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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Rule 1178 - Further Reductions of VOC Emissions from Storage Tanks at Petroleum Facilities.  Responses to comments received during the 45-day public review period for the Draft EA are included in Appendix E.  No comments were received which change any of the conclusions reached in the Draft document.  

To ease in identification, modifications to the document are included in underline, and text removed from the document is indicated by strikethrough.  None of the modifications alter any conclusions reached in the Draft EA, nor provide new information of substantial importance relative to the Draft document.
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C H A P T E R   1

E X E C U T I V E   S U M M A R Y 

Introduction

Legislative Authority

California Environmental Quality Act

Intended Uses of this Document

Executive Summary

introduction

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is proposing a new rule to further reduce emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from storage tanks.  Proposed Rule (PR) 1178 - Further Reductions of VOC Emissions from Storage Tanks at Petroleum Facilities, would apply to all above-ground storage tanks that have capacity equal to or greater than 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons), are used to store organic liquids with a true vapor pressure greater than 5.0 millimeters (mm) of mercury (Hg) (0.1 pound per square inch absolute [psia]) under actual storage conditions, and are located at any petroleum facility that emits more than 20 tons per year of VOC in any emission inventory year beginning in year 2000 1999.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, material stored, and compliance option chosen, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; ensure pressure vacuum vents meet particular specifications, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this document includes analyses of the potential environmental impacts of implementing PR 1178.  Based upon the information evaluated during the initial study phase of the CEQA process, three topics for further analysis have been identified: (1) aesthetics (i.e., visual character and light/glare of domed roofs); (2) air quality (i.e., construction-related emissions); and energy resources (i.e., possible interference with reformulated gasoline production due to logistic issues of implementing state required phase-out of MTBE/Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline (RFG 3) by December 31, 2002, and PR 1178 required dome installation beginning July 1, 2003).  These potential adverse environmental impacts are comprehensively in Chapter 4 of this document.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the SCAQMD in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for all areas within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP as amended in 1999 concluded that major reductions in emissions of VOCs and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM10).
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

PR 1178 is a “project” as defined by CEQA (Cal. Public Resources Code §21065).  SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed project and has prepared appropriate environmental analysis pursuant to its certified regulatory program (SCAQMD Rule 110).  California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  The SCAQMD’s regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.

CEQA requires that the potential environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be identified.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this environmental assessment (EA) to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the PR 1178.  This EA is intended to: (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with detailed information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) to be used as a tool by decision makers to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.  

As required by the state CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation of a Draft EA for PR 1178, including the Initial Study, was prepared and distributed to responsible agencies and interested parties for a 30-day review and comment period from August 24, 2001 to September 24, 2001.  The Initial Study included a preliminary analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts that may result from implementing the proposed project.  The SCAQMD received one comment letter regarding the environmental analysis during the public comment period on the Initial Study.  The comment letter on the Draft EA and responses are included in this EA as Appendix C.

Three comment letters were All comments received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in the this Draft EA.  The comments have been will be responded to and included in this the Final EA (Appendix E).  Prior to making a decision on the proposed amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify the EA as providing adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts of the proposed rule.  

Intended Uses of this document

In general, a CEQA document is an informational document that informs a public agency’s decision-makers and the public generally of potentially significant environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to avoid or minimize the significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines §15121).  A public agency’s decision-makers must consider the information in a CEQA document prior to making a decision on the project.  Accordingly, this EA is intended to: (a) provide the SCAQMD Governing Board and the public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by the SCAQMD Governing Board to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines §15124(d)(1) requires a public agency to identify the following specific types of intended uses of a CEQA document:

1. A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EA in their decision-making;

2. A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project; and 

3. A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies.

To the extent that local public agencies, such as cities, county planning commissions, etc., are responsible for making land use and planning decisions related to projects that must comply with the PR 1178, they could possibly rely on this EA during their decision-making process.  Similarly, other single purpose public agencies approving projects at facilities complying with PR 1178 may rely on this EA. 

executive summary

CEQA Guidelines §15123 requires a CEQA document to include a brief summary of the proposed actions and their consequences.  In addition, areas of controversy including issues raised by the public must also be included in the executive summary.  This EA consists of the following chapters: Chapter 1 – Executive Summary; Chapter 2 – Project Description; Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, Chapter 4 – Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures; Chapter 5 – Project Alternatives; Chapter 6 - Other CEQA Topics and various appendices.  The following subsections briefly summarize the contents of each chapter.

  Summary of Chapter 1 – Executive Summary

Chapter 1 includes a discussion of the legislative authority that allows the SCAQMD to amend and adopt air pollution control rules, identifies general CEQA requirements and the intended uses of this CEQA document, and summarizes the remaining five chapters that comprise this EA.

  Summary of Chapter 2 - Project Description

The following briefly summarizes PR 1178.  A copy of the proposed rule is included in Appendix A of this document.  

The proposed rule would apply to all above-ground storage tanks that have a capacity equal to or greater than 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons), are used to store organic liquids with a true vapor pressure greater than 5.0 mm Hg (0.1 psia), and are located at any petroleum facility that emits more than 20 tons per year of VOC in any emission inventory year beginning in 2000 1999.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, material stored, and compliance option chosen, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; ensure pressure vacuum vents meet particular specifications, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.

  Summary of Chapter 3 - Existing Setting

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines §15125, Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, includes descriptions of those environmental areas that could be adversely affected by PR 1178 as identified by the initial study process.  The following subsection briefly highlights the existing setting for aesthetics, air quality, and energy resources which are the only environmental areas identified as being potentially significantly adversely affected by implementing PR 1178.

Aesthetics

The land use zoning at the sites where petroleum facilities are located are generally classified as “heavy industrial” or “heavy manufacturing.”  Such zoning permits a highly industrialized use of the property.  The areas surrounding petroleum facilities can generally be characterized as a blend of heavy and light industrial/manufacturing and commercial.  Due to the large population in the region, some residential areas may be located adjacent to industrial zoned areas, including petroleum facilities.  

Air Quality

Air quality in the area of the SCAQMD's jurisdiction has shown substantial improvement over the last two decades.  Nevertheless, some federal and state air quality standards are still exceeded frequently and by a wide margin.  Of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established for six criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide and PM10), the area within the SCAQMD's jurisdiction is in attainment with sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and lead standards.  Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the existing air quality setting for each criteria pollutant, as well as the human health effects resulting from exposure to each criteria pollutant. 

Energy Resources

The potential energy resource impact analyzed in the EA relates to the proposed rule’s potential affect on refiners’ ability to deliver gasoline products consistent with the state’s MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 requirements by December 31, 2002.  Thus, this subsection of Chapter 3 discusses the existing setting for gasoline refining in California.
  Summary of Chapter 4 - Environmental Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126(a) requires the following: "An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project.  Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects."

The following subsection briefly summarizes the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from the adoption and implementation of PR 1178.

Aesthetics

The aesthetics analysis considers whether the proposed project would significantly alter the visual character of subject facilities located adjacent to residential areas.  This potential impact was determined to be less than significant.  The analysis also considers if any tanks that may be retrofitted with aluminum domes would be located adjacent to airport runways or are otherwise located such that glare could be a problem for pilots.  Though this potential impact is speculative and would otherwise be limited in scope, the EA recommends a mitigation measure to minimize any potential glare impact.

Air Quality

The air quality analysis concludes that the construction activities that would be necessary to upgrade petroleum storage tanks to better control VOC emissions associated with the operation of the tanks may result in emissions of NOx that exceed the SCAQMD’s daily CEQA significance threshold.  The temporary construction emissions would cease upon completion of the tank upgrades.  Once all the upgrades are in place, the proposed project is expected to result in a reduction of VOC emissions from storage tanks of approximately 1.5 over one tons per day.

Energy Resources

The energy analysis examines the proposed project’s potential adverse impact on the ability of refineries to deliver gasoline products consistent with the state mandated MTBE phase-out and RFG 3 requirements by December 31, 2002 deadline.  This potential impact was determined to be less than significant. 

Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

The Initial Study for PR 1178 includes an environmental checklist of approximately 17 environmental topics to be evaluated for potential adverse impacts from a proposed project.  Review of the proposed project at the Initial Study stage identified one topic, air quality, for further review in the Draft EA.  A comment received on the Initial Study (see Appendix C) raised a concern regarding potential aesthetic impacts of adding domes to tanks adjacent to residential areas and light and glare impacts of the domes near airports.  Another comment was received expressing concern for disruption of gasoline supply due to the logistic issues of meeting both the state required MTBE phase-out/RFG 3 by December 31, 2002, and the PR 1178 requirement to install domed roofs on certain tanks beginning July 1, 2003.  Further analyses of these potential impacts are included in the EA.  The screening analysis conducted through the CEQA initial study process concluded that the remaining 14 environmental areas would not be significantly adversely affected by PR 1178.  These environmental categories are: 

· agriculture resources
· mineral resources

· biological resources
· noise

· cultural resources
· population and housing

· geology/soils
· public services

· hazards and hazardous materials
· recreation

· hydrology and water quality
· solid/hazardous waste

· land use and planning
· transportation/traffic

Other CEQA Topics

CEQA requires EIRs to address the potential for irreversible environmental changes, growth-inducing impacts and inconsistencies with regional plans.  There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would result in irreversible environmental changes or be inconsistent with regional plans.  Likewise, there are no provisions in the proposed rule that would result in growth-inducing impacts.

  Summary of Chapter 5 - Alternatives

Three alternatives to the proposed amendments are analyzed in Chapter 5: Alternative A (No Project), Alternative B (Proposed Project with Extended Compliance Date for Dome Retrofits), and Alternative C (Proposed Project with Expanded Applicability Requirements).  Under Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, PR 1178 would not be adopted.  Alternative B would extend the compliance date to install domed or fixed roofs on applicable external floating roof tanksby six months.  Alternative C would expand the requirement to install a domed or fixed roof on external floating roof tanks to include all external floating roof tanks regardless of vapor pressure.  Likewise, this alternative would expand the requirement to convert fixed roof tanks (not vented to vapor control systems) to internal floating roof tanks to include all fixed roof tanks not vented to vapor control regardless of size or vapor pressure of product. 

Alternative A does not achieve the goal of the proposed project because it does not meet SCAQMD’s obligation to implement the AQMP control measures for storage tanks at petroleum facilities.  Though the number of construction projects would not be altered under Alternative B (and thus the total amount of construction emissions would not change), the construction period may be extended such that peak day emissions may be reduced (though not to a level of insignificance).  Alternative C would increase the total amount of construction emissions (since the total number of construction projects would increase), and may increase peak day construction emissions (depending on whether the number of upgrade projects constructed on the peak day increases).  Likewise, the relative effects of any potential adverse environmental impacts would be increased under Alternative C.  Alternative C would, however, achieve greater VOC emission reductions from storage tanks at petroleum facilities than PR 1178 or the other alternatives.
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Project Location

Background

Project Objectives

Project Description

 project location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).

[image: image6.png]


FIGURE 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District

PROJECT BACKGROUND

In 1999, the SCAQMD settled litigation initiated by three environmental organizations for failing to implement the ozone portion of the 1994 AQMP.  The settlement agreement, which was incorporated in the 1999 AQMP amendments, commits the SCAQMD to develop and implement several stationary source control measures and achieve a specific level of emission reductions within a specific time frame.  Several of these control measures are designed to further reduce fugitive emissions from petroleum refineries.

In an effort to support implementation of the control measures applicable to refineries and/or identify new control options not identified in the AQMP or existing rules, the settlement agreement also commits the SCAQMD to further study fugitive emissions from tanks and pressure relief devices (PRDs) operated by refineries.  More specifically, the commitment directs the SCAQMD to further refine current emission inventories applicable to tanks and PRDs, including PRDs venting to the atmosphere and during release events.  The SCAQMD also committed to identify and evaluate potential control options and proceed with amendments to existing rules and/or the development of new rules in the event the studies identify meaningful emission reduction potentials and technologically feasible cost-effective controls.  Potential control options should include those identified by the Bay Area AQMD (BAAQMD) during its development of amendments to BAAQMD Regulation 8 - Organic Compounds, Rule 5 - Storage of Organic Liquids.

SCAQMD Rules

There are currently two SCAQMD rules regulating fugitive VOC emissions at regulated facilities:

Rule 463 – Organic Liquid Storage

Rule 463 was adopted in 1977 and most recently amended in 1994.  This rule applies to any aboveground stationary tank with a capacity of 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons) or greater used for storage of organic liquids and any aboveground tank with a capacity between 950 liters (251 gallons) and 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons) used for storage of gasoline.

Rule 1173 - Fugitive Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds

Rule 1173 was adopted in 1989 and was most recently amended in 1994.  Its purpose is to control VOC leaks from valves, fittings, pumps, compressors, pressure relief devices, diaphragms, hatches, sight glasses and meters at refineries, chemical plants, oil and gas production fields, natural gas processing plants and pipeline transfer stations.

  AQMP Control Measures

The 1999 AQMP amendment identifies the following three fugitive VOC control measures that would be implemented, in part, by PR 1178:

FUG-03 - Further Emission Reductions from Floating Roof Tanks

Control measure FUG-03 focuses on reducing VOC emissions from refinery floating roof tanks. 

FUG-04 - Further Control of Emissions from Fugitive Sources

Control measure FUG-04 is designed to control fugitive VOC emissions from petroleum and chemical-related industries, including refineries, oil and gas production fields, natural gas processing plants and pipeline transfer stations.

FUG-05 - Further Emission Reductions from Large Fugitive VOC Sources

Control measure FUG-05 focuses on reducing emissions from the top 100 VOC-emitting facilities.  The top VOC-emitting facilities targeted in this control measure consist mainly of refineries.  It should be noted that though control measure FUG-05 includes control of emissions from chemical plants and manufacturing facilities, major coating and solvent operations are addressed separately under control measure CTS-08.

Bay Area AQMD Rules

The Bay Area AQMD has comprehensively studied storage tanks as part of their rule development process for amendments to Regulation 8 (Organic Compounds), Rule 5 - Storage of Organic Liquids.  A total of 4,700 tanks were identified and evaluated.  Of these, 90 percent were fixed roof tanks, six percent external floating roof tanks and four percent internal floating roof tanks.  Regulation 8, Rule 5 includes requirements to equip external floating roof tanks with sliding covers, well gaskets, pole sleeves and pole wipers.  Further, this rule requires internal floats and wipers designed to minimize the gap between the float and the well.  Finally, the rule also includes primary and secondary seal requirements.  

SCAQMD Refinery Survey

To further study fugitive emissions from storage tanks and PRDs operated by refineries, SCAQMD staff worked closely with refineries and environmental organizations and developed two survey questionnaires.  The first survey focused on obtaining information on storage tanks and the second survey focused on PRDs.  Based on the information provided to the SCAQMD following the first survey, it has been concluded that VOC emission reduction potentials do exist and that the control strategies applicable to these sources are technically feasible and cost effective. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

Proposed Rule 1178 is being developed to:

1. implement Phase 1 of 1999 AQMP Control Measure FUG-05 – Further Emission Reductions from Large Fugitive VOC Sources, and portions of the Control Measure FUG-03 – Further Emission Reductions from Floating Roof Tanks, and FUG-04 – Further Emission Reductions from Fugitive Sources; 

2. comply with the Settlement Agreement which commits the SCAQMD to develop and implement several stationary source control measures and achieve a specific level of emission reductions within a specific time frame; and

3. reduce VOC emissions which is necessary to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The petroleum facilities subject to PR 1178 include facilities that emit more than 20 tons per year of VOC in any emission inventory year beginning in year 1999 and engage in the production, refining, storage, transfer or distribution of crude petroleum or petroleum products as defined in the Standard Industrial Classification for crude petroleum and natural gas (SIC code 1311), petroleum refining (SIC code 2911), petroleum bulk stations and terminals (SIC code 5171), or other related industries (e.g., SIC codes 4226, 4612, 4613, 4923 and 5541).

To further reduce evaporative emission losses and minimize leaks, PR 1178 proposes the following requirements for external floating roof tanks, internal floating roof tanks, fixed roof tanks and pressure-vacuum vents.  The proposed rule is anticipated to reduce VOC emissions by over one ton per day.

A complete copy of PR 1178 can be found in Appendix A of this EA.

External Floating Roof Tanks

· By July 2003 July 1, 2002, retrofit each deck opening with covers that are gasketed and/or bolted and gauge poles and wells with sleeves and wipers.

· By July 1, 2003, retrofit rim seal systems with the best available rim seal systems.  The best available rim seal system for welded tanks consists of two seals, a liquid mounted primary seal and a rim mounted secondary seal.  The best available rim seal system for riveted tanks consists of two seals, a mechanical shoe primary seal and a rim mounted secondary seal.

· By January 1, 2008 July 1, 2005, retrofit external floating roof tanks containing materials having true vapor pressure greater than or equal to 3.0 psia with fixed roofs or domed roofs.  At least one- third of a facility’s applicable tanks must meet this requirement by January 1, 2004, two-thirds by January 1, 2006, and all tanks by January 1, 2008 on an annual basis beginning July 1, 2003.  External floating roof tanks permitted exclusively to contain crude oil would be exempt from the doming requirement.  
As an alternative to doming, the operator may choose to accept permit conditions for applicable tanks to limit the true vapor pressure of the organic liquid stored in the tank to lower than 3.0 psia.
Internal Floating Roof Tanks

· By January 2007 July 1, 2002, retrofit each deck opening with covers that are gasketed and/or bolted and gauge poles and wells with sleeves and wipers to further reduce evaporative losses.

Fixed Roof Tanks and Pressure-Vacuum Vents

· By January 2007 July 1, 2004, convert the fixed roof tanks containing materials with true vapor pressure greater than 0.1 psia that are currently vented to the atmosphere to internal or external floating roof tanks.  Alternatively, the operator may choose to vent these tanks to a vapor control system or vapor recovery system.

· By January 2007 July 1, 2004, retrofit all pressure-vacuum vents with pressure vacuum vents that meet 500 parts per million (ppm) measured in accordance with EPA Method 21 and establish a set point that is set to within 10 percent of the maximum allowable working pressure of the roof or at least 0.5 psi gauge (psig) to further reduce evaporative losses.  This provision of PR 1178 assumes that all tanks at petroleum facilities implement the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 463.
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introduction

In order to determine the significance of the impacts associated with a proposed project, it is necessary to evaluate the project’s impacts against the backdrop of the environment as it exists at the time the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study is published.  The CEQA Guidelines defines “environment” as “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance” (CEQA Guidelines §15360; see also Public Resources Code §21060.5).  Furthermore, a CEQA document must include a description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project, as it exists at the time the notice of preparation is published, from both a local and regional perspective (CEQA Guidelines §15125).  Therefore, the “environment” or “existing setting” against which a project’s impacts are compared consists of the immediate, contemporaneous physical conditions at and around the project site when the NOP/Initial Study was released (in this case, August 24, 2001).

The following sections summarize the existing setting for aesthetics, air quality, and energy.  

aesthetics

Petroleum facilities are heavy industrial facilities that refine and/or store petroleum products.  The refineries are complex industrial facilities that process crude oil into a variety of products.  The refining process requires a variety of chemicals (e.g., ammonia, hydrogen, natural gas, etc.) and utilities (e.g, power, water, steam, etc.).  The chemicals and utilities are utilized by a refinery’s many process units to convert crude oil into finished products such as gasoline, jet fuel, diesel, petroleum gases, coke, and sulfur.  The refining process requires product and storage transport infrastructure both on-site and at remote locations (e.g., petroleum bulk stations and terminals).  The refinery sites are characterized by heavy industrial structures and equipment, such as large tanks, towers, combustion systems, and piping.  Petroleum tank farms are generally characterized by storage tanks of various sizes and product loading and unloading racks (to and from transport vehicles).

The land use zoning at the sites where petroleum facilities are located are generally classified as “heavy industrial” or “heavy manufacturing.”  Such zoning permits a highly industrialized use of the property.  For example, the City of Los Angeles’ M3 - Heavy Industrial Zone allows the following representative (i.e., not all inclusive) uses: automobile dismantling, scrap metal processing, paint, plastic, petroleum, paper, and chemical manufacturing, concrete or cement products manufacturing in the open, iron or steel foundry or fabrication and heavyweight casting, oil drilling and production of oil, gas or hydrocarbons, and, in general, those uses which may be obnoxious or offensive by reason of emission of odor, dust, smoke, gas, noise, vibration, and the like, provided that certain specified uses not be located nearer than five hundred feet to a more restricted zone.

The areas surrounding petroleum facilities can generally be characterized as a blend of heavy and light industrial/manufacturing and commercial.  Due to the large population in the region, some residential areas may be located adjacent to industrial zoned areas, including petroleum facilities.  The industrial facilities adjacent to residential communities, however, generally provide visual barriers, such as landscaping, to minimize the visual impact on the surrounding community.

air quality

Criteria Pollutants

It is the responsibility of the SCAQMD to ensure that state and federal ambient air quality standards are achieved and maintained in its geographical jurisdiction.  Health-based air quality standards have been established by California and the federal government for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead.  These standards were established to protect sensitive receptors with a margin of safety from adverse health impacts due to exposure to air pollution.  The California standards are more stringent than the federal standards and in the case of PM10 and SO2, far more stringent.  California has also established standards for sulfate, visibility, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.  The state and national ambient air quality standards for each of these pollutants and their effects on health are summarized in Table 3-1.

The SCAQMD monitors levels of various criteria pollutants at 34 monitoring stations.  The 2000 air quality data from SCAQMD’s monitoring stations are presented in Table 3-2.

Ozone

Unlike primary criteria pollutants that are emitted directly from an emissions source, ozone is a secondary pollutant.  It is formed in the atmosphere through a photochemical reaction of VOC, NOx, oxygen, and other hydrocarbon materials with sunlight.  

