD test protocols and standardized methodolo§purce
tests are only required in PR1118.1 for flacesnplying withthe emission limits in Table 1
Emission Limitsor are demonstteng they meet the 30 pound NOx emissions per month
exemption in subparagraph (h)(2)(Ajource tests are required todmaductedvithin 12-months

of rule adoption for existing flares aadcording to the conditions in the permit to constaucéw
flare, and therat least once every fiygearsthereafter Source testing protocols must be approved
by theSCAQMD at least 90 days prior to the source tepproved source test protocols do not
have to be resubmitted once approvesburce tests conducted prior ide adoption may be
allowed to satisfy theource testequirements upoS8CAQMD approval.

The following test methods must be usedétermine th&lOx, VOC, and CO concentrations:

1 SCAQMD Method 100.1 Instrumental AnalyzeProcedures for Comtuous Gaseous
Emission Sampling for NOx and CO concentrations, and

1 SCAQMD Method 25.1 or 25.8 Determination of VOC Emissions from Stationary
Sourcedor VOC concentration

The gas composon shall be determined according to thédaing methods:

1 ASTM Method B3588i1 Standard Practice for Calculating Heat Value, Compressibility
Factor, and RelatesDensity of Gaseous Fuels;

1 ASTM D1945i Standard Test Method for Analysis of Natural Gas by Gas
Chromatographyor

1 ASTM D7833i Standardrest Method for Determination of Hydrocarbons and Non
Hydrocarbon Gases in Gaseous Mixtures by Gas Chromatography.

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

The Monitoring, Recordkeepingand Reporting Requiremen{®RR) of subdivision (g)are
divided into two sections, the first section addressesfhoilities must comply with theapacity
threshold provisiorand the second section contains general MRR requirements. For the percent
capacity determination, facilities musstall fuel metersand monitor the throughput tbe flare

or flare stations monthlyMonthlythroughputecords must bmaintained and can be recorded in
eitherunits of volume (MMsadhour) (See Appendix padg6) or heat input (MMBtufour) (See
Appendix pgeB-7). Either metric, not both, can be used for monthly throughput determinations,
but the same metric must be used throughout the calendariyeafollowing shows the percent
capacity calculations by both volume and heat input:
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Figure 9: Percent Capacity Calculations
By volume:
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x = the time period in hours/year that records are required to be maintained and recorded.

Exemptions (Subdivision (h))
PR1118.lexemptdlaressubject to otheECAQMD rules including:

1 Flares subject to Rule 111&ontrol of Emissions from Refinery Flares and flares dnat
anticipated tde subject to Proposed Rule 1109.1. This includes all flares located at asphalt
plants; biodiesel plantdyydrogen production plants fueled in part with refinery gas;
petroleum refineries, and sulfur recovery plants, and hydrogen production pfahts

1 Rule 114Avhereonly natural gass routed directly to the burner

PR1118.Jalsohaslow-useexemptionsincludingflares

1 At landfills thatthat generate less than 2,000 MMscf/yeartzanceeitherceased accepting
wasteor is classified byCalifornia Department of Resources Recycling and Reca®ry
an Inert Waste Disposal Site or an Asbestos Contaminated Waste Dispasal t&ite
landfills have declining gas quality and quantgy installing a new flare is not reasonable.

1 That emit less than 30 pounds of NOx each calendar mémthe eventhe flares exceed
this limit, it will be subject to the provisions of subdivision, @)

1 Thatare used 200 hou less pecalendar yearor the fuel use equivalent to 200 hours
per calendar year In the event the flares exceed this limit, it will babject to the
provisions of subdivision (d)

PR1118.Jalso includes the following exemptions:

1 Flares witha various locationpermitas these flares can serveagdemporary solution to
new operatioanot producing the quantity or quality to meet the proposed emission limits.

1 Flares combusting regeneration g&egeneration gas is produced when impurities are
being removed from landfill or digester gas. The gas clean up system usually employs
two catalyst beds to clean the gas, one catalyst bed is actively cleaning the biogas while
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the other catalyst bed is bginegenerated. The gas used to clean/regenerate the catalyst
cannot be used beneficially and is directed to a small flareseflares only exist at
facilities engaging in a beneficial use projects such as power generation. In the spirit of
encouragingeneficial use, these flares will be exemptowever, these flares are only
exempt when combusting regeneration gas. Most regeneration flares are fueled with
biogas to maintain the flame and the regeneration gas is routed in above the flare. If there
IS no regeneration gas being combusted and the flare is solely combusting biogas, the flare
will be subject to the rule requirements.

i Flares where only butane or propanea combination of butane and propaseputed
directly into the burner.

1 Open flare are exempt from the source test requirements since they cannot be source
tested.

1 The throughput, heat input, NOx emission, and taoeruedduring source testing does
not have to be included in the percent capachg, 30 poundémonth, or 200 hour
calcuations.

POTENTIALLY IMPACTED FACILITIES

There arel54 facilities and296 flares that are potentially applicable to Proposed Rule 1118.1.
These facilities were identified in SCAQMD permitting and AER systems as operating a flare;
however, the list may not include those facilities permitted as an afterburner or thermal oxidizer
yet meet the PR1118.1 definition of a flare. Thus, this list nmybe all inclusive.Of the 154
facilities, 21 are currently in the NOx RECLAIM prograntStaff identified 16 facilities and25

flares that potentiallwill be rejuired to take action as their current flare actigitypassethe
applicable capacity teshold Of thosel6 facilities, one is currently in the NOx RECLAIM
program. The following is the list of potentially impacted flares:

Table 11. Existing Flaresthat Surpass the Proposed Capacity Threshold
Based on 2015% 2017 Throughput

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

DISTRICT - SCHOLL CANYON
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Number of
Flares
Impacted

Facility
ID ili Gas Flared

10 69646 ORANGE COUNTY WASTE & Landfill Gas 3
RECYCLING - FRANK R.
BOWERMAN

11 52753 ORANGE COUNTY WASTE & Landfill Gas 1
RECYCLING - PRIMA DESHECHA

12 74413 REDLANDS CITY - CALIFORNIA Landfill Gas 1
STREET LANDFILL

13 156312 ROSECRANS ENERGY Produced gas

14 7068 SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY SOLID  Landfill Gas
WASTE MANAGEMENT

15 50299 SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY SOLID Landfill Gas 2
WASTE MANAGEMENT - MID
VALLEY

16 49111 SUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL Landfill Gas 1

Total Flares 25

The following is the list of facilitiegdentified as having nerefinery flares in the SCAQMD.