Ozone is a deep lung irritant, causing the passages to become inflamed and swollen.  Exposure to ozone produces alterations in respiration, the most characteristic of which is shallow, rapid breathing and a decrease in pulmonary performance.  Ozone reduces the respiratory system's ability to fight infection and to remove foreign particles.  People who suffer from respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and chronic bronchitis are more sensitive to ozone's effects.  In severe cases, ozone is capable of causing death from pulmonary edema.  Early studies suggested that long-term exposure to ozone results in adverse effects on morphology and function of the lung and acceleration of lung-tumor formation and aging.  Ozone exposure also increases the sensitivity of the lung to bronchoconstrictive agents such as histamine, acetylcholine, and allergens.

TABLE 3-1

Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards


STATE STANDARD
FEDERAL PRIMARY STANDARD
most relevant effects

AIR POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATION/
AVERAGING TIME
CONCENTRATION/
AVERAGING TIME


Ozone
0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >
0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg.>
(a) Short-term exposures:  (1) Pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in humans and animals (2) Risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary morphology and host defense in animals; (b) Long-term exposures:  Risk to public health implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically exposed humans; (c) Vegetation damage; (d) Property damage 

Carbon Monoxide
9.0 ppm, 8-hr avg. >
20 ppm, 1-hr avg. >
9 ppm, 8-hr avg.>
35 ppm, 1-hr avg.>
(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other aspects of coronary heart disease; (b) Decreased exercise tolerance in persons with peripheral vascular disease and lung disease; (c) Impairment of central nervous system functions; (d) Possible increased risk to fetuses

Nitrogen Dioxide
0.25 ppm, 1-hr avg. >
0.053 ppm, ann. avg.>
(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in sensitive groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical and cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes; (c) Contribution to atmospheric discoloration

Sulfur Dioxide
0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg.> 
0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >
0.03 ppm, ann. avg.>
0.14 ppm, 24-hr avg.>

(a) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms which may include wheezing, shortness of breath and chest tightness, during exercise or physical activity in persons with asthma

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10)
30 µg/m3, ann. geometric mean >
50 µg/m3, 24-hr average>
50 µg/m3, annual
arithmetic mean >
150 µg/m3, 24-hr avg.>

(a) Excess deaths from short-term exposures and exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory disease; (b)  Excess seasonal declines in pulmonary function, especially in children 

Sulfates
25 µg/m3, 24-hr avg. >=

(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; (b) Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; (c) Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; (d) Vegetation damage; (e) Degradation of visibility; (f) Property damage

Lead
1.5 µg/m3, 30-day avg. >=
1.5 µg/m3, calendar quarter>
(a) Increased body burden; (b) Impairment of blood formation and nerve conduction

Visibility-
Reducing
Particles
In sufficient amount to reduce the visual range to less than 10 miles at relative humidity less than 70%, 8-hour average (10am - 6pm)

Visibility impairment on days when relative humidity is less than 70 percent

Table 3-2
2000 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District


Carbon Monoxide


No. Days Standard 

Exceededa)

Federal
State




Max.
Max.

Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.

Receptor
of
Days
in
in

(9.5
>9.0

Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm

ppm
ppm

No.
Station
Data
1-hour
8-hour

8-hr.
8-hr.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
365
7
6.0

0
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
362
6
4.3

0
0


3
SW Coast LA Co
365
9
7.0

0
0


4
S Coast LA Co
363
10
5.8

0
0


6
W Sn Fernan V
365
11
9.8

1
2


7
E Sn Fernan V
365
8
6.1

0
0


8
W Sn Gabrl V
357
9
7.4

0
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V1
365
5
4.9

0
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V2
345
4
3.1

0
0


10
Pomona/Wln 
360
7
4.9

0
0


11
S Sn Gabrl V
365
7
5.3

0
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
365
13
10.0

2
6


12
S Cent LA Co 2
222*
13*
9.5*

1*
3*


13
Sta Clarita V
345
6
4.9
0
0

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
364
14
6.1

0
0


17
Cent Orange Co
360
8
6.8

0
0


18
N Coast Orange
339*
8*
6.3*

0*
0*


19
Saddleback V 1
244*
5
2.3*

0*
0*


19
Saddleback V 2
305*
4*
3.3*

0*
0*

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--

--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
365
5
4.3

0
0


23
Metro Riv Co 2
365
9
4.3

0
0


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--

--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
351
4
2.0

0
0


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--

--
--

30
Coachella V1**
353
3
1.6

0
0


30
Coachella V2**
87*
3*
2.1*

0*
0*

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
348
4
2.6

0
0

33
SW SB Valley
--
--
--

--
--

34
Cent SB V 1
--
--
--

--
--

34
Cent SB V 2
304*
5*
4.3*

0*
0*

35
East SB Valley
--
--
--

--
--

37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--

--
--

38
East SB Mtns
--
--
--

--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
- 
Salton Sea Air Basin
a)
-
The federal 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO > 35 ppm) was not exceeded.

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)

Ozone


No. Days Standard 

Exceeded


Federal

State




Max.
Max
Fourth

Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.
High

Receptor
of
Days
in
in
Conc.
> .12
> .08
> .09

Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm

No.
Station
Data
1-hour
8-hour
8-hour
1-hr.
8-hr.
1-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
365
0.14
0.105
0.086
1
4
8


2
NW Coast LA Co
365
0.10
0.079
0.071
0
0
2


3
SW Coast LA Co
359
0.10
0.075
0.065
0
0
1


4
S Coast LA Co
365
0.12
0.080
0.069
0
0
3


6
W Sn Fernan V
362
0.11
0.084
0.083
0
0
6


7
E Sn Fernan V
363
0.15
0.119
0.098
3
11
16


8
W Sn Gabrl V
362
0.16
0.134
0.106
7
14
19


9
E Sn Gabrl V1
365
0.17
0.141
0.109
11
16
32


9
E Sn Gabrl V2
358
0.17
0.148
0.113
11
22
39


10
Pomona/Wln V1
363
0.15
0.124
0.089
3
5
18


11
S Sn Gabrl V
365
0.14
0.114
0.086
2
4
11


12
S Cent LA Co 1
365
0.09
0.064
0.051
0
0
1


12
S Cent LA Co 2
222*
0.12*
0.095*
0.085*
0*
4*
4*


13
Sta Clarita V
360
0.13
0.111
0.099
1
16
31

ORANGE COUNTY

16
N Orange Co
364
0.14
0.103
0.085
1
4
8

17
Cent Orange Co
364
0.13
0.101
0.075
1
1
9


18
N Coast Orange
365
0.10
0.087
0.087
1
1
1


19
Saddleback V 1
244*
0.13*
0.110*
0.068*
1*
2*
3*


19
Saddleback V 2
305*
0.15*
0.129*
0.089*
2*
8*
25*

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
365
0.14
0.113
0.106
3
29
41


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
361
0.16
0.126
0.113
15
41
65


25
Lake Elsinore
361
0.13
0.109
0.099
1
31
45


29
Banning Airport
363
0.14
0.111
0.103
4
39
52


30
Coachella V 1**
355
0.12
0.105
0.096
0
33
40


30
Coachella V 2**
354
0.11
0.096
0.089
0
9
43

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
365
0.18
0.159
0.118
10
19
43


33
SW SB Valley
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
365
0.17
0.139
0.101
7
16
36


34
Cent SB V 2
365
0.15
0.125
0.111
7
27
48


35
East SB Valley
365
0.15
0.133
0.113
11
51
78


37
Cent SB Mtns 
354
0.18
0.149
0.123
17
73
85


38
East SB Mtns
--







ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.

--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)


Nitrogen Dioxide


Average

Compared to
No. Days

Federal
Std. Exc'd

Standardb)
State





Max.

Source/
Location
No.
Conc.

Receptor
of
Days
in
AAM

> 0.25

Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
in

ppm

No.
Station
Data
1-hour
ppm

1-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
353
0.16
0.0404
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
361
0.16
0.0273
0


3
SW Coast LA Co
364
0.13
0.0275
0


4
S Coast LA Co
358
0.14
0.0313
0


6
W Sn Fernan V
365
0.11
0.0285
0


7
E Sn Fernan V
365
0.17
0.0415
0


8
W Sn Gabrl V
355
0.17
0.0296
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
365
0.15
0.0366
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
349
0.13
0.0290
0


10
Pomona/Wln V
358
0.14
0.0435
0


11
S Sn Gabrl V
365
0.14
0.0366
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
360
0.14
0.0386
0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
221*
0.11*
0.0292*
0*


13
Sta Clarita V
360
0.10
0.0246
0

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
269*
0.12*
0.0304*
0*


17
Cent Orange Co
364
0.13
0.0300
0


18
N Coast Orange Co
362
0.11
0.0205
0


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
298*
0.10*
0.0236*
0*


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
360
0.08
0.0175
0


29
Banning Airport
365
0.21
0.0237
0


30
Coachella V 1**
337
0.07
0.0178
0


30
Coachella V 2**
87*
0.06*
0.0099*
0*

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
357
0.15
0.0380
0


33
SW SB Valley
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
365
0.12
0.0364
0


34
Cent SB V 2
365
0.10
0.0325
0


35
East SB Valley
--
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--


38
East SB Mtns
--
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.
AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

b)
-
The federal standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm.  No location exceeded this
 

standard.

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)


Sulfur Dioxide


Average

Compared






to Federal





Max.
Max.
Standardd)


Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.



Receptor
of
Days
in
in
AAM


Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm
in


No.
Station
Data
1-hourc)
24-hour c)
ppm

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
305*
0.08*
0.010*
0.0009*


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
365
0.17
0.017
0.0017


4
S Coast LA Co
365
0.05
0.014
0.0015


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
357
0.01
0.004
0.0001

8
W Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
--
--
--
--


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--


12
S Cent LA Co 1
--
--
--
--


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--

17
Cent Orange Co
--
--
--
--

18
N Coast Orange
363
0.02
0.008
0.0005


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--

23
Metro Riv Co 1
329*
0.11*
0.041*
0.0008*

23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--
--

30
Coachella V 1**
--
--
--
--

30
Coachella V 2**
--
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
--
--
--
--


33
SW SB Vally
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
274*
0.02*
0.010*
0.0018*


34
Cent SB V 2
--
--
--
--


35
East SB Valley
--
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--


38
East SB Mtns





ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.
AAM

-
Annual arithmetic mean.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.
--

-
Pollutant not monitored.


May not be representative.
**

-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

c) -
The state standards are 1-hour average > 0.25 ppm and 24-hour average >0.04 ppm.  No location exceeded state 
standards.

d) -
The federal standard is annual arithmetic mean SO2 greater than 80 µg/m3 (0.03 ppm).  No location exceeded this 
standard.  The other federal standards (3-hour average > 0.50 ppm, and 24-hour average > 0.14 ppm) were not 
exceeded either

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)


Suspended Particulates PM10e)

No. (%) Samples

Exceeding
Annual

Standard
Averagesh)

Source/
Location
No.
Max.
Federal
State

Receptor
of
Days
Conc.


AAM
AGM

Area
Air Monitoring
of
in µg/m3
>150 µg/m3
>50 µg/m3
Conc.
Conc.

No.
Station
Data
24-hour
24-hour
24-hour
µg/m3
µg/m3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
60
80
0
15(25)
44.8
37.0


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
57
74
0
9(16)
35.6
33.4


4
S Coast LA Co
57
105
0
12(21)
37.6
34.0


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
60
74
0
14(23)
39.1
36.1


8
W Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--
--
--


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
57
94
0
24(42)
46.3
42.5


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--
--
--


12
S Cent LA Co 1
--
--
--
--
--
--


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
61
64
0
4(7)
32.7
29.8

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
61
126
0
8(13)*
39.9
35.7


18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
31*
60*
0*
1(3)*
28.9*
27.4*


19
Saddleback V 2
60
98
0
2(3)
27.8
25.5

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
58
129
0
28(48)
49.3
43.4


23
Metro Riv Co 1
97
139
0
68(70)
60.1
54.7


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
59
87
0
13(22)
41.1
36.8


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
59
69
0*
5(8)
29.1
24.7


30
Coachella V 1**
56
44
0
0
24.4
22.7


30
Coachella V 2**
103k)
114 k)
0 k)
52(50) k)
51.9 k)
48.4 k)
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
--
--
--
--
--
--


33
SW SB Valley
58
124
0
26(45)
50.4
46.3


34
Cent SB V 1
60
108
0
31(52)
52.6
47.1


34
Cent SB V 2
60
108
0
32(53)
50.1
44.5


35
E SB Valley
61
109
0
27(44)
46.0
39.7


37
Cent SB Mtns
58
49
0
0
24.0
20.7


38
East SB Mtns
--
--
--
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.

AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.  AGM - Annual geometric mean.

--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

e)
-
PM10 samples were collected every 6 days using the size-selective inlet high volume sampler with quartz filter media

h)
-
Federal PM10 standard is AAM > 50 µg/m3; state standard is AGM > 30 µg/m3

k)
-
The data for the samples collected on high-wind-days (190 µg/m3 on 4/21/00, 201 µg/m3 on 5/15/00 and 183 µg/m3 on 9/12/00) were excluded in accordance with EPA’s Natural Events Policy.
TABLE 3-2

(Continued)


Suspended Particulates PM2.5f)

No. (%) Samples

Exceeding
Annual

Standard
Averagesi)

Source/
Location
No.
Max.
Federal

Receptor
of
Days
Conc.
>65

AAM

Area
Air Monitoring
of
in µg/m3
µg/m3

Conc.

No.
Station
Data
24-hour
24-hour

µg/m3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
334
87.8
11(3.3)
22.0


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--


4
S Coast LA Co
304*
81.5*
4(1.3)*
19.2*


6
W Sn Fernan V
108
67.5
2(1.9)
18.1


7
E Sn Fernan V
70*
84.4*
3(4.3)*
23.8*


8
W Sn Gabrl V
110
66.3
1(0.9)*
19.3


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
333
92.5
5(1.5)
20.1


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
116
89.5
4(3.4)
24.1


12
S Cent LA Co 1
121
82.1
2(1.7)
23.0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
273*
113.9*
6(2.2)*
21.0*


18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
119
94.7
1(0.8)
14.7

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
304*
119.6*
11(3.6)*
28.2*


23
Metro Riv Co 2
111
79.3
5(4.5)
25.5


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
120
28.5
0
9.6


30
Coachella V 2**
115
28.6
0*
11.2

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
--
--
--
--


33
SW SB Valley
111
73.4
2(1.8)
24.2


34
Cent SB V 1
111
72.9
2(1.8)
24.5


34
Cent SB V 2
102*
89.8*
3(2.9)*
25.4*


35
East SB Valley
--
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--


38
East SB Mtns
58
29.0
0
10.6

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.

AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.  AGM - Annual geometric mean.

--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

f)
-
PM2.5 federal standard was established effective September 16, 1997.  PM2.5 samples were collected every 3 days using the size selective inlet high volume sampler.

i)
-
Federal PM2.5 standard is AAM > 15 µg/m3
TABLE 3-2
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Particulates TSPg)

Annual

Averages

Source/
Location
No.
Max.


Receptor
of
Days
Conc.
AAM


Area
Air Monitoring
of
in µg/m3
Conc.


No.
Station
Data
24-hour
µg/m 3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
60
127
72.0


2
NW Coast LA Co
60
87
48.2


3
SW Coast LA Co
61
127
64.8


4
S Coast LA Co
61
164
68.2


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--
--


8
W Sn Gabrl V
60
91
49.1


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
59
157
85.3


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
57
118
74.7

12
S Cent LA Co 1
60
167
74.9

12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--

13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
--
--
--


18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
62
211
115.5


23
Metro Riv Co 2
63
144
82.8


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
56
122
69.8


33
SW SB Valley
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
57
180
97.3


34
Cent SB V 2
59
168
95.4


35
East SB Valley
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--


38
East SB Mtns




µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.
AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.  AGM - Annual geometric mean.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.
g)
-
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)

Leadg)

Source/
Location
Max.
Max.

Receptor
of
Mo.
Qtrly.

Area
Air Monitoring
Conc. j)
Conc. j)

No.
Station
µg/m3
µg/m3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
.0.06
0.05


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
0.08
0.05


4
S Coast LA Co
0.05
0.04


6
W SN Fernan V
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--

8
W Sn Gabrl V
--
--

9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
--
--

9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--

10
Pomona/Wln V
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
0.09
0.06


12
S Cent LA Co 1
0.09
0.06


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
--
--


18
N Coast Orange
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
0.06
0.05


23
Metro Riv Co 2
0.04
0.03


24
Perris Valley
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--


29
Banning/San Gor P
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
0.07
0.05


33
SW SB Valley
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
--
--


34
Cent SB V 2
0.06
0.05


35
East SB Valley
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--


38
East SB Mtns
--
--

µg/m3 
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.
--    
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea or Mojave Desert Air Basin.
g)
-
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.

j)
-
Federal lead standard is quarterly average 15 µg/m3; state standard is monthly average 15 µg/m3.  No location exceeded lead standards.  Special monitoring immediately downwind of stationary sources of lead was carried out at four locations in 1999.  The maximum average concentration was 0.29 µg/m3, recorded in Area 5, Southeast Los Angeles County, and the maximum quarterly average concentration was 0.23 µg/m3, recorded in Area 1, Central Los Angeles.

TABLE 3-2

(Concluded)


Sulfateg)

No. (%) Samples

Exceeding

Standard




Source/
Location
Max.
State

Receptor
of
Conc.


Area
Air Monitoring
in µg/m3
>=25 µg/m3

No.
Station
24-hour
24-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
16.4
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
14.1
0


3
SW Coast LA Co
16.2
0


4
S Coast LA Co
26.7
1


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--


8
W Sn Gabrl V
13.9
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
17.2
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
13.1
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
11.4
0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
--
--


18
N Coast Orange
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
11.0
0


23
Metro Riv Co 2
10.2
0


24
Perris Valley
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
11.5
0


33
SW SB Valley
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
10.7
0


34
Cent SB V 2
12.4
0


35
East SB Valley
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--


38
East SB Mtns



µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.
g)
-
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.

The national ozone ambient air quality standard is exceeded far more frequently in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction than almost every other area in the United States
.  In the past few years, ozone air quality has been the cleanest on record in terms of maximum concentration and number of days exceeding the standards and episode levels.  Maximum one-hour average and eight-hour average ozone concentrations in 2000 (0.18 ppm and 0.159 ppm) were 150 percent and 199 percent of the federal one-hour and eight-hour standards, respectively.  Ozone concentrations exceeded the one-hour state standard at all, but one, monitored locations in 2000.  

In 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for ozone.  Soon thereafter, a court decision ordered that the U.S. EPA could not enforce the new standard until adequate justification for the new standard was provided.  U.S. EPA appealed the decision to the Supreme Court.  On February 27, 2001, the Supreme Court upheld U.S. EPA’s authority and methods to establish clean air standards.  The Supreme Court, however, ordered U.S. EPA to revise its implementation plan for the new ozone standard.  Meanwhile, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and local air districts continue to collect technical information in order to prepare for an eventual SIP to reduce unhealthful levels of ozone in areas violating the new federal standard.  California has previously developed a SIP for the current ozone standard, which has been approved by U.S. EPA for the South Coast Air Basin.

Carbon Monoxide

CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels.  CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus reducing the blood's ability to transport oxygen to vital organs in the body.  The ambient air quality standard for carbon monoxide is intended to protect persons whose medical condition already compromises their circulatory systems’ ability to deliver oxygen.  These medical conditions include certain heart ailments, chronic lung diseases, and anemia.  Persons with these conditions have reduced exercise capacity even when exposed to relatively low levels of CO.  Fetuses are at risk because their blood has an even greater affinity to bind with CO.  Smokers are also at risk from ambient CO levels because smoking increases the background level of CO in their blood.

CO was monitored at 26 locations in the district in 2000.  The national and state eight-hour CO standards were exceeded at three locations.  The highest eight-hour average CO concentration of the year (10 ppm) was 105 percent of the federal standard.  Source/Receptor Area No. 12, South Central Los Angeles County (Station No. 084), reported the greatest number of the exceedances of the federal and state CO standards (two and six days, respectively) in 2000.

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO2 is a brownish gas that is formed in the atmosphere through a rapid reaction of the colorless gas nitric oxide (NO) with atmospheric oxygen.  NO and NO2 are collectively referred to as NOx. NO2 can cause health effects in sensitive population groups such as children and people with chronic lung diseases.  It can cause respiratory irritation and constriction of the airways, making breathing more difficult.  Asthmatics are especially sensitive to these effects.  People with asthma and chronic bronchitis may also experience headaches, wheezing and chest tightness at high ambient levels of NO2.  NO2 is suspected to reduce resistance to infection, especially in young children. 

By 1991, exceedances of the federal standard were limited to one location in Los Angeles County.  The Basin was the only area in the United States classified as nonattainment for the federal NO2 standard under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.  No location in the area of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction has exceeded the federal standard since 1992 and the South Coast Air Basin was designated attainment for the national standard in 1998.  In 2000, the maximum annual arithmetic mean (0.0435 ppm) was 81 percent of the federal standard (the federal standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm.).  The more stringent state standard (0.25 ppm) was never exceeded by any of the monitored stations in year 2000.  Despite declining NOx emissions over the last decade, further NOx emissions reductions are necessary because NOx emissions are PM10 and ozone precursors.

Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 is defined as suspended particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter and includes a complex mixture of man-made and natural substances including sulfates, nitrates, metals, elemental carbon, sea salt, soil, organics and other materials.  PM10 may have adverse health impacts because these microscopic particles are able to penetrate deeply into the respiratory system.  In some cases, the particulates themselves may cause actual damage to the alveoli of the lungs or they may contain adsorbed substances that are injurious.  Children can experience a decline in lung function and an increase in respiratory symptoms from PM10 exposure.  People with influenza, chronic respiratory disease and cardiovascular disease can be at risk of aggravated illness from exposure to fine particles.  Increases in death rates have been statistically linked to corresponding increases in PM10 levels. 

In 2000, PM10 was monitored at 20 locations in the district.  There was no exceedances of the federal 24-hour standard (150 (g/m3), while the state 24-hour standard (50 (g/m3) was exceeded at 18 locations.  The federal standard (annual arithmetic mean greater than 50 (g/m3) was exceeded in five locations, and the state standard (annual geometric mean greater than 30 (g/m3) was exceeded at 14 locations.