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

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

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

17 800236 LA CO. SANITATION DIST 12 Digester Gas

18 94009 @ LAS VIRGENES WATER DIST. 3 Digester Gas

19 155877 MILLERCOORS, LLC 1 Digester Gas

20 17301 HORANGE COUNTY SANITATION 3 Digester Gas
DISTRICT

21 29110 ORANGE COUNTY SANITATION 3 Digester Gas
DISTRICT

22 14898 @ PALM SPRINGS WASTEWATER 1 Digester Gas

23 20604 RALPHS GROCERY CO 1 Digester Gas

24 12923 | RIALTO CITY 1 DigesterGas

25 9961 RIVERSIDE CITY, WATER QUALITY 3 Digester Gas
CONTROL

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

27 20237 SAN CLEMENTE CITY, WASTEWATER 1 Digester Gas
DIV

28 51304 A SANTA MARGARITA WATER DIST 1 Digester Gas

29 181040 SANTA MARGARITA WATER DIST 1 Digester Gas

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

31 3866 SO ORANGE CO. WASTEWATER 1 Digester Gas
AUTHORITY

32 10198 @ VALLEY SANITARY DIST 1 Digester Gas

33 150667 VENTURA FOODS 1 Digester Gas

34 20561 < WATSON LAND COMPANY 1 Digester Gas

35 118526 WESTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DIST. 1 Digester Gas

36 50402 @ YUCAIPA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 1 Digester Gas

37 140373 AMERESCO CHIQUITA ENERGY LLC 1 Landfill Gas

38 173846 AZUSA LAND RECLAMATION,INC 1 Landfill Gas

39 113518 BREA PARENT 2007,LLC 1 Landfill Gas

40 | 119219 CHIQUITA CANYON LLC 2 Landfill Gas

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

42 42086 | CITY OF UPLAND LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas

43 13662 CITY OF WHITTIER LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas

44 45262 LA COUNTY SANITATION DIST SCHOLL 12 Landfill Gas
CANYON

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

46 50418 @O C WASTE & RECYCLING, OLINDA 2 Landfill Gas

ALPHA
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Facility # of
ID Facility Name Flares Gas Flared

47 69646 OC WASTE & RECYCLING, FRB 5 Landfill Gas

48 52753 OCWASTE & RECYCLING, PRIMA 1 Landfill Gas
DESHECHA

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

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

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

52 7068 SAN BER CNTY SOLID WASTE MGMT 2 Landfill Gas

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

54 49111 HSUNSHINE CANYON LANDFILL 4 Landfill Gas

55 139938 SUNSHINE GAS PRODUCERS LLC 1 Landfill Gas

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

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

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

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

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

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

62 135369 CORONA DWP LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

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

64 145144 ENIOIL & GAS 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

65 79324 HIGHGROVE LANDFILL 1 Landfill Gas (closed)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

146 | 800372 EQUILON 1 Organic Liquid
Handling

147 124808 INEOS POLYPROPYLENE Organic Liquid
Handling

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

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

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

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

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

153 176377 TESORO LOGISTICS MARINE TERMINAL 1 Organic Liquid
2 Handling

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

Total 2%

EMISSION INVENTORY AND EMISSION REDUCTIONS

Staff estimates theurrentNOx emissioninventoryfor nonrefinery flares to be approximately

one ton per day. The emission inventory was estimated using gydaeaverage flare throughput

and the NOx permit limit. The thrgear average throughput was to address-tegear
variations and staff esl 2015/ 2017 as it is the most recent and completgfiable dataset
available. The throughput was obtained through data reported by the facilities in their Annual
Emission Reports (AER). If AER data was not available, staff relied on Rule 1150.RIAnnu
Reports which contained throughput data for landfills. Staff also conducted outreach to the flare
owners to obtain missing data points. For some flares, throughput information was not available
so staff did not include any emissions from #héacilites in the inventory;hus, the inventory is

likely under estimated. In addition, as discussed earlier, the emissions from oil and gas production
have been much higher in the past due to production levels and price of Bartbér some old
permits dd not include NOx limits for flares. In those cases, staff defaulted shrouded flares to
0.06pound$MMBtu, the BACT limit from 1988, and open flares to 0.Gg&indé$MMBtu, based

on the default limit in Rule 1118. To convert the throughput, reportbtilion Standard Cubic

Feet MMscf), to MMBLtu, staff used the following default heating values:
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Table 13: Default Heating Values
Heating Value

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

Open Landfill 500
Closed Landfill 400
Other Flaring 900

Staff determined the VOC inventory based ondhssiongeported in AERusing a two year
average from 2015 arZD16 (2017 data was not availabldhe estimated inventorg 045 tpd
and the emission reductions agoroximately0.014 tpd

To determine thepotential emission reductions, staffetermined which flaresurpassthe
PR1118.1 Table 2 Annual Capacity firesholds in. For each flare, staff determined:

Maximumratedcapacitybased on permit descriptio(scf/minute or MMBtu/hr)
Throughput or heat capacity based on the tyese throughput data and default Btu
values, and

1 Percent capacity.

1
1

For flares thasurpasshe proposedapacitythreshold, staff calculated themission reduan if

the flare was replaced witin ultra-low NOx flare meeting the PR118. Table 17 Emission
Limits. Staff excluded flares that already meet the emission limits and ébgédde for the
exemptions (e.g. flares at closed landfijjenerating less than 2,000 MMscf/year, {ose flares

or low-emitting flares). Staff estimates there will be 28 affected flduaswill need to take action
generatingapproximately 0.18 tons of NOx reduced per day.These reductions are an
underestimatin, since it assumes the continuance of flaring, however, more reductions are
achieved if all the gas is handled beneficially and without NOx emissibine.following table
estimates the emissisreductions per source category:

Table 14: Emission Reductions by Source Category
Number of (N[@)'¢ VOC

Affected Reductions Reductions
Gas Flared Flares (tpd) (tpd)
Produced Gas 5 0.012 0.0015
Landfill Gas 19 0.16 0.012
Digester Gas 1 0.007 0.0004
TOTAL 23 0.18 0.014

ProposedRule1118.1 3-18 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

INCREMENTAL COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Health and Safety Code Section 40920.6 requires an incremental cost effectiveness analysis for
BARCT rules or emission reduction strategies when there is more than one control option which
would achieve the emission reduction objectiV¢he proposed amendments, relative to ozone,

CO, sufur oxides, oxides of nitrogen, and their precursdngremental coseffectiveness is the
difference in the dollar costs divided by the difference in the emission reduction potentials between
each prgressively more stringent potential control optiaa compared to the next less expensive
control option.

Incremental coseffectiveness is calculated as follows:
Incremental coséffectiveness = (& Coroposed / (Eattl Eproposed)
Where:

CoroposediS the present worth value of the proposed control option;
Eproposed@re the emission reductions of the proposed control option;
Cat is the present worth value of the alternative control option; and
Ear are the emission reductions of the alternativetrol option

PR1118.1 only requires flares that surpass the TaBlenRal Capacity Threshold to be replaced
or for flare throughput beeduced The progressively more stringent control option is to require
all flares emitting higher thatheTable 1i EmissionLimits to be replaced they do not meet any

of the proposed exemptians

Produced Gas

The proposed control optionill impact five flaresat oil production siteswill cost a total of
$4,967,840and achiev&13tons of NOx emission reduction over gstimate®5 year life of the
flares. The progressively more stringent control option would impact approxin28tendfill
flares, would cost a total &27,819,902and achiev@72tons of NOx emission reductiawver
the 25 year life of the flares. The incremental -@&tctiveness for replacing all higher emitting
flares is$143,927per ton of NOx reduced as calculated below.

Incremental coseffectiveness =§27,819,902 $4,967,84)/ (2721 113 =$143,927per ton of
NOx reduced Thus, theprogressively more stringent contaption was not chosen.

Landfills

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

Incremental coseffectiveness = ($144,537,397%80,770,898) / (1,916 1,627) = $220,445 per
ton of NOx reduced Thus, theprogressively more stringent controption wasotchosen.
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Wastewater Treatment Plants and Digesters

The proposed control option will impact 1 flare combusting digester gas, will cost a total of
$1,927,674and achievé4tons of NOx emission reduction over @& year life of the flares. The
progressively more stringent control option would impact approximdgeigndfill flares, would

cost a total 0$86,745,335and achievd01tons of NOx emission reduction over the 25 year life

of the flares. The incremeal costeffectiveness for replacing all higher emitting flares 816218

per ton of NOx reduced as calculated below.

Incremental coseéffectiveness = @6,745,335 $1,927,673/ (4011 64) = $251218 per ton of
NOx reduced Thus, theprogressively m stringent contrabption wasnot chosen.
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Chapter 4

RULE ADOPTION RELATIVE TO COST -EFFECTIVENESS

On October 14, 1994, the Governing Board adopted a resolution that requires staff to address
whether rules being proposed for amendment are considered in the ordereffemisteness.

The 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) ranked, in the ordevnsteffectiveness, all of

the control measures for which costs were quantified. It is generally recommended that the most
costeffective actions be taken first. Proposed Rule 1118.1 implements Control Measuww@3CMB

and CMBO05. The 2016 AQMP ranked Cimol Measure CMB03 ninth and CMB-05 sixth in
costeffectiveness. Further, proposed®PR1118.1 has been designed to consider the cost
effectiveness triggering action on behalf of the affected facility.

SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

A Draft Socioeconomic Impadissessment is prepared and it is scheduled to be released on
DecembeB", 2018 prior to the SCAQMD Governing Board Hearing on PR1118.1, which is
anticipated to be heard danuary #, 2019.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

PR1118.1 is considered a fAprojecto as define
(CEQA) and the SCAQMD is the designated lead agemuyrsuant t6S CAQMD6s Cer t i f
Regulatory Program (CEQA Guidelines Section 15251(l); codified in SCAQMD Ruleahtd

CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, the SCAQMD has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA)

for PR1118.1, whiclis a substitute CEQA document, prepared in lieu of a Negative Declaration

with no significant impactsThe EA is a public disclosure documeémtended to:1) provide the

lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with information on the
environmental impacts of the proposed project; and 2) be used as a tool by decision makers to
facilitate decision making on thgroposed project.

The environmental analysis in the Draft EA concluded that PR1118.1 would not generate any
significant adverse environmental impacBecause PR1118.1 is not expected to have statewide,
regional, or areawide significance, a CEQA scopimegeting was not required pursuant to Public
Resouces Code Section 21083.9(a)(2further, since no significant adverse impacts were
identified,an alternatives analysis and mitigation measures were not required pursi&QAo
Guidelines Section 15252)(2)(B). The Draft EA was released for a-83y public review and
comment period from October 26, 2018 to November 27, 2018, anddmment letters were
received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in the Draft EA. Responses
to the letters have been prepared and are included in Appendix E to the Final EA.

The Final EA has been included as an attachment to the Governing Board pdekagdo
making a decision on the adoption of PR111%& SCAQMD Governing Board must reviewdan
certify the Final EA, including responses to commeasproviding adequate information on the
potential adverse environmental impacts that may occur as a readtipifng PR1118.1.
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DRAFT FINDINGS UNDER CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE
SECTION 40727

Requirements to Make Findings

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

Necessity

Proposed Rule 11118.1 is needed to comply WigEPA RACM/BACM requirements and to
establish BARCT requirements for noefinery flaes, including facilities that will be
transitioning from RECLAIM to a commarahdcontrol regulatory structure.