In 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for PM2.5, particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter and a new PM10 standard as well.  The PM2.5 standard complements existing national and state ambient air quality standards that target the full range of inhalable PM10.  However, a court decision ordered that the U.S. EPA couldn’t enforce the new PM10 standard until adequate justification for the new standard is provided.  U.S. EPA is complying with the decision by considering separate fine (PM2.5) and coarse (PM2.5-10) standards.  Meanwhile, CARB and local air districts continue to collect technical information in order to prepare for an eventual SIP to reduce unhealthful levels of PM2.5 in areas violating the new federal standards.  California has previously developed a SIP for the current PM10 standard.

Sulfur Dioxide

SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels.  Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and difficulty in breathing for children.  Though SO2 concentrations have been reduced to levels well below state and federal standards, further reductions in emissions of SO2 are needed to comply with standards for other pollutants (sulfate and PM10). 

Lead

Lead concentrations once exceeded the state and national ambient air quality standards by a wide margin, but have not exceeded state or federal standards at any regular monitoring station since 1982.  Though special monitoring sites immediately downwind of lead sources recorded very localized violations of the state standard in 1994, no violations were recorded at these stations since that time. 

Sulfates

Sulfates are a group of chemical compounds containing the sulfate group, which is a sulfur atom with four oxygen atoms attached.  Though not exceeded in 1993, 1996, 1997, and 1998, the state sulfate standard was exceeded at three locations in 1994 and one location in 1995, 1999 and 2000.  There are no federal air quality standards for sulfate. 

Visibility

Since deterioration of visibility is one of the most obvious manifestations of air pollution and plays a major role in the public’s perception of air quality, the state of California has adopted a standard for visibility or visual range.  Until 1989, the standard was based on visibility estimates made by human observers.  The standard was changed to require measurement of visual range using instruments that measure light scattering and absorption by suspended particles. 

Volatile Organic Compounds

It should be noted that there are no state or national ambient air quality standards for VOCs because they are not classified as criteria pollutants.  VOCs are regulated, however, because reduction in VOC emissions reduces the rate of photochemical reactions that contribute to the formation of ozone.  They are also transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to higher PM10 and lower visibility levels. 

Although health-based standards have not been established for VOCs, health effects can occur from exposures to high concentrations of VOCs because of interference with oxygen uptake.  In general, ambient VOC concentrations in the atmosphere are suspected to cause coughing, sneezing, headaches, weakness, laryngitis, and bronchitis, even at low concentrations.  Some hydrocarbon components classified as VOC emissions are thought or known to be hazardous.  Benzene, for example, one hydrocarbon component of VOC emissions, is known to be a human carcinogen.

energy resources

The potential energy resource impact analyzed in this EA relates to the proposed rule’s potential affect on refiners’ ability to deliver gasoline products consistent with the state’s MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 requirements by December 31, 2002.  Thus, the following discusses the existing setting for gasoline refining in California.
The following is taken directly from the California Energy Commission Report entitled: California Energy Outlook, Volume II - Transportation Energy Systems, DRAFT Staff Report
.
Since the mid 1980s, most of the developed countries have reduced their use of petroleum products in the industrial, commercial, residential and electricity-generation sectors by switching from petroleum to other energy sources, and by decreasing energy intensity in those sectors (energy use per unit of economic output).  Even so, worldwide demand for crude oil has grown at an average rate of 1.5 percent per year since the mid-1980s.  Transportation in the United States and other developed countries remains almost entirely dependent on petroleum products and demand continues to rise.

Gasoline and diesel produced from crude oil are the dominant transportation fuels used in California and the rest of the United States.  Thousands of motorists and various businesses use alternative fuels in their vehicles, such as compressed natural gas, propane, liquefied natural gas, electricity, and methanol, but these fuels currently meet only a small fraction of California’s total fuel demand.

California refineries process nearly 1.8 million barrels per day of crude oil.  In 1999, California sources accounted for 828 thousand barrels per day or 48 percent of California’s total crude oil demand.  During this same period, an average of 530 thousand barrels per day (30 percent) was imported from Alaska and nearly 386 thousand barrels per day (22 percent) from foreign sources.  The proportion of foreign imports has begun to increase in recent years, however, and will likely continue to grow in the future.  But since crude oil is a global commodity, the price of imports is not expected to vary considerably compared to other sources, when adjusted for differences in quality.  

The California petroleum industry meets demand for refined products through a combination of production and imports of blending components and finished products. California has been relatively self-sufficient with regard to its supply of petroleum fuels.  Imports of finished gasoline and diesel fuel for use in California usually are modest in volume, less than five percent of total demand.  But imports of gasoline and diesel blending components that are used by refiners to expand production normally account for over 15 percent of total demand.  Over the near and intermediate term, the Energy Commission expects the volume and importance of imports to grow due to increasing demand for petroleum-based transportation fuels and due to the phase-out of MTBE.  

California refineries have kept pace with gasoline and diesel demand, which has increased 35 and 94 percent, respectively, between 1982 and 1999.  Refiners accomplished this in spite of the significant number of refineries shutting down in California: 

· Refiners are now using what was formerly excess production capacity to increase the amount of crude oil that they process to a level that nearly equals the operational capacity of their equipment.  In 1982, the refinery utilization rate was 71 percent.  Today, refineries operate at nearly 100 percent of the capacity of their crude oil processing units, allowing them to produce greater volumes of gasoline and other refined products.

· Major modifications were completed to meet the reformulated diesel specifications of 1993 and RFG (Phase 2) specifications of 1996, enabling refiners to produce additional volumes of diesel and gasoline from the conversion of less desirable components such as residual fuel oil.

· Refiners gradually increased the processing capacity of key pieces of refinery equipment during periods of routine maintenance.  This allowed them to produce more refined products without having to increase crude oil use.

· Refiners have used oxygenates to help meet the Phase 2 RFG regulations and extend their supply of gasoline.  The addition of oxygenates, the majority of which are imported from outside the State, increases the physical volume of the gasoline/oxygenate blend compared to the same amount of gasoline without an oxygenate.  This has enabled refiners to expand the supply of gasoline by over 10 percent without a corresponding increase in crude oil processing.

Directed by California Governor’s Executive Order and subsequent legislation, CARB approved a set of gasoline specifications on December 9, 1999, referred to as Phase 3 RFG.  This action requires the removal of MTBE while preserving the real world air quality benefits achieved by Phase 2 RFG.  Compared to Phase 2 RFG, Phase 3 RFG will have lower levels for both sulfur and benzene, increased flexibility for the distillation temperatures of gasoline hydrocarbons, and a prohibition on the use of MTBE.  These new requirements also placed conditions on the use of any oxygenate other than ethanol.  Refiners are to implement the new fuel specifications on December 31, 2002, the same date that MTBE is to be removed from gasoline.
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Consistency

Other CEQA Topics

Introduction

The CEQA Guidelines require environmental documents to identify significant environmental effects that may result from a proposed project [CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(a)].  Direct and indirect significant effects of a project on the environment should be identified and described, with consideration given to both short- and long-term impacts.  The discussion of environmental impacts may include, but is not limited to, the resources involved; physical changes; alterations of ecological systems; health and safety problems caused by physical changes; and other aspects of the resource base, including water, scenic quality, and public services.  If significant adverse environmental impacts are identified, the CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of measures that could either avoid or substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible [CEQA Guidelines §15126.4].

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA document depends on the type of project being proposed (CEQA Guidelines §15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, this EA analyzes impacts on a regional level and impacts on the level of individual industries or individual facilities where feasible.

The categories of environmental impacts to be studied in a CEQA document are established by CEQA (Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines, as promulgated by the State of California Secretary of Resources.  Under the state CEQA Guidelines, there are approximately 17 environmental categories in which potential adverse impacts from a project are evaluated.  Projects are evaluated against the environmental categories in an environmental checklist and those environmental categories that may be adversely affected by the project are further analyzed in the appropriate CEQA document.

POTENTIAL environmental impacts and mitigation measures

Pursuant to CEQA, an Initial Study, including an environmental checklist, was prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix B).  Of the 17 potential environmental impact categories, the Initial Study identified one category (air quality) as being potentially adversely affected by the proposed project.  One comment letter was received on the Initial Study (see Appendix C) that identified other potential environmental impacts.  The commentator raised a concern regarding potential aesthetic impact of adding domes to storage tanks adjacent to residential areas and an airport.  The commentator also raised concern regarding the proposed rule’s affect on refiners’ ability to deliver gasoline products consistent with the state’s MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 requirements.  Analyses of the proposed project’s potential impacts in these two additional areas are included in this subsection of the EA.  

The commentator also suggested that the Draft EA further analyze whether the proposed project would result in significant adverse hazard and noise impacts.  As discussed below, analysis of the proposal project’s potential impacts relative to hazards and noise determined that it would not result in significant adverse impacts in these environmental categories (see Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant, below).

The analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts incorporates a “worst-case” approach.  This entails the premise that whenever the analysis requires that assumptions be made, those assumptions that result in the greatest adverse impacts are typically chosen.  This method ensures that all potential effects of the proposed project are documented for the decision-makers and the public.  Accordingly, the following analyses use a conservative “worst-case” approach for analyzing the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project.

Aesthetics

As discussed above, a comment letter was received on the Initial Study that raised a concern regarding potential aesthetic impacts of adding domes to the storage tanks.  Generally, potential aesthetic impacts analyzed in CEQA documents relate to degradation of scenic resources or the visual character of the project site and its surroundings, including the potential creation of a significant source of light or glare.

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have a significant adverse aesthetic impact if it:

1.) has a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

2.) substantially damages scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;

3.) substantially degrades the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or

4.) creates a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

Visual Character

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  A comment received on the Initial Study raised concern that the proposed project would potentially alter the visual character of existing storage tanks at the commentator’s facility (i.e., Chevron El Segundo Refinery) which is adjacent to high-value residential areas and Santa Monica Bay.  The commentator is concerned that the requirement to dome certain storage tanks would result in the tanks having a higher profile and create a new type of visual blight for residents living near the site and visitors to beaches at Santa Monica Bay
.  An approximate figure for the height of a dome on an above-ground storage tank is 1/6 the diameter of the tank.  Thus, for example, the domes for 120- and 200-foot diameter tanks would be approximately 20- and 33-feet high, respectively.
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Figure reprinted from TEMCOR brochure, 9/96

FIGURE 4-1 

Example of Tank with Aluminum Dome

[image: image5.png]



Figure reprinted from May 18, 1998 edition of OIL & GAS JOURNAL

FIGURE 4-2 

Example of Tanks with Aluminum Domes



The facility cited in the comment letter is located on or near the top of a terraced hill rising from the beach, above a residential area that is designed to face the beaches and Santa Monica Bay.  Thus, the views coveted by homeowners and for which the houses are designed are generally towards the beaches and the bay, and not towards the refinery and associated tank farm referred to by the commentator.  As acknowledged in the comment letter, the facility in question has over the years taken great care to ensure that it limits and, where possible, reduces its visual impact.  The continued maintenance of existing landscaping, berms, etc., in conjunction with the on-going efforts to limit the visual impact of the facility on its neighbors, is expected to ensure the installation of domes on certain existing storage tanks would not result in a significant adverse aesthetic impact.  

The land use zoning at the sites where petroleum facilities are located are generally classified as “heavy industrial” or “heavy manufacturing.”  Such zoning permits a highly industrialized use of the property.  The areas surrounding petroleum facilities can generally be characterized as a blend of heavy and light industrial/manufacturing and commercial.  Consequently, structures of similar size to petroleum tanks are typically located at or adjacent to the facilities subject to PR 1178, and adding domes to tanks would not be anticipated to substantially alter the visual characteristics of the site.

It is acknowledged that due to the large population in the region, some residential areas may be located adjacent to industrial zoned areas, including petroleum facilities.  The industrial facilities adjacent to residential communities, however, generally provide visual barriers, such as landscaping, to minimize the visual impact on the surrounding community.  The proposed tank modifications are located entirely within the boundaries of existing facilities and are expected to blend in with the existing setting.  Thus, adding a dome to some of these existing tanks is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts to the visual character of any of these locations.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  Potential adverse visual character impacts are not considered significant; therefore, no mitigation is necessary.

REMAINING AESTHETIC IMPACTS:  No significant adverse visual character impact has been identified.

Light and Glare

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  Prior to naturally oxidizing, aluminum domes mainly reflect the sky (i.e., mostly blue) except for certain angles and at certain time.  The aluminum panels oxidize over approximately three to twelve months (less in industrial areas or by the ocean), forming a protective coating that is relatively non-reflective.  

The issue of glare from aluminum domes has arisen only for certain airport approaches.  The potential for adverse glare impact would primarily have to do with the approach to a landing strip and its orientation to the sun.  In one case, domes at the end of a runway in Orlando, Florida were covered with netting until they oxidized.  These domes are directly in the flight path and at the very end of a runway, covering low wastewater tanks.  Unlike these low wastewater tanks, few petroleum tanks are located directly beneath low-level flight patterns or adjacent to runways due to height and safety concerns.
At least three airports (i.e., LAX, Long Beach Municipal Airport, and Torrance Municipal Airport) are known to be located relatively close to tank farms.  It is unknown, however, if any tanks that may be domed would be located adjacent to runways at these or other airports or otherwise be located such that light and glare could be a problem for pilots.  If tanks that would be domed under PR 1178 are situated next to runways, it is unknown and cannot be known if the flightpaths would bring airplanes within the specific position, angle, or height that may result in adverse glare until the domes are constructed.  In any event, only a small percent of the total number of tanks that would be domed pursuant to PR 1178 are near airports.  Additionally, the natural oxidation of the aluminum would be expected to resolve any glare problem with any tank within a few months, and in even less time for those at or near LAX, Long Beach and Torrance Municipal Airport (due to their proximity to the ocean).

It should be noted that facilities on airports must comply with all Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements relative to proposed construction or alteration of objects that may affect navigable airspace.  Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 requires that all such construction on an airport be coordinated with FAA prior to commencement, using FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration - even if the proposed improvement is depicted on the approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP).  This is because the FAA must determine that the height, layout and composition of the structure are consistent with the ALP, and that it will not obstruct the navigable airspace or adversely affect such FAA facilities as navigational aids or buried cables.  Off-airport structures that might affect navigable airspace are also covered under FAR Part 77.  Compliance with FAR Part 77 is expected to preclude any significant adverse glare event affecting airport operations since a glare hazard would be considered in the FAA review.

From the available information, it is reasonable to conclude that potential light and glare impacts of the proposed rule would either not occur or be speculative.  To be conservative, however, it is concluded that in a small number of situations significant adverse glare impacts could occur from installing aluminum domes on tanks at or immediately adjacent to airports in areas not subject to FAR Part 77.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION: Any proposed retrofit of a petroleum storage tank with an aluminum dome within 10,000 feet of an airport would be required to submit project plans to FAA for review.  A copy of the FAA review request and FAA response must be submitted to SCAQMD before a Permit to Construct could be issued by the SCAQMD.  A Permit to Construct would not be issued by SCAQMD if FAA determines that the project, as proposed, would be a hazard to air navigation.  

Requests for FAA review should be directed to: 

Manager
FAA Air Traffic Division, AWP-520
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Hawthorne, CA 90260
Phone: 310-725-6557

Any proposed retrofit of a tank with an aluminum dome on or immediately adjacent to airports would be required to be reviewed by the SCAQMD and FAA to ensure appropriate steps are taken to reduce the potential glare of the dome before a Permit to Construct is issued by the SCAQMD.  Methods to reduce glare include covering with a net, sandblasting, coating, or other method approved by the SCAQMD and FAA.  

REMAINING LIGHT/GLARE IMPACTS:  Any light and glare impacts would be eliminated within a few months due to the naturally occurring oxidation of the aluminum used to construct the domes.  Regardless, the SCAQMD will implement the above mitigation measure to ensure any potential light and glare impact is less than significant.

CUMULATIVE AESTHETIC IMPACTS:  The proposed project is not expected to substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of any site and its surroundings or create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in an area.  Thus, potential adverse aesthetic impacts would not be cumulatively significant.  Since the proposed project is not expected to create significant adverse project-specific aesthetics impacts, the proposed project’s contribution to significant adverse cumulative aesthetic impacts are rendered less than cumulatively considerable (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)[3]) and, therefore, are not significant.

Air Quality

PR 1178 is intended to further reduce VOC emissions from storage tanks at petroleum facilities.  It is estimated that implementation of PR 1178 would result in a reduction in VOC emissions of over one ton per day.  Based on conservative “worst-case” assumptions, however, the analysis herein concludes that the construction associated with storage tank upgrades may cause a potentially significant adverse air quality effect.  

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the thresholds in Table 4-1 are equaled or exceeded.  In source receptor areas that are in attainment for both the state and national ambient air quality standard for the pollutant, instead of using the change in concentration thresholds shown in Table 4-1, air quality impacts for that pollutant will be considered significant if emissions cause or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable standard.

Construction Emissions

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  As discussed in Chapter 2, PR 1178 would require the upgrade of emission control features of existing petroleum storage tanks.  These would include, depending upon the type of storage tank and compliance option chosen, upgrading rim seals and/or deck fittings; venting emissions to an air pollution control device; installing fixed, domed, or internal floating roofs, ensuring that pressure vacuum vents meet certain specifications, and maintaining vapor tight operating conditions.  This subsection analyzes the emissions that would result from the construction associated with the tank upgrades.

Construction-related emissions can be distinguished as either onsite or offsite.  Generally, onsite emissions generated during typical construction activity consist of exhaust emissions (NOx, oxides of sulfur (SOx), CO, VOC, and PM10) from heavy-duty construction equipment, fugitive dust (PM10) from disturbed soil, and VOC emissions from asphalt paving or coating application.  Offsite emissions during the construction phase generally consist of exhaust emissions from worker commute trips, material delivery trips, and entrained fugitive dust (PM10) from vehicle travel on paved and unpaved roads.

Table 4-1

SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant
Construction
Operation

NOx
100 lbs/day
55 lbs/day

VOC
75 lbs/day
55 lbs/day

PM10
150 lbs/day
150 lbs/day

SOx
150 lbs/day
150 lbs/day

CO
550 lbs/day
550 lbs/day

Change in Concentration Thresholds in Non-Attainment SRAs

NO2
1-hour average

annual average
500 ug/m3 = 0.25 ppm
100 ug/m3 = 0.053 ppm

PM10
24-hour average

annual geometric average
2.5 ug/m3
1.0 ug/m3

Sulfate
24-hour average
25 ug/m3

CO
1-hour average

8-hour average
1.1 mg/m3 = 1.0 ppm

0.50 mg/m3= 0.45 ppm

ug/m3 = microgram per cubic meter; pphm = parts per million; mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter
SRAs = Source Receptor Areas

Assumptions

The proposed rule would regulate three types of storage tanks each with differing requirements and compliance schedules.  Table 4-2 summarizes the requirements and compliance dates for each of the three tank types.

Relative to construction emissions, the "worst-case" scenario is that some regulated facilities choose early implementation (i.e., by 2002) of later requirements (i.e., requirements with 2003, 2004, and 2005 compliance dates), such that multiple construction projects for all three types of tanks occur on the same day.  The scenario analyzed in this EA is the simultaneous construction of nine 14 tank upgrade projects on a given day (i.e., retrofitting three six external floating roof tanks with domes, converting one three fixed roof tanks to internal floating roof tanks, and upgrading seals/gaskets on five tanks
.  The analysis further assumes that the “worst-case” day is that in which each construction project is operating the equipment that generates the greatest emissions (i.e., cranes).  Table 4-3 lists the construction equipment expected to be used for each type of construction project: Appendix D includes additional assumptions and the emissions calculations from construction activity. 

Table 4-2

Summary of PR 1178 Requirements* and Compliance Dates**
Tank


Compliance
Year


Type
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008

External Floating Roof Tanks
Install covers and gaskets by 7/1/03 
[d][1][A]

Upgrade rim seal system by 7/1/03
[d][1][B]


Retrofit at least 1/3of Phase I tanks with domed roofs by 1/1/04 [d][2][A]
--
Retrofit at least 2/3 of Phase I tanks with domed roofs by 1/1/06 [d][2][A]
--
Retrofit all of Phase I tanks with domed roofs by 1/1/08 [d][2][A]

Internal Floating Roof Tanks
--
--
--
--
Install gaskets and covers and upgrade rim seal system by 1/1/07 [d][3]




Fixed Roof Tanks
--
--
--
--
Vent to vapor control system [d][4][A][i] or convert to internal floating roof tank by 1/1/07 [d][4][B])

Equip with pressure-vacuum vents set to within 10% of maximum allowable working pressure of roof or at least 0.5 psig by 1/1/07 [d][4][A][iv]





* PR 1178 requirements that would require considerable construction activities
** Compliance years for existing facilities.  New facilities granted additional time.
-- = no requirement in compliance year

Table 4-2

Summary of PR 1178 Requirements and Compliance Dates*

Tank

Compliance
Year


Type
2002
2003
2004
2005

External Floating Roof Tanks
Retrofit deck openings with covers that are gasketed and/or bolted and with sleeves and wipers.
(PR 1178[d][1][A])
Retrofit to best available rim seal systems.
(PR 1178[d][1][B])

Retrofit at least 1/3 of specified external floating roof tanks with fixed or domed roofs.
(PR 1178[d][1][D])
Retrofit at least 1/3 of specified external floating roof tanks with fixed or domed roofs.
(PR 1178[d][1][D])
Retrofit at least 1/3 of specified external floating roof tanks with fixed or domed roofs.
(PR 1178[d][1][D])

Internal Floating Roof Tanks
Retrofit deck openings with covers that are gasketed and/or bolted and with sleeves and wipers.
(PR 1178[d][2][A])
--
--
--

Fixed Roof Tanks
--
--
Vent fixed roof tanks to a vapor control system or convert to internal floating roof tanks. 
(PR 1178[d][3][A] or [B])

Set all pressure-vacuum vents to within 10% of maximum allowable working pressure of roof or at least 0.5 psig.
(PR 1178[d][3][C])
--


* PR 1178 requirements that would require considerable construction activities
-- = no requirement in compliance year

Table 4-3

Construction Equipment used to Comply with PR 1178 

Construction Project
Typical Construction Equipment1

Add Dome to External Floating Roof Tanks
On-Road Motor Vehicles: material delivery truck; crew/tool truck

Onsite Construction Equipment: compressor; crane

Convert Fixed Roof Tanks to Internal Floating
On-Road Motor Vehicles: material delivery truck; crew/tool truck

Onsite Construction Equipment: generator, crane; forklift

Upgrade Seals, Gaskets, Covers
On-Road Motor Vehicles: material delivery truck; crew/tool truck

Onsite Construction Equipment: compressor; crane


1 assumed sources of emissions

Onsite Equipment Sources 

No construction emissions from soil disturbance (e.g., digging, earthmoving, grading, stock piling, slab pouring, etc.) or asphalt paving are anticipated because the construction associated with the proposed rule involves the retrofitting of existing petroleum storage tanks.  Dome assembly for existing tanks is often performed on the floating roof or, if the tank is not in service, on the tank bottom.  Otherwise, the dome would be assembled adjacent to the tank and lifted into place with a crane.  The upgrading of seals and gaskets and converting a fixed roof tank to an internal floating roof tank only involve modifications to existing tanks.  Likewise, none of the upgrades require painting or other types of coatings or adhesives
.