Authority

The SCAQMD Governing Board has authority to adopt amendments to Proposed Rule 1118.1
pursuant to the California Health and Safety C8detions 39002, 40000, 40001, 40440, 40702,
40725 through 4072&nd41508

Clarity

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

Consistency

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

Non-Duplication

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

Reference

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

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

The following comparative analysis has been prepared pursudeatih and Safety Code Section
40727.2 whichrequires a comparative analysisagproposed rule with any Federal or District
rules and regulations applicable to the same source.
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Table 15: PR1118.1 Comparative Analysis

Rule Element

PR1118.1

Rule 1147

SJVAPCD Rule
4311

SBCAPCD Rule
359

40 CFR Part 60
Subpart WWW

43 CFR Parts
3100, 316Gnd
3170

Applicability

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

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

This rule is applicable to
operations involving the
use of flares

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

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

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

Requirement

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

Digester gagmajor)i
NOXx limit: 0.025
Ibs./MMBtu; CO limit:
0.06 Ibs./MMBtu; VOC
limit: 0.038 Ibs./MMBtu
Landfill gasi NOXx limit:
0.025 Ibs./MMBtu; CO
limit: 0.06 Ibs./MMBtu;
VOC limit: 0.038
Ibs./MMBtu

Produced gat NOx
limit:0.018 Ibs./MMBtu;

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

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

Flame shall be present g
all times combustible
gases are present;
equipped with automatic
ignition or pilot flame;
capable of detecting
flame presence; emissio
limits; flare

minimization plan.

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

This rule requires
operators to takearious
actions to reduce waste
of gas, establishes clear
criteria for when flared
gas will qualify as waste

ProposedRule1118.1
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Rule Element PR1118.1 Rule 1147 SIJVAPCD Rule | SBCAPCD Rule | 40 CFR Part 60 43 CFR Parts
4311 359 Subpart WWW 3100, 316Gnd
3170
CO limit: 0.01

Ibs./MMBtu; VOC limit:
0.008

Other flare gag NOx
limit: 0.06 Ib./MMBty;
CO limit: N/A; VOC
limit: N/A; Other organic
liquid storage’ NOXx
limit: 0.25 Ib./MMBtu;
COlimit:0.37
Ib./MMBtu; VOC: N/A;
Organic liquid loadingi
NOx 0.034 Ibs./1,000
gallons loaded; CO limit:
0.05 Ibs./1,000 gallons
loaded; VQC: N/A

Landfill gas may use
portable nondispersive
infrared detector or
equivalent as approved
by Executive Officer and

calibrated per

totalizing time or fuel
meters may elect to
comply with the
requirements of (c)(6) by
demonstrating each

calendar month that

annual monitoring repb
and flare minimization
plan. Continuous
analyzers gathers data
and colorimetric tubes

for hydrogen sulfide.

monitoring of volume of
gas flared during a
emergency.

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

One time etension
requests must be in
writing

Monitoring Fuel meterare required | Owners or operators of | NOx and VOC emissiony Monitor of gases flareq Collection and control| Requires use of an
andsource testmust be | units with installed monitored, including, during planned ang design system desig| instrumentbased
conducted-year calibrated nofresettable | hydrogen sulfidéhrough | unplanned flaring eventg plan; install oxygen| approach to leak

meter; monthly gauge
pressue at gas collection
header and well; monito
surface concentrations

detection. The final rule
allows operators to use
optical gas imaging
equipment, portable
analyzers.

ProposedRule1118.1
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Rule Element

PR1118.1

Rule 1147

SJVAPCD Rule
4311

SBCAPCD Rule
359

40 CFR Part 60
Subpart WWW

43 CFR Parts
3100, 316Gnd
3170

manufacture
specifications. Heat
input In lieu of recorded
field data, heat input may
be estimated using the
following default heat

input values:

Flare (Btu/scf )
Digester gas 600
Landfill gas 500

Producedjas 1,000

monthly NOx emissions
are less than 22 pounds
or less. Montly
emissions with a time
meter shall be calculateq
using the u
maximum hourly
emission rate in pounds
multiplied by the hours
of operation each
calendar month.

Video monitoring is also
conducted at refineries.

Recordkeeping

Maintainrecordsfor 5
years; conduct monthly
capacity threshold

Monthly recordkeeping
of unit use documenting
average emissions of leg

Recordkeeping is
required for five years,
and hcludes compliance

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

Annual emission rate;
recordings exceeding
500 ppm; flare

Annual record of volume
of gas flared ovented.

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

Public Workshop Comments

Staff held a Public Workshop on October 17, 2018 to provide a summary of PR1118.1. The
following is a summary of the comments receiyv

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

The commenter expressed the following:

1. Asked whether there were NOx limits for biogas in otiedistrictjurisdiction®non
refinery flare rules.

2. Requested minor source wastewateattreent plant®e subject to th6.06 Ib/MMBtu
NOx emissiodimit similar to current BACT limits for minor sources

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

Respons to Public Workshop Commentll

Biogasis a mixture of different gases produced by the breakdown of organic matter typically
generated from sewage and waste (e.g., municipal, green, food). There are other air districts in
California that regulate biogasBoth Santa Barbara County Air PollutioControl District
(SBCAPCD)i Rule 359 and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD)
Rule 4311 defioneasinGaaxd awwwds nlgudlandf il l, sewage
Rule 4311 exempts landfills already regulated by Ri842 7 Solid Waste Disposal Sites.
SBCAPCD has no exemptions for landfills and also regulates thermal oxidizers.

Responséo Public Workshop Comment2

Due to the recent issueaised regardingpotential NOx impacts fronupcomingfood waste
diversionfrom landfills to digestersstaff has changed thale proposal taallow a higher NOx

limit for minor source wastewater treatment plants and will conduct a technology assessment
within 12 months of rule adoption to investigate this potential iasdedéermine if any further
action, such as establishing a new limit, needs to be.taken

Respons to Public Workshop Commeni3l

As stated above, staff will investigate potential NOx impacts that result in food waste diversion
pursuant to SB 138that seeks to divert food waste from landfills to digesters for beneficial use.
The implementation of this state law, its impacts, and other existing requirements will occur
regardless of this ruleéSincePR1118.1is not proposing or requiring food wagliversiorit is not

part ofthe project descriptiomnder CEQA Issues pertaining to food waste diversion wddge

been part of CEQA analysis ftive approval o6B 1383.

ProposedRule1118.1 A-1 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Public Workshop Commenter #2 Steve Jepsein Executive Director, SCAP
Thecommatere c hoed Davi d R exprbsked the féllswing.oncer ns
1. Concerns over reguiag wastewatemdustryconsidering the low NOx emissions.
2. Concerns over NOx impacts from food waste diversion and thermophilic digestion
3. Concern over the time line fdlare replacement and flare throughput reduction

Response to Public Workshop Commerit 2

The SCAQMD has been designated an extremeattammentor ozone that is comprised of both

VOC and NOx emissions antherefore, SCAQMD rule must achieve all podde emission
reductions. Further, this rule will serve as a backstimibNOx emission increases in the future.

The intent ofSB 1383is for environmentally beneficial uses of biomethandnsceasd flaring

from food diversionwould be contradictgrto the state law goalsWithout capacitythreshold

limits on existing flaresthere is no assurance the increased gas generation will not lead to
increased flare throughputinderPR1118.1, ifthe flaringis determined to beouting there are
requirenensin place to either reduce the flare throughput or replace the flare with a cleaner flare.
Since the public workshop, staff has decided to grant minor sources flaring digester gas the same
limit as current minor source BACT.

Response to Publorkshop Comment-2

As mentioned irResponse -P staff has committed @ technology assessment for food diversion
and thermophilic digestion.

Response to Public Workshop Commer& 2

PR1118.1 includesnany opportunities for stakeholde¢o plan and ppare for flare replacement

or flare reduction. Initially, the rule allows two years to measure and determine if the flare exceeds
the Table 2 Annual Capacity Threshokithat would deem the flaring activity as routine, which
was a rule objective Manyfacilities might alreadybe aware they are currently flaring routinely

so can begin the process to replace or reduce the flare throughput prior to reaching that two year
threshold. Aftela f | aanua @escent capacity is greater than the applidadide 27 Annual
Capacity Thresholtbr two consecutive yegrthe facility has 6 months to submit the Notification

of Intentwhich identifies the compliance option to be také&tare replacement is to be completed
within 18 monthof issuance of an SCAQMDepmit and flare reduction is to be completed within

36 months of surpassing the Tablé Annual Capacity Threshold for two consecutive calendar
years. Therule alsoincludes an extension provision to allow éme12 month extensiofor flare
replacement and one 2donth extension for flare throughput reductiom addition, staff is
proposing to exteshthe timeline for permit submittal or flare throughput reduction notificaton

12 months forpublicly-owned facilities which tendo be subject to longer decisiomaking
processes Staff stove to provide sufficient timelines and flexibility to accommodate the
stakeholderequests
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Public Workshop Commenter #3Chuck Helgeti Director, Republic Services
The commenter expressed fodowing:
1. Costeffectiveness calculated at 25 year equipment life; his industry uses 15 years.

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

Response to Public Workshop Commeyit 3

Based on currently available data, flaaéaffected facilitiebave a very long service life, in many
cases much longer th@d years.Theultra-low NOx flares meeting the lower emission limits are
more complex, but in comparison to other combuseguipment, are still relatively basic
combustion units The cost effectiveness calculation considers the 25 years as the service life of
the initial equipment as well as the cost for maintenance and upgrades during that same period.

Response to Public Wkshop Comment-2

Currently, and with rule implementation, any facility has the option to handle their gas beneficially.
The flare reduction provisioin the proposed ruldoes not require the installation of an additional
beneficial use projechut isan option for the owner/operatorttandle gas beneficially atower

use of flardao meet the capacity threshold2outing additional gas texisting equipment to reduce
flaring throughput wouldilsosatisfy the flare reduction requirement

Public Workhop Comment #4 Kathy Obergfelli R.A. Nichols Engineering
The commenter expressed the following:

1. For the fother flar® category, there are a wide range of differences between
applications and the limits expressed by the marine terminal BACT used in the
proposed rule languag&.he BACT standard should be used mew flare installation
in the other flare category.

Response to Public Workshop Commeyit 4

The fAother flaringod category was created to r
or oil/gas production sites. During rule development, stakeholders highlighted the variety of

di verse sources that be characterized as foth
liquids, degassing of storage tanks, tank farms, marine tdanie Staff recognizesthe
challengeswith organic liquid handlingparticularly whenthe products can vary There are

promising new technologies that could achieve lower NOx emission but at this time there is limited
data to validatehe effectivenessf the new technologyn all applicable applications Staff is

proposing to separate ofther flaring from organic liquidloading and organic liquid storage.

The NOXx limits will reflect current BACT standarddNo VOC limits will be included as those
operations already have VOC limits in other SCAQMD rules.
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T Rule 1149: Aln i eu of meeti ng-drybneakoutequi r e
tanks shall be maintained in a vapor tight condition outside the tank shell while the roof is
resting upon & support legs and shall be monitored monthly. Records shall be
mai ntained pursuant to paragraph (c)(11).0

1 Ruled4 6 2: AEach vapor recovery and/or dispos
VOCs to 0.08 pound or less per thousand gallons (10 gramsQ@éX liters) of organic
' iquid transferred. 0

Public Workshop Comment #b Susan Starki Marathon Petroleum
Commented that she @gs with Ms. Obergfell to u€ACT for new flare limits.

Response to Public Workshop Comment #5

Please see Resp@® PublicWorkshop Comment-4.

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

Response to Public Workshop Comment #6

Please see responseatotten comment letter3t
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Written Comments
Comment Letter #1

September 13, 2018

| i

Wayne Nastri, Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

CALIFORNIA

RESOURCES CORPORATION

Comment Letter 1

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

Dear Mr. Nastri:

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

District (SCAQMD).

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

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

Table 2 - Capacity Threshelds by Gas Flared

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

W
risty onm

Environmental Specialist

Kristy.Monji@cre.com

ProposedRule1118.1
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CALIFORNIA

RESOURCES CORPORATION
Attachment B:

A - Terms

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

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

AVAILABILITY: 10-12 weeks after receipt of order.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment-1:

Staff communicated with a former employee of Coyote North, the manufacturer of thatédre
in the comment lettetp verify and better understand the information providedias informed
the company is no longer in existendeshould be notethe costquotes were based oa project
locatedoutside the SCAQMDegionwhich may or may not be applicable for this regiorhe
cost effectivenesdata andanalysis for PR118.1 verebased on local installatiaeflecting local
needs Notwithstanding the above, staff includindit data poinin the calculatiorwith a slight
change tdhe projected cost for source testiag,the proposed rutequires onlyone source test
every five years and the quote included annual source testing. Even with this value included, the
original 5% threshold still is under the $50,000 per ton of NOx redwd@dh is the cost
effectiveness tleshold approved under the 2016 AQMPhus, $aff is not proposing to change
the capacitythresholdfor produced gas
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Comment Letter #2