To maximize peak daily construction emissions, it is estimated that the following construction activities would occur on a single day.  This estimation is based on a number of factors, including universe of sources, compliance date, average length of construction, and available workforce (i.e., construction crews).

· three six dome installations;

· one three conversions of fixed roof tanks to internal floating roof tanks; and

· five seal/gasket upgrades

For the purposes of this analysis, simultaneous construction-related activities associated with the tank upgrades are anticipated to entail the use of all the equipment listed in Table 4-3
.  Table 4-4 presents the results of the SCAQMD's construction air quality analysis.  The table lists the total peak daily onsite emissions from use of construction equipment during the upgrade of the petroleum storage tanks.  

Offsite Mobile Sources

The construction associated with the proposed rule would generate mobile source emissions from material delivery and crew/tool vehicle trips.  The number of material delivery trips and the size of the crew depend upon the type of upgrade project.  The reader is referred to Appendix D for the assumptions, equations, and emission factors used to calculate offsite emissions.  The total daily vehicle emissions that would be attributed to construction-related activities for PR 1178 are presented in Table 4-4.

As shown in Table 4-4, assuming a “worst-case” scenario, total peak daily construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA air quality significance thresholds for NOx.  Therefore, air quality impacts from construction-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1178 are considered to be significant.

Table 4-4

Total Peak Daily Construction Emissions for PR 1178 (pounds per day) 1

CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Onsite Equipment Emissions
91
25
205
72
13

On-Road Vehicle Source Emissions
186
20
55
0.4
1.6

TOTAL EMISSIONS 2
174 278
29 46
166 260
45 72
9 14

Significance Thresholds – Construction
550
75
100
150
150

SIGNIFICANT?
NO
NO
YES
NO
NO


1 from the simultaneous construction of nine 14 tank upgrade projects on a given day (i.e., retrofitting three six external floating roof tanks with domes, converting one three fixed roof tanks to an internal floating roof tanks, and upgrading seal/gasket on five tanks)

2 may not add exactly due to rounding

Those fixed roof tanks that store organic liquids with a vapor pressure greater than 0.1 psia that would be retrofitted with a floating roof in lieu of a vapor recovery system (pursuant to PR 1178 [d][4][B]) would need to be emptied and degassed prior to any hot work (e.g., welding) to avoid the risk of explosion.  The degassing of a fixed roof tank would be done prior to installation of a floating roof, such that emissions from these two construction activities would not overlap.  Since the degassing of the tank would result in greater VOC emissions than the construction associated with installation of the internal floating roof, the “worst-case” construction scenario for VOC occurs when construction activities for other tank types (i.e., external and internal floating roof tanks) occur on the same day as the degassing of a fixed roof tank.  The VOC emissions associated with the construction activities for external floating roof and internal floating roof tanks equal 18 pounds per day.  The degassing of applicable fixed roof tanks is estimated to result in up to 47 pounds of VOC per tank per day
.  Total emissions would equal 65 pounds of VOC per day.  Thus, the degassing of the storage tank would not by itself, or in combination with other construction activities, cause an exceedance of the significance threshold for VOC.
PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  PuiriNOx is a reformulated diesel product that can be used in direct-injection heavy duty compression ignition engines, including construction equipment
.  The PuriNOx fuel was verified by CARB on January 31, 2001, as achieving a 14 percent reduction in NOx emissions and a 62.9 percent reduction in PM10 emissions when compared with emissions from a 10 percent aromatic heavy-duty California diesel reference fuel.  Though PuriNOx is not yet commercially available, its availability may coincide with the future construction activities that result from PR 1178.  Though the use of PuriNOx would not reduce the NOx emissions from the proposed project to a level of insignificance
, it is recommended that PuriNOx (or other fuel verified by CARB to reduce NOx emissions from heavy-duty construction equipment) be used in applicable engines when commercially available.  It should be noted that since the availability of PuriNOx cannot be assured, the SCAQMD cannot take credit for this mitigation measure.

Another mitigation measure is to properly maintain construction equipment in a properly tuned condition.  Properly tuned equipment has been estimated to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants by approximately five percent.  Since equipment owners and operators have an incentive to keep their equipment properly tuned (since poorly tuned engines consume more fuel and increase operating costs), the efficacy of this mitigation is not known and the SCAQMD will not take credit for this mitigation measure.

REMAINING AIR QUALITY IMPACTS:  The air quality analysis concluded that temporary, yet significant, adverse construction emissions (i.e., NOx emissions) could be created by the proposed rule.  The mitigation identified above would not reduce the potentially significant NOx emissions to a level of insignificance.  No other feasible mitigation measures were identified.

Operation Emissions

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT: The proposed rule would require complete gap measurements of the rim seal system (PR 1178 [f][2][B]) and of all roof openings (PR 1178 [f][2][C]) of internal floating roof tanks each time an applicable tank is emptied and degassed, but no less than once every ten years.  Assuming a 120-foot internal floating roof tank used to store gasoline must be inspected, the degassing event would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 1149 – Storage Tank Degassing, which would require a minimum control efficiency of 90 percent.  Assuming such control, the degassing event is estimated to result in the following daily emissions: 16.0 pounds of VOC, 2.2 pounds of NOx, 0.5 pound of CO, and 0.125 pound of PM10.  It is assumed that no more than one tank would be emptied and degassed pursuant to these requirements on any given day and, thus, implementation of PR 1178 would not cause an exceedance of the operation-related significance threshold for VOC (i.e., 55 pounds per day).  This assumption is based on the following reasons.  It is highly likely that a tank maintenance event would occur within the allotted ten year period such that owners or operators would comply with these monitoring requirements during that event (i.e., when the tank is emptied and degassed for reasons other than the PR 1178 monitoring requirements).  Additionally, federal regulation (i.e., 40 CFR 60.113b[a][4]) requires similar inspections at intervals no greater than 10 years for tanks constructed, reconstructed, or modified after July 23, 1984.  Thus, some applicable tanks are already regulated (or would be if modified) under federal regulation and any degassing of these tanks for inspection would occur regardless of PR 1178.  Further, staff has observed that the emissions associated with degraded seals is substantial.  Thus, the potential degassing of applicable internal floating roof storage tanks on a ten year cycle to comply with PR 1178 monitoring requirements is readily offset by the emission reductions that would be achieved by the inspection and maintenance of seal systems.  

Considering the factors discussed above, implementation of PR 1178 would not result in significant adverse operation-related air quality impacts.  
PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  None required.

REMAINING AIR QUALITY IMPACTS:  The air quality analysis concluded that no significant adverse operation-related emissions would result from implementation of the proposed rule.  

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS: As previously discussed, refinery modifications are necessary in order to supply reformulated gasoline by December 31, 2002, as required by California Governor Executive Order D-5-99 and the resulting CARB RFG Phase 3 requirements.  Cumulative air quality impacts due to emissions from the construction of the MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 projects are expected to be significant since the SCAQMD thresholds would be exceeded for CO, VOC, NOx, SOx and PM10
.  These impacts will be temporary, as they will last only during construction.  Based on the analysis of construction emissions by the SCAQMD for all affected refinery facilities, it was assumed they would be performing construction activities during roughly the same time period.  It should be noted that the construction emissions will be spread throughout the district and not emitted in one localized area, although a number of the projects (Tosco, ARCO, Ultramar, and Equilon) are located within or near the Wilmington area.

Similar to PR 1178, emissions from construction of the MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 projects will be from two main sources - vehicles used by commuting workers, and use of heavy equipment.  

Table 4-5 summarizes the available estimated construction emissions of the related projects, including PR 1178.  On a cumulative basis, construction emissions would exceed the thresholds established by the SCAQMD assuming they occur at the same time.  Therefore, the cumulative air quality construction impacts are considered significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES:  The project-specific mitigation measures included in this EA (for PR 1178) and in the EIRs for the MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 projects would also apply as cumulative impact mitigation.  No further mitigation has been identified.

REMAINING IMPACT:  The long-term effect of existing SCAQMD rules, of PR 1178, and AQMP control measures is the reduction of emissions district-wide, contributing to attaining and maintaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards (AAQS).  Implementation of the AQMP is a fluid process that The AQMP, updated at three year intervals, identifies air pollutant levels relative to federal and state ambient air quality standards, establishes baseline and future emissions, and develops control measures to ensure attainment of the AAQS.  Construction is a continuous activity in the district and is accounted for in the AQMP.  Thus, any changes in air quality as a result of construction emissions from the proposed project and the aforementioned related projects would be accounted for in the AQMP.  Further, as stated above, the significant adverse cumulative air quality impact is associated with construction.  Thus, the emissions are temporary and would cease by 2003 for the MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 projects, and by 2005 for PR 1178 projects.  Since the attainment dates for achieving AAQS for PM10 and ozone are 2006 and 2010, respectively, emissions from construction completed prior to these dates are not likely to interfere with the attainment demonstrations.
TABLE 4-5

Cumulative Project Peak Day Construction Emissions1
(pounds per day)

PROJECT
CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Equilon RFG 3 
1,425
756
1,145
94
479

ARCO RFG 3 
756
149
746
54
246

Tosco RFG 3 
989
170
702
74
122

Tosco Ethanol Import & Dist. Project
9
-54
10
--
57

Ultramar RFG 3 
628
291
488
69
95

Mobil RFG 3 
12,139
1,530
1,635
131
552

Chevron RFG 3 
1,704
439
1,998
173
679

PR 1178
278
46
260
72
14

TOTAL
17,928
3,327
6,984
667
2,244

1 Unmitigated
Note: other than the Tosco project, RFG 3 indicates MTBE Phase-out and CARB Phase 3 Reformulated Gasoline.

Energy

As discussed above, a comment letter was received on the Initial Study that raised a concern regarding potential disruption of gasoline supply due to logistic issues of implementing both the state phase-out of MTBE/RFG 3 gasoline requirements and PR 1178 required dome installation.

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have significant adverse energy impact if it:

1.) conflicts with adopted energy conservation plans;

2.) results in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems;

3.) creates any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy;

4.) creates any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy; or 

5.) does not comply with existing energy standards.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  There are no provisions of PR 1178 that require substantial energy resources such that its implementation would result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems.  Neither would PR 1178 conflict with adopted energy conservation plans or existing energy standards.

The potential use of diesel fuel or electricity to power construction equipment would be minimal.  The major construction activities associated with the proposed rule would be the installation of domes, internal floating roofs, and the upgrade of seals and gaskets.  Depending on the project, standard construction equipment would be utilized, such as compressors, generators, cranes, and forklifts, and material delivery trucks.  The short-term construction activities associated with PR 1178 would not be expected to create significant effects on local or regional energy supplies, including peak and base period demands for energy or conflict with adopted energy conservation plans or existing energy standards.

Likewise, any energy needed to power ancillary equipment for vapor control systems for fixed roof tanks would not be expected to create significant effects on local or regional energy supplies, including peak and base period demands for energy.  There are approximately 70 fixed roof tanks that would be required to vent to vapor control or recovery system or convert to internal floating roof tanks.  Two possible control options for fixed roof tanks at non-refinery facilities are thermal destruction and carbon adsorption (another option is to install an internal floating roof).  Thermal destruction would not likely require additional fuel for the combustion process.  Carbon adsorption typically requires natural gas as supplemental heat to regenerate the carbon and electricity for the operation of ancillary equipment (e.g., fans, motors, etc.).  The small amount of natural gas and electricity that may be used if carbon adsorption is employed as a control option, however, would be negligible compared to existing supplies and, thus, would not be considered significant.  Similarly, it is assumed that the energy requirements to vent emissions from tanks at refineries to process heaters or other vapor recovery systems would not create significant effects on local or regional energy supplies, including peak and base period demands for energy.  

Notwithstanding the above discussion, a comment received on the Initial Study raised concern regarding the proposed rule’s affect on the ability of refineries that would be subject to PR 1178 to deliver gasoline products consistent with the state mandated MTBE phase-out and RFG 3 requirements.  According to the commentator, the requirement to erect domes on external floating roof tanks would present logistical difficulties.  “Having one-third of our tanks subject to the dome-retrofit requirements while we are at the same time working to transition to new fuels would impact our productivity and would seem to be an unnecessary conflict with state requirements and not in the best interest of the consuming public.”  The concern is based on the presumed loss of normal tank service since dome construction would occur on top of the floating roof while the tank is at safe oil height and is "stilled."  

Since the release of the Draft EA, the proposed compliance schedule for the requirement to add a dome has been extended from four years to six years.  Furthermore, to provide additional flexibility, the compliance schedule for the doming requirement has been broken into three tiers.  At least one-third of a petroleum facility’s applicable tanks must be domed by January 1, 2004, two-thirds by January 1, 2006, and all tanks by January 1, 2008.  PR 1178(d)(1)(D) states, in pertinent part, “At least one-third of the tanks subject to this requirement shall be retrofitted each year starting from July 1, 2002.”  The intention of this requirement is that one-third of applicable tanks be retrofitted by July 1, 2003.  This compliance schedule date is not expected to interfere with the production of reformulated gasoline.  The state has mandated that refiners phase-out MTBE and reformulate gasoline (to Phase 3 specifications) by December 31, 2002.  Thus, to meet the states mandate, the refiners must complete the necessary modifications to their facilities during the year 2002
.  

The time required to retrofit applicable tanks with domes varies on the size of the tank.  One of the firms with a substantial share of the market for manufacturing and installing these products provided the following information regarding length of construction period:

· 1 week for 59-70 foot tank

· 2 weeks for 100 foot tank

· 3 weeks for up to 140 foot tank

· 4 weeks for up to 150 foot tank

· 5 weeks for up to 175 foot tank

· 6 weeks for up to 193 foot tank

· 8 weeks for >190 foot tank

Another firm with a substantial share of the market for manufacturing and installing domes on storage tanks provided the following information regarding length of construction period:

· 2 weeks for 60 foot tank

· 4 weeks for up to 120 foot tank

· 5 weeks for up to 160 foot tank

· 7 weeks for up to 200 foot tank

· 13 weeks for up to 260 foot tank

As can be seen by this data, it is only for the extremely large tanks that dome retrofits may require as long as two and possibly three month construction periods.  Additionally, since the release of the Draft EA, PR 1178 has been modified to remove crude tanks from the requirement to install domes.  Crude tanks are among the largest petroleum storage tanks and, thus, their exemption would minimize the time necessary to perform dome retrofits as well as reduce the amount of tanks taken out of service simultaneously.  Regardless, dome construction on any size tank beginning after the December 31, 2002, effective date for compliance with the MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 requirements would meet the compliance schedule in PR 1178.  

Furthermore, many of the regulated facilities have indicated that they would retrofit applicable external floating roof tanks with domes during the downtime for previously planned tank maintenance or upgrades.  Thus, the tanks would be out-of-service irrespective of PR 1178.

Since the release of the Draft EA, industry proposed an eight-year implementation plan for the tanks to ease the potential supply concern.  California Energy Commission (CEC) staff, with their contractor, performed a follow-up analysis for the eight-year scenario.  They concluded that the installation of domes appears to be workable based on an average of 350,000 barrels of capacity removal.  SCAQMD staff believes that the potential removal of approximately 450,000 barrels of storage capacity under the six-year implementation schedule, which provides time at the front end for engineering and scheduling, would not cause disruption to product deliveries and refinery production during tank outages.  The staff proposal represents an additional 100,000 barrels of capacity removed beyond industry’s proposal, which is well within the historical market fluctuation.

Based on the factors discussed above, it is concluded that PR 1178 would not result in significant adverse effects on energy supplies or contribute to refiners’ potential inability to produce gasoline meeting state mandated specifications by December 31, 2002. 

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  No mitigation is necessary.

REMAINING ENERGY IMPACTS:  Potential energy impacts of PR 1178 are not considered significant.

CUMULATIVE ENERGY IMPACTS:  There are no provisions of PR 1178 that result in either project-specific or cumulative energy resource impacts.  As discussed above, PR 1178 would not require substantial energy resources nor conflict with adopted energy conservation plans or existing energy standards.  Since the proposed project is not expected to create significant adverse project-specific energy impacts, the proposed project’s contribution to significant adverse cumulative energy impacts are less than cumulatively considerable (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)[3]) and, therefore, are not significant.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

While all the environmental topics required to be analyzed under CEQA were reviewed to determine if the proposed amendments would create significant impacts, the screening analysis concluded that the following environmental areas would not be significantly adversely affected by PR 1178: agriculture resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, solid/hazardous waste and transportation/traffic.  The rationale for this conclusion for each of the environmental topics is provided below.

Agriculture Resources

Upgrading the emission control features of existing petroleum storage tanks would not generate any new construction of buildings or other structures that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.  There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  The proposed project would merely require modifications to existing tanks at existing industrial facilities.

Biological Resources

PR 1178 would have no direct or indirect impacts that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  The proposed modification to existing storage tanks takes place at existing facilities and their net effect would be improved air quality, which is expected to be beneficial for both plant and animal life.  Upgrades to existing storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities would not require acquisition of additional land or further conversions of endangered or sensitive species, riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities.  

Acquisition of protected wetlands is not necessary to modify existing storage tanks sat existing petroleum facilities so the proposed rule will not directly remove, fill or interrupt any hydrological system or have an adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. 

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would affect land use plans, local policies or ordinances, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  PR 1178 would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.

Cultural Resources

Upgrading the emission control features of existing petroleum storage tanks has no potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries.  

The proposed modifications would occur to existing tanks at existing industrial facilities.  Since the construction associated with the proposed project consists of upgrading tank seals, installing air pollution control equipment, or installing domes, it does not require the disturbing of earth (e.g., trenching, grading, etc.).  The major construction activity would be the installation of domes, which generally are bolted structures that can be assembled on the tank or assembled next to the tank and hoisted into place with a crane.  

Geology and Soils

The storage tanks that would be subject to the proposed rule are existing tanks that were required to conform to the Uniform Building Code at the time they were built or modified.  Any new structures must be designed to comply with the Uniform Building Code.  As part of the issuance of building permits, local jurisdictions are responsible for assuring that the Uniform Building Code is adhered to and can conduct inspections to ensure compliance.  The Uniform Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life.  The basic formulas used for the Uniform Building Code seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represents the foundation condition at the site.  The Uniform Building Code requirements also consider liquefaction potential and establish stringent requirements for building foundations in areas potentially subject to liquefaction.  Thus, the proposed project would not alter the exposure of people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  

The storage tanks that are subject to the rule are existing tanks and the proposed emission controls would not require grading, trenching or the laying of foundation.  The major construction activity would be the installation of domes, which generally are bolted structures that can be assembled on the tank or assembled next to the tank and hoisted into place with a crane.  No trenching, grading, or other earth disturbing activities would be necessary.  Thus, the proposed emission control requirements would not result in disruption or overcovering of soil, soil erosion, or the loss of topsoil.  

The proposed project does not require or in any way alter the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would result in the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.  Thus, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities and has no provisions that would result in hazardous emissions, or the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  Likewise, the proposed project would not increase or alter the use of hazardous materials at public airports or private airstrips.

Modifications to tanks would likely require a review, and possibly slight modifications, to a facility’s emergency response plan.  The possible modifications, however, are not expected to impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  In fact, the potential modifications may reduce risk since a fixed roof or domed roof controls access to the hazardous or confined space environment in the tank and such roofs are less likely than existing external floating roof tanks to create the potential for upset and accident conditions.

A comment was received on the Initial Study that raised concerns regarding entry into confined spaces and fires in domed tanks.  The first concern is related to the proposed requirement to inspect seals and deck fittings of internal floating roof tanks or tanks with newly constructed domes.  The commentator is concerned that requiring “… an inspector to enter a confined space for the purpose of inspection ... will require extensive planning and additional manpower, and pose a significant safety risk to those entering the tank roof area.”  

It is acknowledged that entry to confined spaces under explosive or an otherwise hazardous condition assumes certain safety risks.  These risks are properly managed by following appropriate safety practices as set forth by the standards of local fire departments, the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), and the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), as well by the internal safety procedures of each facility.  In addition to numerous publications by the NFPA and OSHA setting forth applicable safety standards, the American Petroleum Institute (API) has published the report, Safe Access/Egress Involving Floating Roofs of Storage Tanks in Petroleum Service (April 1998).  This publication identifies “. . . the potentially hazardous conditions associated with access/egress onto open-top, covered open-top and internal floating roofs of storage tanks while the tanks are in petroleum service. . . . The publication is intended primarily for those persons who are required to perform inspections, service, maintenance or repair activities that involve descent onto floating roofs of in-service petroleum tanks.”  The API publication provides comprehensive procedures to ensure the safety of personnel when entering hazardous confined spaces.

Many storage tanks at petroleum facilities have domed roofs and personnel are already required to enter the confined space for inspection, maintenance, repair, or modification.  Considering the number of domed roof tanks already in service
 and the existing necessity to enter them, the proposed inspection requirement in PR 1178 would not be expected to create an significant adverse safety risk to tank inspectors beyond what is already present.

The second hazard-related concern raised by the commentator is that covering tanks with domes will require a type of fire suppression system that differs from the system currently in place at their facility for external floating roof tanks.  That is, a fire suppression system that will work within the confines of the domed space would be required.  

According to API 650 (Welded Steel Tanks For Oil Storage), “Internal floating roof tanks generally have reduced fire risks and the use of a fixed fire suppression system is often not mandatory.”  Of course, any modifications to the storage tanks would be required to comply with applicable fire codes.  As noted above, domed tanks are commonplace at petroleum storage and other facilities and the design and technology for appropriate fire suppression systems are readily available.  The ability to adequately manage the risk of fire at these facilities has been readily accomplished with existing technology.  Furthermore, tanks covered with aluminum dome panels provide ready access to the fire surface for extinguishing since the panels would melt or allow an ax to penetrate the surface.  Based on the proven ability to adequately manage the fire risk of domed tanks, any potential fire hazard associated with dome retrofits pursuant to PR 1178 is not considered significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The proposed project has no provision that would increase or produce wastewater from the affected facilities.  Thus, its implementation would not result in the violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise substantially degrade water quality, or exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.

The proposed rule has no provisions that would increase water usage at affected facilities.  Additionally, no trenching, grading, or other earth disturbing activities would be necessary for construction, so water would not be needed as a dust suppressant.  Thus, the implementation of the proposed project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge or require the need for new or expanded water entitlements.  Neither would its implementation alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or create or contribute runoff water.

Land Use and Planning

There are no provisions of the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements would be altered by enhancing the emission controls on existing storage tanks.

Mineral Resources

No mineral resources are required to implement the proposed project.  Thus, there are no provisions of the proposed project that would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.

Noise

The potential noise impacts from construction activities that may be associated with the proposed project are not considered significant for the following reasons.  First, the duration of any noise from construction equipment would only be temporary.  Second, construction equipment operation would be required to comply with city or county noise ordinances and applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduction requirements.  Third, the tanks subject to the proposed rule are located at industrial facilities typically found in areas with relatively high ambient noise levels due to the existing machinery, equipment, and heavy-duty vehicles operating at these sites.  Finally, the assembly of domes requires little heavy-duty construction equipment.  Other than a few delivery trucks and a few hours of crane usage, the construction equipment consists of a compressor which powers the pneumatic equipment used in dome assembly.  It is thus expected that any noise from construction activities associated with the proposed rule would likely not change ambient noise levels beyond the boundaries of the industrial facilities where the construction would occur.  

The main requirements of PR 1178, depending upon the type of storage tank and compliance option chosen, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  None of these controls produce substantial noise or vibrations.  Any noise that may be produced (e.g., carbon adsorber) would likely not change the ambient noise at the industrial facilities where it would be located.  Thus, the proposed project is not expected to cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

Population and Housing

Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed project.  The proposal would not result in the creation of any industry that would induce or inhibit population growth or distribution.  Because the proposed project has no effect on population growth or distribution, the proposed rule would not directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family housing units.  Accordingly, no significant adverse impacts on human population or housing are expected.

Public Services

Upgrading the emission control features of existing petroleum storage tanks has no potential to directly or indirectly result in significant adverse effects to public services.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.

As discussed above under “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” since a domed roof controls access to the hazardous or confined space environment in a tank, such roofs are less likely than existing external floating roof tanks to create the potential for upset and accident conditions.  Additionally, domed tanks are commonplace at petroleum storage and other facilities and the design and technology for appropriate fire suppression systems are readily available.  The ability to adequately manage the risk of fire at these facilities has been readily accomplished with existing technology.  Thus, PR 1178 would not be expected to adversely affect fire or other emergency response personnel.
Recreation

As discussed under “Land Use and Planning” above, there are no provisions to the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies or ordinances, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments; no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposal.  The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Solid /Hazardous Waste

The upgrading of rim seals would generate solid and possibly hazardous waste since the replaced rubber seals and fittings would likely be disposed (any replaced steel components would be recycled).  Currently, the estimated Class III landfill capacity for municipal solid waste within the district is approximately 111,198 tons per day.  Solid wastes consist of residential wastes, construction wastes, commercial and industrial wastes, home appliances and abandoned vehicles, and sludge residues (waste remaining at the end of the sewage treatment process).

Hazardous materials as defined in 40 CFR 261.20 and California Title 22 Article 9 (including listed substances, 40 CFR 261.30) are disposed of in Class I landfills.  Currently, three Class I landfills are located in California.  The Chemical Waste Management Inc. (CWMI) Kettleman Hills facility in Kings County has an estimated 6 million cubic yard capacity and expects to continue receiving wastes for approximately six years under their current permit, or for approximately another 12 years with an approved permit modification.  The Safety-Kleen facility in Buttonwillow (Kern County) receives approximately 960 tons of hazardous waste per day and has a remaining capacity of approximately 10.8 million tons.  The expectant life of the Buttonwillow Landfill is approximately 35 years.  Treatment services and landfill disposal are available from a Safety-Kleen facility located in Westmorland, Imperial County, with a permitted capacity of 2.6 million cubic yards and a current remaining capacity of 0.2 million cubic yards, which is estimated to last for approximately five years.  In addition, hazardous waste can also be transported to facilities outside of California.  The nearest out-of-state landfills are U.S. Ecology, Inc., located in Beatty, Nevada; USPCI, Inc., in Murray, Utah; and Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc.; in Mountain Home, Idaho.  

Since any increase in solid or hazardous waste disposal from upgrading of rim seals would be small relative to current landfill capacity and occur over a two-year period, it is anticipated that existing capacity of landfills in the district can accommodate this increase in waste.  It should be noted that the rim seal upgrade requirement in PR 1178 would not generate additional waste, but rather would possibly shorten the time before existing rim seals would require disposal (i.e., possibly shorten the useful life of existing seals).

In addition to rim seal upgrades, one other potential control option may generate a small amount of waste.  Venting fixed roof tanks to a vapor recovery system or a vapor control system is one possible control option for fixed roof tanks
.  One type of control system, the use of regenerative carbon adsorption, would generate a small amount of solid waste on an intermittent basis.  The average useful life of the carbon is approximately five years, after which time it is regenerated in a rotary kiln and reused.  The rotary kiln typically consumes five percent of the carbon in the process, which has to be replaced.  Sufficient landfill capacity is available to handle the disposal of unusable spent carbon at five-year intervals.  Therefore, no significant adverse solid waste impact is anticipated from the disposal of spent carbon.

Based on the above, the proposed rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations.

Transportation/Traffic

Other than the delivery of construction materials and construction worker commute trips, there are no provisions in the proposed rule that would significantly increase worker commute trips.  The major construction activity would be the installation of the domes.  The number of trucks needed to deliver the materials for dome construction is one to five, depending on the size of the tank.  Installation of a dome would generally require a crew of approximately four to eight.  The vehicle trips associated with construction would be spread among the affected facilities and over a four-year period.  Thus, they would not be expected to cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.  

The proposed rule regulates VOC emissions from petroleum storage tanks and has no provisions that involve roadway design or incompatible vehicle uses, result in inadequate emergency access or parking capacity, conflicts with adopted programs supporting alternative transportation, or affect or involve air traffic in any way.

Consistency

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the SCAQMD have developed, with input from representatives of local government, the industry community, public health agencies, the USEPA - Region IX and the California ARB, guidance on how to assess consistency within the existing general development planning process in the Basin.  Pursuant to the development and adoption of its Regional Comprehensive Plan Guide (RCPG), SCAG has developed an Intergovernmental Review Procedures Handbook (June 1, 1995).  The SCAQMD also adopted criteria for assessing consistency with regional plans and the AQMP in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The following sections address analyzes consistency between PR 1178 and relevant regional plans pursuant to the SCAG Handbook and SCAQMD Handbook.
Consistency with Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) Policies

The RCPG provides the primary reference for SCAG’s project review activity.  The RCPG serves as a regional framework for decision making for the growth and change that is anticipated during the next 20 years and beyond.  The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the RCPG contains population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG in all phases of implementation and review.  It states that the overall goals for the region are to (1) re-invigorate the region’s economy, (2) avoid social and economic inequities and the geographical isolation of communities, and (3) maintain the region’s quality of life.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve the Regional Standard of Living

The Growth Management goals are to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to stimulate the regional economy.  PR 1178 in relation to the GMC would not interfere with the achievement of such goals, nor would it interfere with any powers exercised by local land use agencies.  PR 1178 will not interfere with efforts to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.  

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Provide Social, Political and Cultural Equity

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social polarization promotes the regional strategic goals of minimizing social and geographic disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society.  Consistent with the Growth Management goals, local jurisdictions, employers and service agencies should provide adequate training and retraining of workers, and prepare the labor force to meet the challenges of the regional economy. Growth Management goals also include encouraging employment development in job-poor localities through support of labor force retraining programs and other economic development measures.  Local jurisdictions and other service providers are responsible to develop sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society, accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care, social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.  Implementing PR 1178 is not expected to interfere with the goals of providing social, political and cultural equity.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve the Regional Quality of Life

The Growth Management goals also include attaining mobility and clean air goals and developing urban forms that enhance quality of life, accommodate a diversity of life styles, preserve open space and natural resources, are aesthetically pleasing, preserve the character of communities, and enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality of life.  The RCPG encourages planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental impacts, as well as supports the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered plants and animals.  While encouraging the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites, the plan discourages development in areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood and seismic hazards, unless complying with special design requirements.  Finally, the plan encourages mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and develop emergency response and recovery plans.  Proposed rule 1178 in relation to the GMC is not expected to interfere with attaining these goals.

Consistency with Regional Mobility Element (RMP) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP)

Proposed rule 1178 is consistent with the RMP and CMP since no significant adverse impact to transportation/circulation will result from upgrading the emission control features of existing petroleum storage tanks.

Other CEQA Topics

Potential Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines §15126(c) requires an environmental analysis to consider "any significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved if the proposed action should be implemented."  The Initial Study and this Final EA identify short-term construction-related emissions as a potential impact area.  

As can be seen by the information presented in this Final EA, the proposed project may result in significant air quality impacts due to the construction associated with upgrading the emission control features of existing petroleum storage tanks.  This potential impact would not create irreversible environmental changes or irretrievable commitment of resources.  

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126(d) requires an environmental analysis to consider the "growth-inducing impact of the proposed action."  Implementing PR 1178 will not have a direct or an indirect growth-inducing impacts because it has no significant affect on population or housing or the economy.
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iNTRODUCTION

This EA provides a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines.  Alternatives include measures for attaining objectives of the proposed project and provide a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  A "No Project" alternative must also be evaluated.  The range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, but need not include every conceivable project alternative.  State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) specifically notes that the range of alternatives required in a CEQA document is governed by a 'rule of reason' and only necessitates that the CEQA document set forth those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision-making and meaningful public participation.  A CEQA document need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.

SCAQMD Rule 110 (which implements the SCAQMD's certified regulatory program for CEQA) does not impose any greater requirements for a discussion of project alternatives in an environmental assessment than is required for an EIR under CEQA.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The following proposed alternatives were developed by modifying specific components of the proposed rule.  The rationale for selecting and modifying specific components of the proposed rule to generate feasible alternatives for the analysis is based on CEQA's requirement to present "realistic" alternatives; that is, alternatives that can actually be implemented.

The following three alternatives were developed by identifying and modifying major components of PR 1178.  Specifically, the primary components of the proposed alternatives that have been modified include compliance schedule and applicability.  The alternatives are described below and summarized in Table 5-1:  Alternative A (No Project); Alternative B (Proposed Project with Extended Compliance Date for Dome Retrofits) and Alternative C (Proposed Project with Expanded Applicability Requirements).  The following sections provide a brief description of each alternative.

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Under Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, PR 1178 would not be adopted.  Fugitive VOC emissions at affected facilities would continue to be regulated through SCAQMD Rules 463, 1149, and 1173.

Alternative B - Proposed Project with Extended Compliance Date for Dome Retrofits

Alternative B would extend the compliance date to install domed roofs on applicable external floating roof tanks by six months.  Thus, rather than requiring at least one-third of the tanks be retrofitted annually beginning by July 1, 2003, the effective date under Alternative B would January 1, 2004.  

Table 5-1

Project Alternatives

Proposed Rule Requirement
Alternative A
(No Project Alternative)
Alternative B
Alternative C

Install a domed roof on external floating roof tanks containing organic liquids having vapor pressure > 3.0 psia

(at least one-third retrofitted by July 1, 2003)
No requirement.
Extend compliance date by six months 

(i.e., at least one-third retrofitted by January 1, 2004)
Expand requirement to include all external floating roof tanks regardless of vapor pressure

Convert fixed roof tanks not vented to vapor control systems to internal floating roof tanks

(tanks > 19,815 gallons and > 0.1 psia)
No requirement.
No change from proposal.
Expand requirement to include all fixed roof tanks not vented to vapor control regardless of size or vapor pressure of product

It must be noted that since the release of the Draft EA, modifications have been made to PR 1178.  The modifications include additional time to install domes on external floating roof tanks.  The requirement to add a dome has been extended 2.5 years from July 2005 to January 2008.  Thus, the proposed project now provides more time to install the domes than does Alternative B.  As discussed below under “Comparison of Alternatives,” allowing additional time to install domes would reduce potential adverse impacts while achieving an equivalent emission reduction benefit, although the benefit in total would be delayed until full implementation.  Thus, the alternatives analysis continues to provide relevant information to decision-makers and the general public on the relative environmental effects of increasing the time to comply with the proposed doming requirements for external floating roof tanks.  Therefore, the extension to the proposed compliance date for doming does not result in impacts greater than those evaluated in the Draft EA, alter any conclusion reached in the Draft EA or, constitute significant new information that would require recirculation of the Draft EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.  Based on comments received on the draft proposed rule, SCAQMD staff is considering setting a later compliance date.  Adopting a later compliance date for the proposed rule’s doming requirement would also not result in impacts greater than those evaluated in the Draft EA, alter any conclusion reached in the Draft EA or, constitute significant new information that would require recirculation of the Draft EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.
Alternative C - Proposed Project with Expanded Applicability Requirements

Alternative C would expand the requirement to install a domed roof on external floating roof tanks to include all external floating roof tanks regardless of vapor pressure.  Under the proposed rule, this requirement only applies to tanks containing organic liquids having vapor pressure greater than 3.0 psia.  Likewise, this alternative would expand the requirement to convert fixed roof tanks (not vented to vapor control systems) to internal floating roof tanks to include all fixed roof tanks not vented to vapor control regardless of size or vapor pressure of product.  Under the proposed rule, this requirement only applies to fixed roof tanks with a volume greater than 19,815 gallons storing organic liquids with a vapor pressure greater than 0.1 psia.  This alternative would thus apply to all petroleum distillates including, for example, diesel.

COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The following subsections briefly describe potential adverse environmental impacts that may be generated by each project alternative.  Each environmental topic summary contains a brief description of the environmental impacts for each project alternative compared to impacts resulting from implementing the proposed amendments. 

Aesthetics

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

No domes would be constructed under Alternative A.  Thus any potential aesthetics effects associated with PR 1178 would be eliminated.  Regardless, the analysis in Chapter 4 concluded that PR 1178 would not result in significant adverse aesthetic impacts.  

Alternative B - Proposed Project with Extended Compliance Date for Dome Retrofits

The number of domes to be constructed under Alternative B would not differ when compared to the proposed rule.  Thus any potential aesthetics effects of Alternative B would be equivalent to PR 1178.  Regardless, the analysis in Chapter 4 concluded that PR 1178 would not result in significant adverse aesthetic impacts.

Alternative C - Proposed Project Project with Expanded Applicability Requirements Alternative C

Alternative C would expand the number of external floating roof tanks retrofitted with domed roofs.  An increase in the number of tanks subject to this requirement would have a corresponding increase in potential aesthetics effects.  

Air Quality

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

As discussed in Chapter 2, PR 1178 is being developed to implement Phase 1 of 1999 AQMP Control Measure FUG-05 – Further Emission Reductions from Large Fugitive VOC Sources, and portions of the Control Measure FUG-03 – Further Emission Reductions from Floating Roof Tanks, and FUG-04 – Further Emission Reductions from Fugitive Sources.  The implementation of these control measures through the adoption of PR 1178 would meet one of SCAQMD’s obligations as set forth in the settlement agreement reached between the SCAQMD and three environmental organizations.  Since Alternative A would not achieve further emission reductions from storage tanks at petroleum facilities, it would not meet the objectives of the proposed project (i.e., implement AQMP control measures, comply with the Settlement Agreement, and reduce VOC emissions).

Alternative B - Proposed Project with Extended Compliance Date for Dome Retrofits

Alternative B may reduce the potential peak daily construction emissions associated with the proposed rule.  Though the number of construction projects would not be altered under Alternative B (and thus the total amount of construction emissions would not change), the construction period may be extended such that the amount of emissions on any given day is reduced.  Based on the assumptions for construction emissions presented in Chapter 4 (and Appendix D), the amount of emissions from the two types of construction projects whose construction schedule would not be altered under this alternative (i.e., convert fixed roof tanks to internal floating roof tanks and upgrading rim seals and gaskets) would still exceed the NOx significance threshold. 

Alternative C - Proposed Project Project with Expanded Applicability Requirements Alternative C

Alternative C would expand the number of tanks subject to PR 1178’s requirements to vent fixed roof tanks to a vapor control system or convert to internal floating roof tanks and to retrofit specified external floating roof tanks with domed roofs.  An increase in the number of tanks subject to these requirements would increase the total amount of construction emissions (since the total number of construction projects would increase), and may also increase peak day construction emissions (depending on whether the number of construction projects on the peak day increases).  Alternative C would, however, achieve greater VOC emission reductions from storage tanks at petroleum facilities than PR 1178 (or the other alternatives).

Energy

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

No domes would be constructed under Alternative A.  Thus any potential adverse energy effects associated with PR 1178 would be eliminated.  Regardless, the analysis in Chapter 4 concluded that PR 1178 would not result in significant adverse energy impacts.  

Alternative B - Proposed Project with Extended Compliance Date for Dome Retrofits

As discussed in detail in Chapter 4, PR 1178 is not expected to significantly affect the ability of refiners to meet the December 31, 2002, effective date for compliance with the MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 Reformulated Gasoline requirements.  Though PR 1178 is not anticipated to contribute to refiners’ potential inability to produce gasoline meeting state mandated specifications by December 31, 2002, an additional six months to meet the dome retrofit requirement would reduce any potential impact.

Alternative C - Proposed Project Project with Expanded Applicability Requirements Alternative C

Alternative C would expand the number of tanks subject to PR 1178’s requirements to retrofit specified external floating roof tanks with fixed roofs or domed roofs.  Thus any potential energy effects of Alternative C would be greater under Alternative C as compared to the proposed project.  

A comparison of the potential adverse environmental impacts for the proposed project and each project alternative is summarized in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2

Comparison of Alternatives

POTENTIAL IMPACT AREA
proposed
project
Alternative A
Alternative B
Alternative C

Aesthetics
Not Significant
Not Significant
Not Significant
(equivalent to PR 1178)
Not Significant
(greater than PR 1178)

Air Quality
Significant
Not Significant
Significant
(less than PR 1178)
Significant*
(greater than PR 1178)

Energy
Not Significant
Not Significant
Not Significant
(less than PR 1178)
Not Significant
(greater than PR 1178)


* Alternative C would achieve greater VOC emission reductions than PR 1178 or the other alternatives.

CONCLUSION

Other than the No Project Alternative, none of the alternatives reduce the construction-related NOx emissions associated with the proposed project below the significance threshold for this pollutant.  The rule as proposed balances the project objective (i.e., long-term reduction of VOC emissions from storage tanks at petroleum facilities) with minimal adverse environmental impacts (i.e., temporary construction emissions).
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To avoid repetition, Proposed Rule 1178 is not included here.  The proposed rule can be found elsewhere in this Governing Board package.
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Project Description

introduction

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for all areas within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP as amended in 1999 concluded that major reductions in emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM10).
SCAQMD is proposing a rule to further reduce emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from storage tanks.  The rule would apply to all storage tanks that have capacity equal to or greater than 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons), are used to store organic liquids with a true vapor pressure greater than 5.0 millimeters (mm) of mercury (Hg) (0.1 pound per square inch (psi)) absolute, and are located at any petroleum facility that emits more than 20 tons per year of VOC in any emission inventory year beginning in year 1999.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 parts per million (ppm) pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  

This Initial Study, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), identifies only construction-related air pollutant emissions as a potentially significant adverse impact.  A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to analyze whether the potential air quality impact is significant.  Any other potentially significant environmental impacts identified through this Notice of Preparation/Initial Study process will also be analyzed in the Draft EA.

california environmental quality act

Proposed Rule (PR) 1173.1 is a “project’ as defined by the CEQA.  CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented if feasible.  The purpose of the CEQA process is to inform the SCAQMD's Governing Board, public agencies, and interested parties of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed project and to identify feasible mitigation measures when an impact is significant.

The SCAQMD as Lead Agency for the project, has prepared this Initial Study (which includes an Environmental Checklist).  The Environmental Checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  The Initial Study is also intended to provide information about the proposed project to other public agencies and interested parties prior to the release of the EA.  Written comments on the scope of the environmental analysis will be considered (if received by the SCAQMD during the 30-day review period) when preparing the Draft EA.

project location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).
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South Coast Air Quality Management District

PROJECT BACKGROUND

In 1999, the SCAQMD settled litigation initiated by three environmental organizations for failing to implement the ozone portion of the 1994 AQMP.  The settlement agreement, which was incorporated in the 1999 AQMP amendments, commits the SCAQMD to develop and implement several stationary source control measures and achieve a specific level of emission reductions within a specific time frame.  Several of these control measures are designed to further reduce fugitive emissions from petroleum refineries.