Comment Letter 2

Yorke

ENGINEERING, LLC

www. YorkeEngr.com

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

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

Dear Mr. Tsumura:

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

UPDATED HISTORY

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

UPDATED RULE IMPACT ANALYSIS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2-4

CONCLUSION

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

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

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

Sincerely,

e

Corey Luth

Engineer

Yorke Engineering, LLC
CLuth@YorkeEngr.com

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

Atftachments:

Frank Maccioli SCAQMD Field Report

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

Marked-up PR1118.1

Gas Leaks in Newport Beach. Merrill E. Wright

L s W b

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

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

South Coast =~
Air Quality Management District

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

September |7, 1997

Mr. Bawie Houghton, President

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

2872 West DeVoy Drive

Anaheim, CA. 92804

Dear Mr. Houghton:

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

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

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

Wery truly yours,

——

@\'\- L
oseph M. Tramma

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

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

%YEAR! oF PRoOGREsSS TowarD CLEAN AIR

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

1947 « 1997
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. LILWELL RESEARCH, INC,-
IS0 W Lt v T s ERGET
Eoeldos HES o 0 ALIFLORNIA S0AT 8
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Avgust 23, 1975 7

City of Hewporg Duach

3300 Hewpore Blwvd,

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

Centlomen:

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

._ __Mol. %

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

Hethane 81.756

Ethane L0680

FPropane L0003

Iso-lutane 00T

H-Bubane . .03 I

Iso=Punkane L0005 1

H-«Pentanc .05 |

Haxane L 007 !

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

Respeecfully submitted,

e

A, 0. Byrd
le _ : | Vir‘:l‘il pmwia',! ﬁ-._:r.
| hove- 45

Caiec  f
: R aLEeh 5
oo e e me e [ 20 P PN TR 1 WP a1 LT OR T Y T \‘"""-—-._._____‘__,_.-}M/t -
* Fir 700ty b 2Vl CaE ekl gy i b me o wean,
BE R s Bl AR L
Trar dembern amd repnits dve i o sie s ave s Ly e R | e 1 | TR I T S RS 17 T TR |
Elar Joinba wnd arpaems doely o o e sie v pe s [ . [ ' . . . T
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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT PAGES PAGE
. 7 4
STATIONARY SOURCE COMPLIANCE DIVISION APPL NO DATE
: 329157 82997
PERMIT APPLICATION EVALUATION AND CALCULATIONS | PROCESSED BY C}I%EEBY
GCR :

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

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

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

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

' PROCESS DESCRIPTION:

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

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

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

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

TOTAL = 100%

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

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

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

ProposedRule1118.1 A-20 December 2018
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GeoScience Analytical. Inc.

“established March 19817

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

September 1, 2015

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

Attn.: Tim Caldwell
Supervisor Plant Operations

RE: Gas Flare Chemical Composition
Dear Mr. Caldwell:

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

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

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

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

Sincerely yours,

Louis J. Pandolfi
President

Emvironmental Audits  Hazardous Gas Mifiganon  Litigation Consultimz  Petroleum Geochemmstry

ProposedRule1118.1
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(Adopted TBD)

(O9721/2018)

PROPOSED RULE 1118.1. CONTROL OF EMISSIONS FROM NON-

@

(®)

(©

REFINERY FLARES

Purpose

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

Applicability

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

Definitions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1118.1-1
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Rule 1118.1 (Cont.)

3)

(TBD)

(B)  Flare replacement or modification pursuant to

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

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

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

(A)

(B)

(©)

D)

Submit a notification to the Executive Officer that includes the

following:

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

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

Submit increments of progress reports which shall include:

(1) Actions completed;

(11) Actions vet to be completed: and

(1)  Any changes to the onginal notification.

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

Table 2 thresholds.

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

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

Table 3

Requirement

Schedule

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

(d)(3)(B)

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

thereafter, until flaring is reduced below Table 2
threshold

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1118.1-11

ProposedRule1118.1 A-25 December 2018



SCAQMD

Draft Staff Report

Mr. Steve Tsumura
October 17,2018
Page 9 of 0

ATTACHMENT 5 - GAS LEAKS IN NEWPORT BEACH, MERRILL E.
WRIGHT

! Orkecginesig LLe

ProposedRule1118.1 A-26

December 2018



SCAQMD

Draft Staff Report

GAS LEAKS IN NEWFPORT BEACH

Merrill E. Wright
Consultant

Huntington Beach, California

INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

perforations were common,

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

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

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

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

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

MESA AREA
CONTOURS ON TOP OF MESA SAND

TGS RIOW

CAGMEY AREA
COMTOURS ON TOP QF C SHALE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

FIRST STOP-BROAD
HOLMWOOD DRIVE

STREET AND

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

sulphide that is produced with the methane. The nearest
well was a dry hole located 700 feet to the west. The
nearest productive well was Sunset Pacific Co.
“Strobridge B" #1 which is located 2,700 feet to the
northwest. The productive Mesa pool was in this area,
and generally fans out to the north-west from this well
(Fig. 1). The field was a small shallow pool that
encompassed only 25 acres. When it was fully
developed it contained 13 productive wells and
approximately the same number of surrounding dry
holes. The productive interval was the upper Miocene
Mesa sand at a depth of 600 feet to 450 feet. The
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§-§
¥4 FIELD TRIP RDUTE

HOSPITAL

MEMORIAL
HOSPITAL 5

Figure 3. Map of the Newport Bay area showing the location of the methane pas leaks, Stop 1 is a low-volume and
low-pressure burn stack, Stop 2 is a gas vent in a high density residential arca. Stop 3 is the 90 mef flare at Hoag

Hospital,

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

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

STOP 2 - 35TH ST. AND MARCUS AVE.