In an effort to support implementation of the control measures applicable to refineries and/or identify new control options not identified in the AQMP or existing rules, the settlement agreement also commits the SCAQMD to further study fugitive emissions from tanks and pressure relief devices (PRDs) operated by refineries.  More specifically, the commitment directs the SCAQMD to further refine current emission inventories applicable to tanks and PRDs, including PRDs venting to the atmosphere and during release events.  The SCAQMD also committed to identify and evaluate potential control options and proceed with amendments to existing rules and/or the development of new rules in the event the studies identify meaningful emission reduction potentials and technologically feasible cost-effective controls.  Potential control options should include those identified by the Bay Area AQMD (BAAQMD) during their development of amendments to BAAQMD Regulation 8 - Organic Compounds, Rule 5 - Storage of Organic Liquids.

SCAQMD Rules

There are currently two SCAQMD rules regulating fugitive VOC emissions:

Rule 463 – Organic Liquid Storage

Rule 463 was adopted in 1977 and most recently amended in 1994.  This rule applies to any aboveground stationary tank with a capacity of 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons) or greater used for storage of organic liquids and any aboveground tank with a capacity between 950 liters (251 gallons) and 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons) used for storage of gasoline.

Rule 1173 - Fugitive Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds

Rule 1173 was adopted in 1989 and was most recently amended in 1994.  Its purpose is to control VOC leaks from valves, fittings, pumps, compressors, pressure relief devices, diaphragms, hatches, sight glasses and meters at refineries, chemical plants, oil and gas production fields, natural gas processing plants and pipeline transfer stations.

AQMP Control Measures

The 1999 AQMP amendment identifies the following four fugitive VOC control measures applicable to petroleum refineries and other fugitive emission sources:

FUG-03 - Further Emission Reductions from Floating Roof Tanks

Control measure FUG-03 focuses on reducing VOC emissions from refinery floating roof tanks. 

FUG-04 - Further Control of Emissions from Fugitive Sources

Control measure FUG-04 is designed to control fugitive VOC emissions from petroleum and chemical-related industries, including refineries, oil and gas production fields, natural gas processing plants and pipeline transfer stations.

FUG-05 - Further Emission Reductions from Large Fugitive VOC Sources

Control measure FUG-05 focuses on reducing emissions from the top 100 VOC-emitting facilities.  The top VOC-emitting facilities targeted in this control measure consist mainly of refineries.  It should be noted that though control measure FUG-05 includes control of emissions from chemical plants and manufacturing facilities, major coating and solvent operations are addressed separately under control measure CTS-08.

FUG-06 - Reduction of VOC Emissions from Hydrogen Manufacturing Facilities

Control measure FUG-06 focuses on the reduction of methanol emissions in the manufacture of hydrogen.  SCAQMD Rule 1189, which implements control measure FUG-06, was adopted in January 2000 to satisfy the requirements of control measure FUG-06.

Bay Area AQMD Rules

The Bay Area AQMD has comprehensively studied storage tanks as part of their rule development process for amendments to Regulation 8 (Organic Compounds), Rule 5 - Storage of Organic Liquids.  A total of 4,700 tanks were identified and evaluated.  Of these, 90 percent were fixed roof tanks, six percent external floating roof tanks and four percent internal floating roof tanks.  Regulation 8, Rule 5 includes requirements to equip external floating roof tanks with sliding covers, well gaskets, pole sleeves and pole wipers and internal floats and wipers designed to minimize the gap between the float and the well.  There were also primary and secondary seal requirements.  

SCAQMD Refinery Survey

To further study fugitive emissions from storage tanks and PRDs operated by refineries, SCAQMD staff worked closely with refineries and environmental organizations and developed two survey questionnaires.  The first survey focused on obtaining information on storage tanks and the second survey focused on PRDs.  Based on the information provided to the SCAQMD following the first survey, it has been concluded that meaningful emission reduction potentials do exist and that the control strategies applicable to these sources are technically feasible and cost effective. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

Proposed Rule 1173.1 is being developed to implement Phase 1 of 1999 AQMP Control Measure FUG-05 – Further Emission Reductions from Large Fugitive VOC Sources, and portions of the Control Measure FUG-03 – Further Emission Reductions from Floating Roof Tanks, and FUG-04 – Further Emission Reductions from Fugitive Sources.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The petroleum facilities subject to Proposed Rule 1173.1 include facilities that emit more than 20 tons per year of VOC in any emission inventory year beginning in year 1999 and engaged in the production, refining, storage, transfer or distribution of crude petroleum or petroleum products as defined in the Standard Industrial Classification for crude petroleum and natural gas (SIC code 1311), petroleum refining (SIC code 2911), petroleum bulk stations and terminals (SIC code 5171), or other related industries (e.g., SIC codes 4226, 4612, 4613, 4923 and 5541).

To further reduce evaporative emission losses and minimize leaks, Proposed Rule 1173.1 proposes the following requirements for external floating roof tanks, internal floating roof tanks, fixed roof tanks and pressure-vacuum vents.  A complete copy of Proposed Rule 1173.1, including proposed record keeping, reporting, and self-inspecting requirements, can be found in Appendix A.

External Floating Roof Tanks

· By July 1, 2002, retrofit each deck opening with covers that are gasketed and/or bolted and with sleeves and wipers.

· By July 1, 2003, retrofit rim seal systems with the best available rim seal systems.  The best available rim seal system for welded tanks consists of two seals, a liquid mounted primary seal and a rim mounted secondary seal.  The best available rim seal system for riveted tanks consists of two seals, a mechanical shoe primary seal and a rim mounted secondary seal.

· By July 1, 2005, retrofit external floating roof tanks containing materials having true vapor pressure greater than or equal to 3.0 psia with fixed roofs or domed roofs. 

Internal Floating Roof Tanks

· By July 1, 2002, retrofit each deck opening with covers that are gasketed and/or bolted and  with sleeves and wipers to further reduce evaporative losses.

Fixed Roof Tanks and Pressure-Vacuum Vents

· By July 1, 2004, convert the fixed roof tanks containing materials with true vapor pressure greater than 0.1 psia that are currently vented to the atmosphere to internal floating roof tanks.  Alternatively, the operator may choose to vent these tanks to a vapor control system or vapor recovery system having an approximately 95 to 98 percent control efficiency.

· By July 1, 2004, retrofit all pressure-vacuum vents with pressure vacuum vents that meet 500 ppm measured in accordance with EPA Method 21 and have a set point that is set to within 10 percent of the maximum allowable working pressure of the roof or at least 0.5 psig to further reduce evaporative losses.  This provision of PAR 1173.1 assumes that all tanks at petroleum facilities will have to implement the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 463.
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental impacts that may be created by the proposed rule. 

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:
Proposed Rule 1173.1 - Further Reductions of VOC Emissions from Storage Tanks at Petroleum Facilities

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

CEQA Contact Person:
Mr. Jonathan D. Nadler    (909) 396-3071

Rule Contact Person:
Ms. Minh Pham  (909) 396-2613

Project Sponsor's Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Project Sponsor's Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

General Plan Designation:
Not applicable

Zoning:
Not applicable

Description of Project:
Rule 1173.1 would apply to all storage tanks that have capacity equal to or greater than 75,000 liters (19,815 gallons), are used to store organic liquids with a true vapor pressure greater than 5.0 mm Hg (0.1 psi) absolute, and are located at any petroleum facility that emits more than 20 tons per year of VOC in any emission inventory year beginning in 1999.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
Not applicable

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Not applicable

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The following environmental impact areas have been assessed to determine their potential to be affected by the proposed project.  Any checked items represent areas that may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each area.

(
Aesthetics
(
Geology and Soils
(
Population and Housing

(
Agricultural Resources
(
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
(
Public Services

(
Air Quality
(
Hydrology and Water Quality
(
Recreation

(
Biological Resources
(
Land Use and Planning
(
Solid/Hazardous Waste

(
Cultural Resources
(
Mineral Resources
(
Transportation./Traffic

(
Energy
(
Noise
(
Mandatory Findings

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

(
I find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to CEQA Guideline §15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT will be prepared.

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

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

Date:   August 22, 2001

Signature:
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Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor – CEQA Section



Planning, Rule Development, and 




  Area Sources

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

I. a) - c): Proposed Rule 1173.1 would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  These proposed requirements would not result in a substantial adverse effect on any scenic vistas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of any site and its surroundings since: 1) the project would only effect existing industrial sites; 2) the profile of the sites would not be expected to appreciably change from existing conditions; and 3) there are no significant scenic resources at these industrial sites.

I. d): The proposed rule would not create new sources of light since the proposed modifications to existing tanks at existing industrial facilities, such as upgrading rim seals or deck fittings or venting emissions to an air pollution control device, do not include any additional lighting requirements.  Likewise, the installation of a fixed roof on external floating roof tanks would not be expected to create a new source of substantial glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.  The storage tanks at the affected facilities are already covered.  Installing a fixed roof on those storage tanks with external floating roofs would not be expected to appreciably change existing conditions relative to glare from storage tank covers.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

II. a) - c): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  The proposed project would not convert farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract because modifications would occur to tanks at existing facilities not located in areas designated for agricultural use.  There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements would be altered by the proposed project.  The proposed project would merely require modifications to existing tanks at existing industrial facilities; therefore, conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses is not anticipated.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

III. a): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  Proposed Rule 1173.1 is being developed to implement Phase 1 of 1999 AQMP Control Measure FUG-05 – Further Emission Reductions from Large Fugitive VOC Sources, and portions of the Control Measure FUG-03 – Further Emission Reductions from Floating Roof Tanks, and FUG-04 – Further Emission Reductions from Fugitive Sources.  Therefore, the proposed project implements, rather than conflicts or obstructs implementation of, the AQMP.

III. b): The only identified potentially significant adverse air quality effect of the proposed project is associated with emissions from construction-related activities.  Emissions associated with construction equipment are NOx, PM10, and CO.  The Draft EA will analyze the potential air quality impacts associated with construction activities to evaluate whether they violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation.

III. c): As discussed above, the only identified potentially significant adverse air quality effect of the proposed project is associated with NOx, PM10, and CO emissions from construction-related activities.  The District is currently in attainment for NO2, but is not for PM10 or CO.  The Draft EA will analyze the potential air quality impacts associated with construction activities to evaluate whether they result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 

III. d): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  Thus, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Indeed, the proposed rule would reduce pollutant emissions associated with the applicable storage tanks.

III. e): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  Thus, the proposed project would not create objectionable odors.  The proposed rule may even have a beneficial effect if objectionable odors are associated with VOC emissions from the applicable storage tanks.

III. f): Proposed Rule 1173.1 is being developed to implement Phase 1 of 1999 AQMP Control Measure FUG-05 – Further Emission Reductions from Large Fugitive VOC Sources, and portions of the Control Measure FUG-03 – Further Emission Reductions from Floating Roof Tanks, and FUG-04 – Further Emission Reductions from Fugitive Sources.  Therefore, the proposed project would not diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirements.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

IV. a), b), d): Proposed Rule 1173.1 would have no direct or indirect impacts that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  The proposed modification to existing storage tanks takes place at existing facilities and their net effect would be improved air quality, which is expected to be beneficial for both plant and animal life.  Modifications to existing storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities would not require acquisition of additional land or further conversions of endangered or sensitive species, riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities.  

IV. c): Acquisition of protected wetlands is not necessary to modify existing storage tanks sat existing petroleum facilities so the proposed rule will not directly remove, fill or interrupt any hydrological system or have an adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. 

IV. e), f): There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would affect land use plans, local policies or ordinances, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  Proposed Rule 1173.1 would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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

V. a) - d): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  These requirements have no potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries.  

The proposed modifications would occur to existing tanks at existing industrial facilities.  Since the construction associated with the proposed project consists of upgrading tank seals, installing air pollution control equipment, or installing domes, it does not require the disturbing of earth (e.g., trenching, grading, etc.).  The major construction activity would be the installation of domes, which generally are bolted structures that can be assembled on the tank or assembled next to the tank and hoisted into place with a crane.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:






a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?


(
(
(

VI. a), e): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  There are no provisions of the proposed rule that conflict with or otherwise affect adopted energy conservation plans or existing energy standards.  

VI. b): There are no provisions of Proposed Rule 1173.1 that require substantial energy resources such that its implementation would result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems.

VI. c), d): The potential use of diesel fuel or electricity to power construction equipment would be minimal.  The major construction activity associated with the proposed rule would be the installation of domes.  The domes are generally bolted structures that are assembled with pneumatic equipment, with diesel fuel or electricity used to power the compressor.  If a dome is built beside a tank rather than on the tank, a diesel powered crane would be used to hoist and position the dome.  The construction schedule for a dome is typically two to four weeks, with a slightly longer timeframe for larger domes (e.g., 200-foot tanks).  These short-term construction activities would not be expected to create significant effects on local or regional energy supplies, including peak and base period demands for energy.

Likewise, any energy needed to power ancillary equipment for vapor control systems for fixed roof tanks would not be expected to create significant effects on local or regional energy supplies, including peak and base period demands for energy.  There are 21 fixed roof tanks that would be required to vent to vapor control or recovery system or convert to internal floating roof tanks.  Sixteen are located at refineries and five at other facilities.  It is assumed that the emissions from tanks at refineries would be vented to process heaters with little or no additional energy requirements.  

The two likely control options for fixed roof tanks at non-refinery facilities would be thermal destruction or carbon adsorption.  Thermal destruction would not likely require additional fuel for the combustion process.  Carbon adsorption typically requires natural gas as supplemental heat to regenerate the carbon and electricity for the operation of ancillary equipment (e.g., fans, motors, etc.).  The small amount of natural gas and electricity that may be used if carbon adsorption is employed as a control option, however, would be negligible compared to existing supplies and, thus, would not be considered significant. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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

· Strong seismic ground shaking?
(
(
(

· Seismic–related ground failure, including liquefaction?
(
(
(

· Landslides?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

VII. a), c), d): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  

The storage tanks that would be subject to the proposed rule are existing tanks that were required to conform to the Uniform Building Code at the time they were built or modified.  Any new structures must be designed to comply with the Uniform Building Code.  As part of the issuance of building permits, local jurisdictions are responsible for assuring that the Uniform Building Code is adhered to and can conduct inspections to ensure compliance.  The Uniform Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life.  The basic formulas used for the Uniform Building Code seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which represents the foundation condition at the site.  The Uniform Building Code requirements also consider liquefaction potential and establish stringent requirements for building foundations in areas potentially subject to liquefaction.  Thus, the proposed project would not alter the exposure of people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  

VII. b): The storage tanks that are subject to the rule are existing tanks and the proposed emission controls would not require grading, trenching or the laying of foundation.  The major construction activity would be the installation of domes, which generally are bolted structures that can be assembled on the tank or assembled next to the tank and hoisted into place with a crane.  No trenching, grading, or other earth disturbing activities would be necessary.  Thus, the proposed emission control requirements would not result in disruption or overcovering of soil, soil erosion, or the loss of topsoil.  

VII. e): The proposed project does not require or in any way alter the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

VIII. a), b) The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would result in the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.  Thus, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.

VIII. c): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities and has no provisions that would result in hazardous emissions, or the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

VIII. d): Whether or not any of the affected tanks are located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5, the proposed rule would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment because it merely requires modifications to existing structures.

VIII. e), f): As stated above, the proposed rule would merely require modifications to existing structures at industrial facilities.  The proposed project would not affect public airports or private airstrips in any way.

VIII. g): The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  Modifications to tanks would likely require a review, and possibly slight modifications, to a facilities emergency response plan.  The possible modifications, however, are not expected to impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  In fact, the potential modifications may reduce risk since a fixed roof or domed roof controls access to the hazardous or confined space environment in the tank and such roofs are less likely than existing external floating roof tanks to create the potential for upset and accident conditions.

VIII. h): The proposed rule would merely require modifications to existing structures at industrial facilities and has not potential to increase the risk of wildland fires. 

VIII. i): The proposed requirements to upgrade seals and fittings install fixed, domed, or internal floating roof would not significantly increased fire hazard.  In fact, fixed-roof tanks are less likely than external floating roof tanks to create the potential for upset and accident conditions.  Fires or explosions involving internal-floating roof tanks or domed external floating roof tanks are hundreds of times less likely than those involving uncovered external floating roof tanks.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

IX. a), f), k): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.

The proposed project has no provision that would increase or produce wastewater from the affected facilities.  Thus, its implementation would not result in the violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise substantially degrade water quality, or exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.

IX. b), n): The proposed rule has no provisions that would increase water usage at affected facilities.  Additionally, no trenching, grading, or other earth disturbing activities would be necessary for construction, so water would not be needed as a dust suppressant. Thus, the implementation of the proposed project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge or require the need for new or expanded water entitlements.

IX. c), d), e): The construction associated with the proposed project would be comprised of modifications to existing storage tanks.  Depending upon the type of storage tank, the modifications would be upgrading rim seals and/or deck fittings; venting emissions to an air pollution control device; installing a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; and installing <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents.  The major construction activity would be the installation of domes, which generally are bolted structures that can be assembled on the tank or assembled next to the tank and hoisted into place with a crane.  No trenching, grading, or other earth disturbing activities would be necessary.  Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or create or contribute runoff water.

IX. g), h), i), j): The proposed rule would affect storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  Any flooding, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow risks associated with the tanks would be part of the existing situation.  The proposed project would not exacerbate any of these potential hazards.

IX. l), m), o): The proposed rule has no provisions that would increase water usage or affect wastewater generation.  Consequently, implementation of the proposed project would not require the construction of new wastewater treatment or storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:






a)
Physically divide an established community?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

X. a), c): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.
Thus, the proposed project would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities because the proposed rule would affect storage tanks at existing industrial facilities.  

X. b): There are no provisions of the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements would be altered by enhancing the emission controls on existing storage tanks.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

XI. a), b): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.
No mineral resources are required to implement the proposed project.  Thus, there are no provisions of the proposed project that would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

XII. a), d): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  The potential noise impacts from construction activities that may be associated with the proposed project are not considered significant because the duration of the noise would only be for a short period of time, construction equipment operation would be required to comply with local city or county noise ordinances, and any noise from construction activities would likely not change the ambient noise at the industrial facilities where the construction would occur.  Furthermore, all noise producing equipment must comply with local noise ordinances and applicable Occupational Safety and Hazard Administration (OSHA) or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduction requirements.  

XII. b), c), e), f): The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  None of these controls produce substantial noise or vibrations.  Any noise that may be produced (e.g., carbon adsorber) would likely not change the ambient noise at the industrial facilities where it would be located.  Thus, the proposed project is not expected to cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

XIII. a) - c): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.
Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed project.  The proposal would not result in the creation of any industry that would induce or inhibit population growth or distribution.  Because the proposed project has no effect on population growth or distribution, the proposed rule would not directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family housing units.  Accordingly, no significant adverse impacts on human population or housing are expected.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






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







a)
Fire protection?
(
(
(


b)
Police protection?
(
(
(


c)
Schools?
(
(
(


d)
Parks?
(
(
(


e)
Other public facilities?
(
(
(

XIV. a), b): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  The proposal does not involve the use of hazardous materials that may require fire or police assistance in the event of an accidental release.
XIV. c), d): The proposed rule would not induce population growth or alter the distribution of existing population.  Thus, its implementation would not increase or otherwise alter the demand for schools and parks.
XIV. e): The proposed project does not have the potential to directly or indirectly result in significant adverse effects to public services.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XV.
RECREATION.  






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

XV. a) - c): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.
As discussed under “Land Use” above, there are no provisions to the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments; no land use or planning requirements would be altered by the proposal.  Further, the proposed project would not induce population growth or alter the distribution of existing population.  Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

XVI. a), b): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  

The upgrading of rim seals would generate solid waste since the replaced seals and fittings would likely be disposed.  Currently, the estimated Class II (industrial) and Class III (municipal) landfill capacity within the district is approximately 111,198 tons per day.  Since any increase in solid waste disposal from upgrading of rim seals would be small relative to current landfill capacity and occur over a two-year period, it is anticipated that existing capacity of landfills in the district can accommodate this temporary increase in solid waste. 

Venting fixed roof tanks to a vapor recovery system or a vapor control system is a control option for fixed roof tanks.  One option, the use of regenerative carbon adsorption, would generate a small amount of solid waste on an intermittent basis.  The average useful life of the carbon is approximately five years, after which time it is regenerated in a rotary kiln and reused.  The rotary kiln typically consumes five percent of the carbon in the process, which has to be replaced.  It is assumed there is sufficient landfill capacity to handle the disposal of unusable spent carbon at five-year intervals.  Therefore, no significant adverse solid waste impact is anticipated from the disposal of spent carbon.

Based on the above, the proposed rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

XVII. a), b): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.
Other than the delivery of construction materials and construction worker commute trips, there are no provisions in the proposed rule that would increase worker commute trips since operation of the proposed rule would not require additional workers at the petroleum facilities. The major construction activity would be the installation of the domes.  The number of trucks needed to deliver the materials for dome construction is one to five, depending on the size of the tank.  Installation of a dome would generally require a crew of approximately four to eight.  The vehicle trips associated with construction would be spread among the affected facilities and over a four-year period.  Thus, they would not be expected to cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.  

XVII. c): The proposed rule regulates VOC emissions from petroleum storage tanks and has no provisions that affect or involve air traffic in any way.

XVII. d): The proposed rule regulates VOC emissions from petroleum storage tanks and has no provisions that involve roadway design or incompatible vehicle uses.

XVII. e): Petroleum facilities are consistently upgrading, modifying, or fixing their equipment, including storage tanks.  These facilities comprehensively plan for such on-site construction and require construction workers and other personnel to adhere to stringent safety guidelines during construction.  As such, implementation of the proposed rule would not be expected to result in inadequate emergency access.

XVII. f): As stated above, petroleum facilities are consistently upgrading, modifying, or fixing their equipment, and have adequate parking for these common activities.  Also, operation of the proposed rule would not require additional full-time employees.  Consequently, implementation of the proposed rule would not result in inadequate parking capacity.

XVII. g): The proposed rule would reduce emissions of VOCs from storage tanks at existing petroleum facilities.  The main requirements, depending upon the type of storage tank, are to upgrade rim seals and/or deck fittings; vent emissions to an air pollution control device; install a fixed, domed, or internal floating roof; install <500 ppm pressure vacuum vents, and maintain vapor tight operating conditions.  As such, there are no provisions in the proposed rule that in any way conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.  


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.






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


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

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

XVIII. a) –c):  As discussed above, the proposed project will be analyzed to determine whether it results in significant adverse air quality impacts.  No other environmental topics were identified as being adversely affected by the proposed project.

I N I T I A L    S T U D Y 

A P P E N D I X   A

P R O P OS E D   R U L E   1 1 7 3 . 1  -  F U R T H E R   R E D U  C T I O N S   
O F V O C    E M I S S I O N S   F R O M   S T O R A G E   T A N KS   A T   
P E T R O L  E U M    F A C I L I T I E S


(To avoid redundancy, PR 1173.1 is not included here.  It can be located in Appendix A of the Draft EA.)

A P P E N D I X   C

C O M M E NT   L E T T E R S   O N   T H E   N O P / I S   A N D

R E S P O N S E S   T O   C O M M E N T S

December 13, 2001
Mr. Jonathan Nadler

CEQA Section - Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765-4182

Comments on the Initial Study for the Proposed Rule 1173.1 (1178) - Further Reductions of VOC Emissions from Storage Tanks at Petroleum Facilities.
Dear Mr. Nadler:

Attached are our comments on the Initial Study prepared by the District for the proposed Rule 1173.1.  These comments also incorporate those sent by Michele Gabelich via e-mail on September 14, 2001. If you require any additional information regarding our comments please contact me at (310) 615-5669

Sincerely,

Dennis N. Leonard

Air Regulatory Specialist

Attachment

Attachment 1

Comments on the Initial Study

Proposed Rule 1173.1

Page
Comment


2-4
Sections I(a) and I(d) of the Initial Study state that the installation of domes will not substantially degrade the existing visual character nor will they create a new source of substantial glare. As you know, two significant high value residential areas (Manhattan Beach and El Segundo) border Chevron, and the LA International Airport are situated just north of the Chevron Refinery.  A number of our tanks are located along the perimeter of our facility opposite the residential areas as well as the beach portion of Santa Monica Bay.   Recognizing the importance of this issue, over the years we have taken great care to ensure that we limit and, where possible reduce the visual impact of our facility (i.e., use of landscaping, berms, etc.) on our neighbors.   

The practical effect of the proposed domes in Rule 1173.1 is that our tanks will have a much higher profile which will create a new type of visual blight for residents living near the refinery.  The newly constructed domes may also be a substantial source of glare, at least initially, until the domes have weathered.  We believe that these impacts on aesthetics should clearly be evaluated by the District.


2-9
In response to section VI(c), the District indicates that impacts on local or region energy supplies will be less than significant. As you know, refineries are being required by the State of California to construct new facilities to comply with the CARB Phase III reformulated gasoline requirements (elimination of MtBE).  January 1, 2003 is the effective date for compliance with the reformulated gasoline requirements.  Because of capital investments required and the scope of work involved, all refiners will be challenged to meet the demands delivering this new product into the marketplace. 

As part of ensuring compliance with this new rule, Chevron has already raised concerns with CARB regarding the overall availability of product in the state as a result of removing MtBE from our fuel.  Our industry has made it clear that supplies will be reduced by approximately 10% or roughly 4.2 million gallons per day in California as we eliminate MtBE from our gasoline (ethanol cannot make up the loss in volume percent due to the removal of MtBE).  

Why is this important to the District?  In most cases at Chevron, any dome construction would have to occur on top of the floating roof while the tank is at safe oil height and is "stilled".  Not withstanding suggestions to the contrary, this effectively means the tank is out-of-service, because it cannot be used for any normal operation.  Chevron has been advised that construction on average will last 1-2 months per tank, and for very large diameter tanks, construction will last up to 3 months, contrary to the 2-4 weeks indicated on page 2-10.  The contractor works 5-day weeks, 8 hours/day.


Using the proposed mid-2002 start date for dome construction in Rule 1173.1, it should become obvious that this rule runs a significant risk of creating major turmoil in our ability to deliver products to our customers consistent with the new CARB Phase III requirements.  Having one-third of our tanks subject to the dome-retrofit requirements while we are at the same time working to transition to new fuels would impact our productivity and would seem to be an unnecessary conflict with state requirements and not in the best interest of the consuming public.  

We strongly believe the District needs to take a hard second look at the effects of the proposed rule on gasoline supplies to the market during the three year period while domes might be constructed on out-of-service tanks.


One other area that needs to be addressed under Energy, is the emission control for tanks.  On page 2-10, you indicate that tanks will likely be vented to process heaters or to carbon adsorption.  To meet the fuel requirements for furnaces, the tanks will be placed under vapor recovery and vapors sent to the refinery fuel gas system.  This will require an enormous amount of construction and use of energy to recover the vapors from the tanks.  The use of simple carbon adsorption is also problematic since it will most probably not meet the 98% control efficiency required by the rule.

2-11 Section VII(b) indicates that no trenching, grading, or other earth disturbing activities will be necessary.  During construction of the domes, the contractor will require access around the perimeter of the domes.  Due to the location of emergency impounds, and above ground piping to the tanks, temporary grading may be necessary to address these obstacles and should be addressed by the District. 


2-12 Section VIII(g) states that the domed and fixed roof tanks may reduce potential hazards from refinery tanks.  Two significant issues that should be addressed by the District are entry into confined spaces and fires in domed tanks. 

As stated in the rule, seals and deck fittings of internal floating roof tanks or tanks with newly constructed domes must be inspected.  This will require an inspector to enter a confined space for the purpose of inspection, something that is not required under the current Rule 463 for tanks.  This type of entry will require extensive planning and additional manpower, and pose a significant safety risk to those entering the tank roof area.  Furthermore, we have already been notified by our tank inspection contractor that this type of activity is not allowed under their current standard safety procedures.


Fighting tank fires under the new tank configuration is also an issue that must be addressed.  Currently we would fight a fire involving a floating roof tank with the use of specialized aerial fire apparatus.  Chevron has taken the approach of providing seal-fire protection by use of such apparatus in place of installing fixed foam systems.  Historically fixed systems are often damaged when a fire does occur.  This has also been recognized by the El Segundo City Fire Dept.  Covering the tanks with domes will require a different fire suppression system that will work within the confines of the domed space.   


2-14
Section VIII(i) States that fire or explosions for internal floating roof tanks are hundreds of times less likely than those involving external floating roof tanks.  The main difference in safety between the two types of tanks is the potential for fires from lightning strikes on external floating roof tanks. For the Southern California area, this would not appear to be a significant problem.  


2-18 Section XII(a) states that any temporary noise increase from construction would not be significant and would be only of short duration. The Chevron El Segundo Refinery has numerous tanks along its boarder, immediately adjacent to housing.  The close proximity to housing and the fact that construction will take place in elevated locations, well above the berm surrounding the refinery, will have a significant potential for noise impacts.  Furthermore, based on the current schedule in the proposed rule for dome construction, we will have at least three tanks each month in some stage of construction.  We believe that these impacts on noise levels should clearly be evaluated by the District.

CHEVRON EL SEGUNDO REFINERY

September 14, 2001

1-1
The commentator’s concern regarding potential aesthetic impacts of dome installation (i.e., alteration of visual character of the site and light and glare) has been comprehensively analyzed in the Draft EA (see Chapter 4).  The analysis concluded that, with mitigation, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse aesthetic impacts.  

1-2
The commentator’s concern regarding PR 1178’s possible interference with reformulated gasoline production (due to logistic issues of implementing state required phase-out of MTBE Phase-out/RFG 3 by December 31, 2002, and PR 1178 required dome installation beginning July 1, 2003) has been comprehensively analyzed in the Draft EA (see Chapter 4).  The analysis concluded that the proposed project would not result in significant adverse energy impacts.  

1-3
PR 1178 provides compliance options to affected facilities, where possible, to allow flexibility in choosing the most cost-effective or otherwise advantageous method of control.  Venting fixed roof tanks to a vapor recovery system or a vapor control system is one possible control option for fixed roof tanks.  If, as the commentator states, that installation and operation of such a control system is problematic, then it is more likely that the facility in question would chose the compliance option of converting a fixed roof tank to an internal floating roof tank (PR 1178 (d)(3)(B)).  It is expected that converting a fixed roof tank to an internal floating roof tank would result in greater construction emissions and, thus, was assumed in the Draft EA to be the compliance option for this particular proposed rule requirement.
1-4 Grading is not a standard part of the assembly/installation process.  According to dome manufacturers, dome assembly for existing tanks is often performed on the floating roof or, if the tank is not in service, on the tank bottom.  Otherwise, the dome would be assembled adjacent to the tank and lifted into place with a crane.  The commentator does not provide sufficient information for further evaluation of the potential necessity for “temporary grading” during dome assembly and installation to avoid obstacles surrounding the tanks (i.e., emergency impounds and above ground piping).
1-5
The SCAQMD evaluated the commentator’s assertion that implementing PR 1178’s inspection requirement for internal floating roof tanks may result in significant adverse hazard impacts.  After careful consideration of this issue, the SCAQMD disagrees with this assertion.  The evaluation concluded that appropriate safety standards for entry into hazardous confined spaces have been developed and implemented both by regulatory agencies and industry, and that the proposed project would not result in significant adverse hazard impacts.  The reader is referred to the section titled “Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant” in Chapter 4 for the evaluation of this topic.

1-6
The SCAQMD evaluated the commentator’s assertion that implementing PR 1178’s requirement to retrofit external floating roof tanks with domes may result in significant adverse hazard impacts.  After careful consideration of this issue, the SCAQMD disagrees with this assertion.  The evaluation concluded that domed tanks are commonplace at petroleum storage and other facilities and the design and technology for appropriate fire suppression systems are readily available.  Thus, the ability to adequately manage the risk of fire at these facilities has been readily accomplished with existing technology.  Consequently, it is determined that the proposed project would not result in significant adverse hazard impacts.  The reader is referred to the section titled “Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant” in Chapter 4 for the evaluation of this topic.

1-7
It is acknowledged that since Southern California experiences little lightning, potential fires on external floating roof tanks as a result of lightning is not a significant problem in the region.

1-8
The SCAQMD evaluated the commentator’s assertion that construction associated with implementing PR 1178 may result in significant adverse noise impacts.  After careful consideration of this issue, the SCAQMD disagrees with this assertion.  It is determined that the proposed project would not result in significant adverse noise impacts based on the following reasons.  First, the duration of any noise from construction equipment would only be temporary.  Second, construction equipment operation would be required to comply with city or county noise ordinances and applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduction requirements.  Third, the tanks subject to the proposed rule are located at industrial facilities typically found in areas with relatively high ambient noise levels due to the existing machinery, equipment, and heavy-duty vehicles operating at these sites.  Finally, the assembly of domes requires few heavy-duty construction equipment.  It is thus expected that any noise from construction activities associated with the proposed rule would likely not change ambient noise levels beyond the boundaries of the industrial facilities where the construction would occur.  The reader is referred to the section titled “Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant” in Chapter 4 for the evaluation of this topic.
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November 19, 2001

Mr. Jonathan D. Nadler

Air Quality Specialist

CEQA Section - Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re:
Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1178

Dear Mr. Nadler:

The Western States Petroleum Association (“WSPA”) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment (“Draft EA”) for the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (“SCAQMD”) Proposed Rule 1178 (“Rule 1178”) which requires petroleum facilities to install specific upgrades on certain large above-ground storage tanks.  WSPA is a trade association that represents the companies and other entities that conduct most of the petroleum-related operations in the western United States.  These operations include production, transportation, refining and marketing of petroleum and petroleum-based products.  Numerous WSPA members operate petroleum refineries or distribution terminals in the South Coast Air Basin (“SCAB”) that will be affected by Rule 1178.  Therefore, WSPA and its member companies have a direct and substantial interest in this matter.

WSPA is concerned that the Draft EA either does not consider, or erroneously finds to be “insignificant,” numerous significant adverse environmental impacts that will likely result from the adoption and implementation of Rule 1178.  In particular, WSPA is concerned about the impact that Rule 1178 will have on the ability of refiners within the SCAB to supply fuel that complies with the California Air Resources Board’s (“CARB”) Phase III reformulated gasoline (“RFG III”) requirements.  WSPA’s specific comments on Rule 1178 are provided below.

1.
The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Assess the Energy Impacts of Rule 1178.

The Draft EA acknowledges that Rule 1178 will have significant adverse energy impacts if it “creates any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies . . . .”  Draft EA, Chapter 4, p. 4-12.  However, the Draft EA does not adequately analyze the potential impacts that Rule 1178 will have on the availability and distribution requirements of CARB RFG III compliant fuel.

Rule 1178 provides that fitting upgrades be completed by July 1, 2002, seal upgrades be completed by July 1, 2003, and that 25% of the tanks subject to the doming requirement be retrofitted by January 1, 2003.  Proposed SCAQMD Rule 1178(d).  Each of these upgrades requires removing the tank from service.  During this same period, pursuant to separate CARB requirements, refiners must complete other refinery modifications to comply with the CARB RFG III rollout, including modifications to facilitate the phase out of methyl tertiary butyl ether (“MTBE”), by December 31, 2002.  The Draft EA concludes that refiners will be able to retrofit the necessary number of tanks after the December 31, 2002 CARB RFG III rollout and before the previously mandated July 1, 2003 deadline.1 Draft EA, Chapter 4, p. 4-13 and 4-14.  Notably, Rule 1178 has since been modified moving this deadline to January 1, 2003, essentially matching the deadline for the phase out of MTBE.

The conclusion of the Draft EA necessarily makes several assumptions that are not supported by adequate information and statistics included in the Draft EA.  First, the Draft EA assumes that having tanks out of service during the CARB RFG III rollout will have no impacts on refiners.  Second, the Draft EA assumes that the limited number of firms capable of manufacturing and installing these devices will have sufficient materials, personnel and gaps in their construction schedules available for so many ongoing projects without any delays.  Finally, the Draft EA assumes that refiners have sufficient excess tank capacity to have so many tanks out of service at one time.  There is no factual information in the Draft EA to support any of these assumptions.  Therefore, the Draft EA fails to sufficiently analyze the impacts that Rule 1178 will have on the CARB Phase III rollout.

In addition, the Draft EA contains no analysis whatsoever of the effect that having so many tanks out of service during any given year will have on the ability of refiners to produce and store a sufficient amount of fuel to satisfy consumer demand.  The Draft EA acknowledges that refineries, both within the SCAB and elsewhere in California, are already operating at nearly 100 percent of capacity, with demand expected to continue to grow in the future.  Draft EA, Section 3, p. 3-16.  Because refiners are already operating at capacity, there is virtually no excess storage capacity, and having such a large number of tanks unavailable at any given time will result in a new and significant reduction in storage capacity.

The Draft EA inadequately addresses this concern by suggesting that the tanks would be taken out of service during this time-frame anyway.  Specifically, the Draft EA states: “Furthermore, many of the regulated facilities have indicated that they would retrofit applicable external floating roof tanks with domes during downtime for previously planned tank maintenance or upgrades.  Thus, the tanks would be out-of-service irrespective of PR 1178.”  Draft EA, Chapter 4, p. 4-14.  However, the planned maintenance referred to in the Draft EA is currently scheduled to occur over the next 20 years.  Therefore, only a very small percentage of affected tanks (approximately 7%) are scheduled to be out of service during the implementation of Rule 1178.

The implementation of Rule 1178 would also have potentially significant impacts on local and regional fuel supplies.2 A shortage of tank storage capacity, as described above, may result in disruptions to the supply distribution system, which could then lead to attendant adverse impacts on consumers as has been seen in the past.  Therefore, the potential energy supply impacts of Rule 1178 due to both the rule’s timing conflict with the CARB RFG III rollout, as well as the resulting shortage of storage capacity, must be given a much more thorough analysis prior to the adoption of Rule 1178.

2.
The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Assess the Air Quality Impacts of Rule 1178.
The only air quality impacts of Rule 1178 considered by the Draft EA are those related to construction activities.  However, other significant air quality impacts have not been considered.  The Draft EA fails to consider any emissions impacts due to tank degassing and other disruptions to presently installed emissions control equipment prior to and during construction.  More significantly, the Draft EA fails to recognize that petroleum facilities may be forced to store fuel at other locations during the period that onsite tanks are being retrofitted, assuming that appropriate alternative locations and storage facilities are even available.  Thus, the Draft EA must consider the potential impacts if such alternative facilities are not available, and provide appropriate mitigation measures.  

3.
The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Assess the Aesthetic Impacts of Rule 1178.
Installation of domes will result in tanks having a much higher profile which will create aesthetic impacts.  The Draft EA recognizes that the construction of domes on tanks will substantially increase the height of the tanks 20 to 33 feet, which is a very significant increase.  Draft EA, Chapter 4, p. 4-2.  The Draft EA also recognizes that despite the “heavy industrial” zoning classification of facilities affected by Rule 1178, some residential areas may be located adjacent to these facilities.  In fact, there are several middle-class and upscale residential neighborhoods that would be directly affected by Rule 1178, including, without limitation, El Segundo and Manhattan Beach.  

The Draft EA casually dismisses aesthetic concerns and residential impacts without performing an adequate analysis.  First, in response to comments submitted by Chevron, the Draft EA merely states that the residential areas adjacent to the Chevron refinery, located at El Segundo and Manhattan Beach, generally face the ocean, away from the refinery.  Draft EA, Chapter 4, p. 4-4.  However, this response does not satisfactorily consider and address potential aesthetic concerns.  The Draft EA falsely assumes that all residences face the ocean without any windows facing the refinery.  Clearly, such a generalized statement does not satisfactorily address aesthetic concerns at the Chevron facility, or elsewhere.  In particular, we note that the SCAQMD has made no effort to contact the residents of these residential neighborhoods to survey their opinions with respect to the impact of Rule 1178.

Second, the Draft EA also dismisses aesthetic concerns on the basis that facilities “generally provide visual barriers, such as landscaping, to minimize the visual impact on the surrounding community.”  Draft EA, Chapter 4, p. 4-4.  However, any visual barriers previously constructed by a facility are based on the height of existing equipment.  Such a substantial increase in height could significantly and permanently create aesthetic impacts on nearby residential neighborhoods.  Merely stating that some visual barriers are “generally” provided is clearly insufficient, and does not adequately address the potential aesthetic impacts of Rule 1178.  These impacts must be further considered and additional information presented prior to the adoption of Rule 1178.

4.
The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Assess the Impacts of Rule 1178 on Transportation.
The Draft EA only considers construction worker commute trips and material deliveries in finding that Rule 1178 will have an “insignificant” impact on transportation.  As discussed above, Rule 1178 will result in a large number of tanks being out of service over extended periods of up to three months.  Given the large number of tanks that must be retrofitted, combined with the fact that refineries are already operating at nearly 100% capacity, a significant storage capacity shortage is likely to develop.  Therefore, while a facility’s onsite tanks are being retrofitted, it may be necessary to transport fuel via trucks to offsite locations where available storage exists.  This will result in a significant increase in congestion and fuel vehicle trips, leading to increased environmental impacts.  The Draft EA fails to provide any analysis of the potential traffic impacts resulting from the need for offsite fuel storage; therefore, Rule 1178’s impact on traffic must be more thoroughly considered prior to adoption of the Rule.

5.
The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Assess the Safety Impacts of Rule 1178.
The Draft EA states that the proposed modifications may reduce safety risks since a fixed roof or domed roof controls access to the hazardous or confined space environment in the tanks and such roofs are less likely than existing external floating roof tanks to create the potential for upset and accident conditions.  Draft EA, Chapter 4, p. 4-16.  However, the Draft EA fails to adequately consider significant additional risks.  In particular, fire suppression efforts may be impeded in the event of a fire in the rim seal area or roof deck.  In the case of a rim fire, the dome would prevent the immediate application of firewater from locally situated fire monitors.  (Fire suppression would be supplied by a mandated foam fire suppression system.)3  Further, it would not be possible to identify the exact location of the rim fire, making it more difficult to protect the integrity of the tank shell by directing firewater onto the area closest to the fire.  Finally, fire suppression efforts would be severely limited in the case of a fire on the roof deck since there would essentially be no access for the application of firewater.  These limitations in fire suppression activities could result in a larger fire event and one that lasts longer than would otherwise occur if there were no domes.

Additionally, the Draft EA concludes that PR 1178 would not be expected to create a significant adverse safety risk to tank inspectors beyond what is already present.  Draft EA, Chapter 4, p. 4-17.  This is an erroneous conclusion.  There are safety risks associated with entry into a confined space.  Since PR 1178 would substantially increase the number of tanks with confined space that would require entry for inspection purposes, the safety risk associated with confined space entry would be substantially increased.  Therefore, Rule 1178’s impact on safety must be more thoroughly considered prior to adoption of the Rule.

WSPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EA for SCAQMD Proposed Rule 1178.  If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (818) 543-5349 or Ron Wilkniss at (818) 543-5324.







Michael D. Wang







Manager, Environmental & Operations

Western States Petroleum Association
November 19, 2001
1-1
The SCAQMD disagrees with commentator’s opinion that the Draft EA “either does not consider, or erroneously finds to be “insignificant,” numerous significant adverse environmental impacts that will likely result from the adoption and implementation of Rule 1178.”  Subsequent to the release of the Draft EA and in response to comments submitted on the draft rule, modifications have been made to PR 1178.  As a result, minor revisions have been made in the Final EA.  As discussed in the subsequent responses to comments, the revisions do not result in impacts greater than those evaluated in the Draft EA, or constitute significant new information that would require recirculation of the Draft EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.  

The commentator’s particular concern regarding the potential adverse impact of PR 1178 on the ability of refiners within the South Coast Air Basin to supply fuel that complies with CARB’s Phase 3 reformulated gasoline requirements is addressed in Responses 1-2 through 1-5.

1-2
The compliance dates set forth in the proposed rule have been modified since the release of the Draft EA.  The modifications provide additional time for compliance with requirements for all three types of tanks (i.e., external floating roof, internal floating roof, and fixed roof) as follows.