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

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

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

STOP 3 - GAS FLARE ON THE HOAG
MEMORIAL HOSPITAL PROFPERTY

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

GAS CONTENT IN ppm/viv C1-C5

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

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

Response to Commemnt12

As noted by the commentator, abandoongdnd gas wells on the Hoag Hospital have created a
condui t for Aseepageo of met hane and hydroge
highlighted in the SCAQMD Engineering Report). Flaring is an effectigéhod to mitigate the

odor issuebut, as is the concern and basis for PR111f&fing generates NOx emissions that the
SCAQMD is seeking to control pursuant to the directive in the 2016 AQNtRvever, since the

submittal of this comment letter, SCAQMiaffamended he def i nition of APrc
consistent with Rule 114Band the BACT determinations of produced gas. Tmslification
definesproduced gagenerated fronthe production, gathering, separationprocessing of crude

oil. SinceHoag Hospital, who is responsible for these flares, is not extracting or producing crude
oil, flaring would no | ogmgldoay Hospitatflariagvoaldriow r i z e d
be more appropriate to classify Adher flare ga® whi ¢ h ble&% Annual Gipaxity

Threshold Thus, the existing flaring at Hoag Hospital would not be subject to recordkeeping or
source testing until it is deded to replace with new flardn other wordsHoag Hospitaimay

continue to operate under the existpgymit conditionshowever, anew or relocated flare will

need to comply with TableTLEmission limits. According to theiexistingpermit, their existing

flare has been retrofitted witm alltralow NOX flare thalreadymeets the proposed limit rable

17 Emission Limitsof PR1118.10f 0.06 pound/MMBtwso no further action would be required at

this time.
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Comment Letter #3

Comment Letter 3

W

3.& WSPA

Bridget McCann
Manager, Southern California Region

October 16, 2018

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

South Coast Air Quality Management Distnict

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

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

Dear Mr. Krause,

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

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

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

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

Table 1: Proposed Rule 1118.1 Emission Limits for Produced Gas

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

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

NOx co voC

Produced 0.018 0.06 0.008
Gas

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

marcayiale

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

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

n

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

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

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

Sincerely,

= P

Cc:

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

Western States Petroleumn Association g7o West 1goth Street, Suite 304, Torrance, (A gosoz FiouBob.ziab WIPEArE
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Tal: +1.714,540,1235 Fa: +1.714.755.82890

weanw v, cam
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Dr. Philip Fine taad Takyo
Milan Washinghan, D.C

Deputy Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

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

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

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

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

US-DOCS102923242.1
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“Common Sense Definition™ Argument

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“American Coatings™ Argument

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

At

Michael J. Carroll
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

ce: Cathy Reheis-Boyd, WSPA
Patty Senecal, WSPA
Bridgit McCann, WSPA
Wayne Mastri, SCAQMD
Barbara Baird, SCAQMD
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Deputy Executive Officer 033C50-0007

South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re:  Proposed Amended Rules 2001 and 2002

Dear Dr, Fine:

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

General Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Proposed Amended Rule 2002 includes an “opt-out” provision for those facilities that
may be ready to voluntarily exit RECLAIM prior to the time that they might otherwise be
transitioned out. The current staff proposal differs from previous proposals in that it places

US-DOCS 030041882

ProposedRule1118.1 A-43 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Dr. Philip Fine
Septamber T, 2018
Page 4

LATHAMaWATKINSur

certain restrictions on facilities after they have exited the program that we believe are unfair and
unwarranted. Specifically, proposed paragraph (f)(10)(B) would prohibit such facilities from
taking advantage of otherwise available offset exemptions in SCAQMD Rule 1304, In the event
that an NSR event requiring offsets were to occur after the facility exited the RECLAIM
program, it would be required to obtain emission reduction credits on the open market, which the
staff acknowledges are “scaree.” (July 20 Preliminary Draft Staff Report, p. 8).! We believe that
it is unnecessary, unfair, and possibly contrary to state law, to deny former RECLAIM facilities
advantages that they would otherwise be entitled to and that are available to all other non- 3-8

RECLAIM facilities. -
Cont

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Clearly, the conclusions reached by staff in the January 2018 Final Staff Report, upon
which the Governing Board relied when it adopted the current versions of Rules 2001 and 2002,
are inconsistent with the concerns being raised by staff in the current proposal. Either staff erred
in January by underestimating the impacts on the RECLAIM market and failing to even analyze
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the potential impacts on the internal bank, or it is overstating the potential impacts associated
with the current proposal. In either case, this inconsistency illustrates the problem with
undertaking the RECLAIM transition in an ad hoc, piecemeal fashion,

California Environmental Quality Act Considerations

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

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

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

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

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

Cont

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Health & Safeiv Code Section 39616

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

Statement Pertaining to SCAQMI Rule 1306

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

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

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

ce: Cathy Reheis-Boyd, WSPA
Patty Senecal, WSPA
Bridget McCann, WSPA
Wayne Nastri, SCAQMD
Barbara Baird, SCAQMD
Michael Krause, SCAQMD

US-DCSV 03004 188.2

ProposedRule1118.1 A-50 December 2018



SCAQMD Draft Staff Report

Response to Comment Letter 3

Response to Commemni3

Staff appreciates theiggestion and since this comment letter, the definitioeaifinputhas been
added td®’R1118.1,and the commentator is correct that total annual heat input is a calculated
field in determining percent capacitytaffhasprovided a discussion of he that is calculated in

the staff report andreated aecordkeeping form the facilities can use to calculate their total annual
heat input.

Response to CommeZ3

The commentator raises an important clarity and potential enforcement$sae this omment

letter, definitive timelines as to the extensions provided by the SCAQMD have been added to the
proposed rule. Just for clarification purposes, staff envisionsl@mgl of time extension would

be based on the absence of sufficient details idemgithe reason(s) a time extension is needed
and the reason®r denying an extension wouldentify missing data required to approve an
extension.Ultimately, after the extension time offered by stdf§ bwner/operator always has the
option to seek &ariance from the Hearing Boafor more time

Response to Commemn33

A capital cost estimatglentifiesthe cost of flare, engineering, and installation. Cost estimates
received from local oil and gas facilities for ultcav NOx flare installationwas not in the
$1,200,000 to $1,900,00@&nge However, saff did use one value in that range based on a
comment letter provided by California Resources Corporation (comment |lettied 1)e average

still provedthe 5% threshold to be cost effective. Regay exempting oil and gas production,

staff believes there are opportunities that are technically and economically feasible to reduce NOx
emissions; it is a goal set forth in the 2016 AQMP; thied).S. Environmental Protection Agency

is seeking a rule toomply with Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM)/Reasonably
Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements.

Response to Commeni43

Staff agrees with the suggestion and lthsnged the proposed rule language to address the
comment. The intenas not to requirexistingfiother flareg to meet the Table IOx emissions
limits or track theipercentcapacity.

Response to Commemns3

Since this comment letter, h e pr opos ed NOXxothemiarssbdds beerchéangechi t s f
to meetcurrent BACT limits.

Response to Commemnt3

Please semesponse to comment/3and 38.

Response to Comment73
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This August 2018 comment letter on the RECLAIM program has been previously responded to by
SCAQMD staff. Please see SCAQMD resportge://www.agmd.gov/docs/defatdburce/rule
book/ProposedRules/regxx/18_respondd®)0318 michaetaroll-letter(barctvs-

bact).pdf?sfvrsn=4

Response to Commemns3

This September 2018 comment letter on the RECLAIM program was previously responded to by
SCAQMD staff. Please see Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended
RegulationXX i Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM): Proposed Amended Rule
20017 Applicability and Proposed Amended Rule 2002llocation for Oxides of Nitrogen

(NOx) and Oxides of Sulfur (SOx), Appendix C, p&j&of the PDF, page @3 of the document
(http://www.agmd.gov/docs/defatdburce/Agendas/Governiridpard/2018/201&cts>
032.pdf?sfvrsn=)7
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Comment Letter #4

Comment Letter 4

A

MARATHON

&

Michael Krause

Manager, Planning and Rules

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Wia e-mail at- mkrause@agmd.gov

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

Dear Mr. Krause,

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

Existing flares in the Other Flare Gas category

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

RECLAIM

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

4-3

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

Sincerely,

Susoun Stk

Susan Stark
Manager, Policy and Regulatory Affairs

Cc:  Dr. Philip Fine, SCAQMD
Steven Tsumura, SCAQMD
Robert Nguyen, Marathon
Donna DiRocco, Marathon
Ruthanne Walker, Marathon
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Response to Commemnt14

Staffagrees with the suggestion and since this comment letter, the propledeas been modified
accordingly Please selResponse t€omment 35.

Response to Commemn4

The lower emission limits proposed in the preliminary rule were based on an existing permitted
unit; however, that unit has not completed the source termnstrate complianceéAs such,
SCAQMD d4aff has decided to propodieits thatreflect current BACTdetermination BACT

may consider the unit permitted at 30 ppm in the future.

Regarding the cost of the flareaff relied on local installation arghnual maintenance costs for
the oil and gas analysas provided by existing permitted units in the oil and gas industry, then
averaged to generate a value to apply to the cost effectiveness calculdt@eoosts provided by
WSPA were based oan instalation locatedoutside of the SCAQMDand were considerably
higher than the feedbaskaff received from local oil and gas sitds addition, the manufacturer

of the higher cost flare is not known to be in businessimiooratethe costs. Nonethelesgaff
included the capital cost in the collection of data points used to derive the averadgtiaasst.see
Response t&€omment3-3.

Response to Commen3

SCAQMD has received the previous comment letters on the RECLAIM program referenced by
the commentatorand responses have been prepare®Please see SCAQMD response
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/defat8burce/rulebook/ProposedRules/regxx/18_response
100318_michaetarroltletter(barctvs-bact).pdf?sfvrsn=4
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(“ CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION of SANITATION
CASA ,\GEnCIES

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

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

Diamond Bar, California 91765

Dear Mr. Tsumura:

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

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

1. CASA has been working proactively with CalRecycle, the California Air Resources Board,
and others in order to maximize the use of the existing anaerobic digestion
infrastructure at wastewater treatment plants for the receipt of food waste for co-
digestion and thereby diverting it from landfills. CASA has conservatively estimated that
more than 75% of the food waste currently landfilled could be accepted using this
infrastructure, but only if assurance exists that the biogas and bicsolids produced can be
effectively utilized and recycled. Flares are a last resort for biogas produced at
wastewater treatment plants but are mandatory emergency outlets.

Black & Veatch (BV) recently identified the potential for higher ammonia concentrations
in digester gas as the result of food waste digestion or thermophilic digestion, which
could make the proposed Rule 1118.1 limit unachievable for such facilities. 1 am
including a link to a presantation which loerg Blischke (BV) recently provided to the

on
]

[ ]

Flares SCAP-Meeting-w SCAQMD-120ct18 BY FINALZ.pdf

3. Air Districts throughout California have expressad interest in adopting the limits set in
SCAQMD Rule 1118.1. Whatever is done in the South Coast could have far reaching and
unintended consequences statewide.
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4. As menticned above, wastewater treatment plants already attempt to maximize
beneficial use of produced biogas, but flares will always be needed for
standbyfemergency purposes. These flares must be 100% reliable. Our members have
reported that the proposed 0.025 Ib NOx/MMEBtu flares have not been reliable, so as
essential public service providers we have concerns about this technology.

(TJ_!

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

digestion systems operating in the thermophilic temperature range.

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

Sincerely,

they ) Wi

Greg Kester
Director of Renawable Resource Programs

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

Response to Commenth

Staff acknowledges theirga concern that food waste digestinaycausean increase in ammonia
generation, but there is not sufficient informatanthis timeto draw a firm conclusion on the
impacts of food digestionStaff agrees more reseh is necessary. To ensurelAR8.1 is not a
road block to the efforts to maxingizhe use of existing anaerobic digestion for food diversion,
emission limits will reflecturrentBACT limits for major polluting facilities and maor facilities.

Thermophilic digestion is a newer digestion process that requires higher temperature, produces
more biogas, and recent research suggests generates increased ammonia concentrations.
Thermophilic digestion is a separate issue from the statls gf food waste diversias there are

other means and processes for digestiResearch is needspecifically on thermophilic digestion

to determine conclusivelythis process results in combustion equipment exceeding permit limits

or whether there is a needdstablismewBACT determinations.

Due to the uncertainty, staff is proposing to includeesolution to work with the CRCOA,
applicable state agencies)d the waste management industry to conduct a technological and cost
assesment within 12 months of rule adoption. Staff will also resolve to amend the rale if
determination is madiatthe BACT NOXx limits need to be modified or a new category created
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