External Floating Roof Tanks: the requirement to install covers and gaskets has been extended one year from July 2002 to July 2003.  The compliance schedule for the requirement to add a dome has been extended from four years to six years.  Furthermore, to provide additional flexibility, the compliance schedule for the doming requirement has been broken into three tiers.  At least one-third of a petroleum facility’s applicable tanks must be domed by January 1, 2004, two-thirds by January 1, 2006, and all tanks by January 1, 2008.  PR 1178 has also been modified to remove external floating roof tanks storing crude from the requirement to install domes.
Internal Floating Roof Tanks: the requirement to install covers and gaskets has been extended 4.5 years from July 2002 to January 2007 (or during a regularly scheduled emptying and degassing event, whichever comes sooner).  

Fixed Roof Tanks: the requirement to vent to a vapor control system or convert to an internal floating roof has been extended 2.5 years from July 2004 to January 2007.  The requirement to equip with pressure vacuum vents set within 10 percent of maximum allowable working pressure of roof or at least 0.5 psig has also been extended 2.5 years from July 2004 to January 2007.

1-3 As discussed in the Draft EA, refiners are required to phase-out MTBE and meet CARB Phase 3 specifications by December 31, 2002.  Therefore, refiners will need to complete facility modifications (including tank requirements) during 2002.  Modifications to support MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 include the construction of new storage tanks and spheres and modifications to existing storage tanks.  Refinery operators have indicated to SCAQMD permitting staff that they intend to have all necessary refinery and distribution terminal modifications completed at least three months prior to the December 31, 2002, deadline to ensure the new processes function as intended.  Thus, any additional storage tank requirements for MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 will be constructed regardless of PR 1178 and will be available by the time PR 1178 compliance dates occur.  

The commentator is referred to response 1-2, which outlines the additional time and flexibility provided to applicable facilities to perform tank upgrades, including doming external floating roof tanks.

Additionally, PR 1178 has also been modified to remove crude tanks from the requirement to install domes.  As discussed in the Draft EA, the time required to install a dome on a tank varies based primarily on the size of the tank.  Crude tanks are among the largest petroleum storage tanks and, thus, their exemption would minimize the time necessary to perform dome retrofits as well as reduce the amount of tanks taken out of service simultaneously.
1-4
Based on staff’s analysis and discussion with construction firms, there is expected to be a sufficient number of firms capable of manufacturing and installing domes and other equipment such that all applicable tanks could be upgraded within the timeframe provided in PR 1178.  Manufacturers of aluminum domes informed AQMD staff that they have a current capacity to fabricate and install approximately 100 domes per year, which is expandable upon demand.  Under the proposed compliance schedule, less than 33 tanks will have to be domed in any one of the six compliance years.  Therefore, there is more than adequate fabrication and installation capability to fulfill industries’ demand for domes due to PR1178.  Furthermore, by having a “limited number” of firms capable of manufacturing and installing domes and other equipment, tank upgrades would likely be spread uniformly out over the compliance period.  Thus, any potential “spikes” in total out-of-service tankage, based on tank operators proposed upgrade schedules, would be smoothed out.  

1-5
As discussed in previous responses, this and other comments are based on an earlier version of the proposed rule.  Since the release of the Draft EA, modifications have been made to the proposed rule, as noted in response 1-2 and 1-3, that minimize the potential impact relative to out-of-service- storage tanks.  The commentator is referred to responses 1-2 through 1-4 and 1-6.

1-6
As discussed in response 1-2, PR 1178 has been modified to provide additional time and scheduling flexibility to install domes on external floating roof tanks and to remove crude tanks from the requirement to install domes. 

1-7
SCAQMD staff's initial proposal for doming was a three-year implementation plan, with at least one-third of the tanks subject to this requirement at each facility retrofitted each year starting July 1, 2002.  By July 1, 2005, the approximately 240 tanks, including crude oil tanks, were expected to be equipped with domed roofs.  This was the implementation schedule in the version of the proposed rule included in the Draft EA.

Based on comments received after the Public Workshop on September 5, 2001, SCAQMD staff modified the initial proposal to provide a four-year implementation plan.  Under this plan, at least 25 percent of the tanks shall be retrofitted by January 1, 2003; 50 percent by January 1, 2004; 75 percent by January 1, 2005; and 100 percent by January 1, 2006.  

SCAQMD staff derived a four-year implementation schedule based on the total tank capacity, installation turnaround time (approximately 30 days), and the availability of the dome manufacturers.  However, comments were provided to staff that not all tanks are readily interchangeable and, therefore, the staff analysis could not sufficiently reflect the capacity impacts based on product type.

In turn, industry proposed an eight-year implementation plan for the tanks to ease the potential supply concern.  California Energy Commission (CEC) staff, with their contractor, performed a follow-up analysis for the eight-year scenario.  They concluded that the installation of domes appears to be workable based on an average of 350,000 barrels of capacity removal. 

SCAQMD staff believes that the potential removal of approximately 450,000 barrels of storage capacity under the six-year implementation schedule, which provides time at the front end for engineering and scheduling, would not cause disruption to product deliveries and refinery production during tank outages.  The staff proposal represents an additional 100,000 barrels of capacity removed, which is well within the historical market fluctuation.

Based on the considerations presented in this and previous responses (i.e., responses 1-2 through 1-4), PR 1178 is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on energy supplies.  

1-8
PR 1178 would require controls for fixed roof tanks storing organic liquids with vapor pressures greater than 0.1 psia.  Such fixed roof tanks that would be retrofitted with a floating roof in lieu of a vapor recovery system (pursuant to PR 1178 [d][4][B]) would need to be emptied and degassed prior to any hot work (e.g., welding) to avoid the risk of explosion. 

It should be noted that since the release of the Draft EA, modifications to PR 1178 reduce the number of tanks subject to the proposed rule and extend the compliance dates of certain requirements (see Table 4-2).  By extending the compliance date for fixed roof tanks to comply with PR 1178 requirements, the number of tanks assumed to be converted to internal floating roof tanks on a “worst-case” day is reduced from three to one.  

The degassing of a fixed roof tank would be done prior to installation of a floating roof, such that emissions from these two construction activities would not overlap.  Since the degassing of the tank would result in greater VOC emissions than the construction associated with installation of the internal floating roof, the “worst-case” construction scenario for VOC occurs when construction activities for other tank types (i.e., external and internal floating roof tanks) occur on the same day as the degassing of a fixed roof tank.  The VOC emissions associated with the construction activities for external floating roof and internal floating roof tanks equal 18 pounds per day.  The degassing of applicable fixed roof tanks is estimated to result in up to 47 pounds of VOC per tank per day1.  Total emissions would equal 65 pounds of VOC per day.  Thus, the degassing of the storage tank would not by itself, or in combination with other construction activities, cause an exceedance of the 75 pound per day construction-related significance threshold for VOC.  

The air quality analysis has been modified to include the information summarized in this response.  The information does not constitute a new significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact and, therefore, does not require recirculation of the Draft EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.

1-9
The commentator provides no specific data or information to support the assertion that PR 1178 would result in an increase in vehicle trips such that a significant air quality impact would occur.  As discussed in Responses 1-2 through 1-5, PR 1178 has been modified, which will reduce the number of tanks that would be out of service concurrently, thereby reducing the number of tanks being out of service.  As a result, PR 1178 is not expected to result in fuel being transported via trucks to offsite locations for storage.  Consequently, analysis of emissions from this hypothetical increase in truck trips is not warranted and would be purely speculative. 

Finally, it is unclear what potential air quality impact the commentator is referring to in the statement “ . . .the Draft EA must consider the potential impacts if such alternative [storage] facilities are not available . . . ”
1-10
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s statement that “The Draft EA casually dismisses aesthetic concerns . . .”  The commentator provides no specific data or information to support the assertion that the Draft EA did not adequately evaluate potential aesthetic impacts.  

Aesthetic impacts were determined to be insignificant based on the SCAQMD’s extensive experience as lead agency preparing CEQA documents for refinery and refinery terminal projects.  For example, the SCAQMD recently certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 project.  That project, and similar projects at other refineries, included new storage tanks and spheres and modified process units (e.g., distillation towers, alkylation units, etc.) with greater visual effects than installing domes on existing storage tanks.  Aesthetic impacts were determined to be insignificant for that project (and other MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 projects) for reasons similar to those discussed in the Draft EA for PR 1178. 

As discussed in the Draft EA and acknowledged by the commentator, the land use zoning at the sites where petroleum facilities are located are generally classified as “heavy industrial” or “heavy manufacturing.”  Such zoning permits a highly industrialized use of the property.  As such, the refinery sites are characterized by heavy industrial structures and equipment, such as large tanks, towers, combustion systems, and piping.  Petroleum tank farms are generally characterized by storage tanks of various sizes and product loading and unloading racks (i.e., product loading to and from transport vehicles).  The areas surrounding petroleum facilities can generally be characterized as a blend of heavy and light industrial/manufacturing and commercial.  

Consequently, structures of similar size to petroleum tanks are typically located at or adjacent to the facilities subject to PR 1178, and adding domes to tanks would not be anticipated to substantially alter the visual characteristics of the site.  In fact, equipment of greater height than storage tanks already exist at refineries and other petroleum facilities, and the aesthetic impact of these sites on surrounding communities is typically determined by these existing taller structures.  Increasing the height of the existing tanks by up to 33 feet would not result in a substantial change to or increase the height of the existing refinery profile.  Any tank modifications would be located entirely within the boundaries of existing facilities, located within industrial zones, and are expected to blend in with the existing industrial character of the sites.  Therefore, adding domes to some existing storage tanks at industrial facilities is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts to the visual character of these facilities, and the conclusion that aesthetic impacts from implementing PR 1178 are not significant is appropriate.

Finally, as discussed in previous responses, PR 1178 has been modified to remove crude tanks from the requirement to install domes.  Thus, the number of tanks subject to the doming requirement has been reduced.

1-11
The commentator provides no specific data or information to support the assertion that PR 1178 would result in a significant increase in congestion and fuel vehicle trips such that the Draft EA fails to provide appropriate analysis of potential traffic impacts.  As discussed in responses 1-2 through 1-5, PR 1178 is not expected to result in a significant number of tanks being out of service over extended periods such that a substantial amount of fuel would be transported via trucks to offsite locations for storage.  Consequently, analysis of transportation impacts from this hypothetical effect of the proposed rule is not warranted.  Furthermore, since storage facilities are located throughout the southern California region, fuel transport to these sites via truck, if necessary, would not be expected to cause an increase in traffic which is substantially greater than the existing traffic load and capacity of the regional transportation infrastructure.  Any such hypothetical trips originating from the various refineries to various storage facilities located throughout the region would not result in an increase in the volume to capacity ratio of local roads or congestion at intersections greater than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of two percent.  In the unlikely event such trips were to occur, they would not have a substantial adverse effect on traffic levels.

1-12
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s unsupported opinion that PR 1178 could increase safety risks at affected facilities.  Per API 650 G, the triangulated aluminum panels that comprise the domes are 0.05-inch thick and rated to support a minimum 60 pounds per square foot live load or two concentrated loads of 250 pounds each.  Unlike 0.175-inch thick steel plate fixed roofs, aluminum dome surface panels lose strength when heated with easy penetration possible at 800oF and can be expected to melt out completely at 1220oF.  With this low melt point the panels are considered to beneficially give way above a tank or seal fire, venting heat, localizing structural damage, and allowing desired firefighting access.  Some tank owners also locate acrylic (burn-out) skylight panels at the periphery specifically for firefighting foam apparatus access.  Additionally fire fighters consider the ability to cut through the aluminum panels (as opposed to steel plate) an advantage if non-fire rescue operations are required.

There is limited experience with fires beneath aluminum dome roofs (indicating a low degree of risk) and no reported in-service fire incidents on aluminum dome roof tanks equipped with internal floating roofs, regardless of floating roof type (i.e., API 650 C external or API 650 H internal floating roof designs).  There are two reported cases of full surface fires occurring over hydrocarbons in tanks without floating roofs but covered with aluminum roofs.  In both cases the aluminum panels melted out allowing access for the application of foam from a remote apparatus.  One case was a wastewater aeration basin at a refinery located in the USA, with a fire started by welding, and it was reported the aluminum panels quickly melted out allowing access to promptly extinguish the fire (leaving the aluminum frame).  The other case involved a 125-foot tank located outside the USA and storing gasoline without using a floating roof.  In this case, the fire burned for an extensive period and consumed the aluminum dome roof completely long before the tank shell failed.  Thus, the aluminum dome did not impede the ability of fire personnel to address the fire.

1-13 The proposed rule language requiring inspection of all primary and secondary seals semiannually and each time the tanks are emptied and degassed (as set forth in the August 24, 2001, version of PR 1178, included as Appendix A of the Draft EA) has been revised.  The modified proposal would require semiannual visual and LEL inspections and a complete gap measurement of rim seal systems and deck fittings any time the tanks are emptied and degassed but no less than once every ten years.  It is assumed that a tank maintenance event would occur within the allotted ten year period such that owners or operators would comply with these monitoring requirements during that event (i.e., when the tank is emptied and degassed for reasons other than the PR 1178 monitoring requirements).  Additionally, federal regulation (i.e., 40 CFR 60.113b[4]) requires similar inspections at intervals no greater than ten years for tanks constructed, reconstructed, or modified after July 23, 1984.  Thus, some applicable tanks are already regulated (or would be if modified) under federal regulation these tanks would be inspected regardless of PR 1178.  Entering a degassed tank is not considered a safety risk.

Based on these considerations, PR 1178 would not substantially increase the number of tanks with confined space that would require entry for inspection purposes.

ExxonMobil

Refining & Supply Company

3700 West 190th Street

Torrance, California 90509-2929
VIA E-MAIL, FACSIMILE
ExxonMobil
AND U.S. MAIL 
Refining and Supply
November 19, 2001
Mr. Jonathan D. Nadler
Air Quality Specialist
CEQA Section – Planning, Rule Development And Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 East Copy Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re: Comments Draft Environmental Assessment Proposed Rule 1178

Dear Mr. Nadler:

Provided below are comments from ExxonMobil Oil Corporation concerning the Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA), dated October 2001, prepared by South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) for proposed Rule 1178.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the potential environmental impacts of the proposed rule be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of the proposed rule be identified.  


As acknowledged by AQMD in its Draft EA, to satisfy the requirements of CEQA, an EA must accomplish several goals.  First, the EA shall provide "...detailed information on the environmental effects of the project...." Pg. 1-2.  Second, an EA “shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project.  Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects." Pg. 1-4.  These effects are to be evaluated in a "worst-case" scenario.  Pg. 4-2.  Lastly, "if significant adverse environmental impacts are identified, the CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of measures that could either avoid or substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible." Pg. 4-1.  Unfortunately, the Draft EA falls short of these requirements.

The Draft EA identifies and analyzes three primary potential impacts: aesthetics, air quality, and energy.  The Draft EA also offers conclusive analysis of several other potential environmental concerns.  ExxonMobil's comments below illustrate that AQMD has not adequately addressed most of these potential environmental impacts.

Aesthetics

The Draft EA creates an inaccurate perspective of potential aesthetics impacts because it downplays the significant impact that such domes will have on local residents' visual enjoyment.  The statement that "...views coveted by homeowners and for which the houses are designed are generally towards the beaches and the bay, and not towards the refinery and associated tank farm..." (pg. 4-4), is a gross over-simplification.  There are many residents that may have a visual impairment. Moreover, just because a resident is not fortunate enough to have a water view does not mean the resident does not have an interest in maintaining the status of whatever view it has.  To justify this rule with such a generality is clearly not evaluating the matter in a "worst case" scenario.  


Air Quality

In evaluating air quality impact, the Draft EA limits its focus to the actual construction of the various tank upgrades and vehicle trips to transport the necessary workforce to a site.  The Draft EA does not account for any degassing of aboveground storage tanks necessary to conduct the work.  Such degassing may be necessary for all fixed roof tanks that are impacted by the PR 1178, whether they are converted to internal floating roof tanks or require the installation of vapor recovery equipment to comply with PR 1178.  Also, the requirement to have bolted covers on the access hatch and gauge float of external floating roof tanks may require welding to install the bolts.  This would also require degassing of the tanks.  

The issue of disposal of tank seals is briefly discussed (See pg. 4-19 and 4-20) from the waste landfill perspective, but the emissions associated with such a disposal option are not taken into account.  

Table 4-2 Summary of PR 1178 Requirements and Compliance Dates is confusing.  In all likelihood, other energy sources will be available by the compliance date for retrofitting deck openings in the year 2202.  Table 5-1 does not appear to summarize the available estimated construction emissions of the related projects, including PR 1178, as stated on page 4-10.

Energy 

The primary focus of the Draft EA with respect to energy impact is the energy needs that will be utilized in installing the controls required by PR 1178.  See pg. 4-12.  There is no analysis of what energy needs are required to maintain the new equipment.  In any event, this issue is a narrow view of the energy issues that will be created by PR 1178.

The main energy issue presented by PR 1178 is the strain that the petroleum industry and the Southern California community will face.  PR 1178 has an unrealistic compliance date.  The rule requires that the tanks be retrofitted with domes within three years, with a third of the tanks retrofitted per year.  It is generally believed that excess tankage is not available in the industry and this rule could significantly impact production and the supply needs of Southern California. 

In addition, PR 1178 is converging on the implementation of CARB III, which by itself involves significant implementation concerns.  PR 1178 places significant strains on the refinery in its efforts to meet product requirements for Southern California.  The Draft EA only cursorily addresses this issue by stating the "...compliance date is not expected to interfere with the production of reformulated gasoline.   The state has mandated that refiners phase-out MTBE and reformulate gasoline (to Phase 3 specifications) by December 31, 2002." Pg. 4-13.  This issue is not evaluated as required by CEQA and the document does not provide the public with the ability to make an informed decision. 


In further attempts to justify the "limited" impacts of PR 1178, the Draft EA mischaracterize the inspection schedules for tanks by stating "...many of the regulated facilities have indicated that they would retrofit applicable external floating roof tanks with domes during the downtime for previously planned tank maintenance or upgrades.  Thus, the tanks would be out-of service irrespective of PR-1178."  Pg. 4-14.  These statements are in all likelihood taken out of context.  The industry follows API 653 guidelines for tank inspections, which is generally a 20-year cycle.  The implementation of PR 1178 reduces the API time frame by over a factor of 6.  In addition, the Draft EA ignores the fact that these API inspections can take from several months to a year to complete. 


Other Shortcomings 
Trenching

The Draft EA states that trenching is not an issue.  See pg. 4-15, 4-16, and 4-17.  However, it is feasible that trenching will be necessary as a result of the implementation of PR 1178 (e.g., installation of vapor recovery systems).

Emergency Response Procedures 

The Draft EA states that the proposed modifications may reduce risk since a fixed roof or domed roof controls access to the hazardous or confined space environment in the tanks and such roofs are less likely than existing external floating roof tanks to create the potential for upset and accident conditions.  See Pg. 4-16.  However, the Draft EA fails to consider significant added risks.  In particular, fire suppression efforts may be impeded in the event of a fire in the rim seal area or roof deck.  In the case of a rim fire, the dome would prevent the immediate application of firewater from locally situated fire monitors.  Fire suppression would then be limited to the application of foam (assuming a foam system exists), that would take a longer period of time to initiate.  Also, it would not be possible to see the exact location of the rim fire.  This would make it more difficult to protect the integrity of the tank shell by directing firewater onto the area of shell closest to the fire for cooling purposes.  Finally, fire suppression efforts would be severely limited in the case of a fire on the roof deck since there would essentially be no access for the application of firewater.  These limitations in fire suppression activities could result in a larger fire event and one that lasts longer than would otherwise occur if there were no domes.

Inspections pg. 4-17

The Draft EA concludes that PR 1178 would not be expected to create a significant adverse safety risk to tank inspectors beyond what is already present.  See Pg. 4-17.  This is an erroneous conclusion.  There are safety risks associated wit entry into a confined space.  Since PR 1178 would substantially increase the number of tanks with confined space that would require entry for inspection purposes, the safety risk associated with confined space entry would be substantially increased.  

Noise.  Pg. 4-18


The Draft EA concludes that construction activities associated with the proposed rule would likely not change ambient noise levels beyond the boundaries of the industrial facilities where the construction would occur.  See Pg. 4-18.  This is not necessarily true.  In some cases, homes are located in very close proximity to refinery tank areas.  Refinery tank areas are relatively quiet, as they are generally located some distance away from the main refinery process areas.  Also, the tank upgrade work would be occurring at a height greater than fences or other barriers potentially shielding nearby neighborhoods from construction noise.  Therefore, noise associated with dome construction activities could be noticeable to residents of nearby homes.   

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) pg. 4-21

The Draft EA provides that the purpose of the GMC is to  "enable firms to be more competitive" for the area covered by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).  However, PR 1178 does not support such a goal in the current form.  In fact, the EA has ignored the significant impacts that will occur with the implementation of the rule from the perspective of the strain on energy supplies.  As such, the rule is not grounded in an adequate cost-benefit analysis.

Consistency with Regional Mobility Element (RMP) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP) pg. 4-22. 

The Draft EA ignores the significant impact that PR 1178 will have on gasoline supplies. As the available tankage is taken offline for significant stretches of time to implement this rule on an unrealistically tight schedule, product availability will likely be affected.

Transportation Impacts 

The Draft EA does not provide adequate analysis to support its conclusion that PR 1178 would have an "insignificant" impact on transportation.  For example, the Draft EA does not address what the potential impacts to a neighborhood would be. 
Finally, the Draft EA concludes, based on information from refinery tank surveys, that VOC emission reduction potential exists from storage tanks and that the control strategies applicable to these sources are technically feasible and cost-effective.  See Pg. 2-3.  However, to illustrate the cost effectiveness portion of this rule, AQMD has utilized an approach that does not follow standard accounting principals or an EPA-approved method.  In fact, the Draft EA states that such a rule has been evaluated by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), but fails to mention that BAAQMD used different accounting method to illustrate cost-effectiveness.   See Pg. 2-3.  Also, the AQMD has failed to evaluate the incremental cost-effectiveness between the various proposed control strategies. 


As these comments demonstrate, the Draft EA has not accomplished its stated goals and cannot support the implementation of PR 1178.  

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Stan Holm

Regulatory Advisor

ExxonMobil Corporation
November 19, 2001
2-1
SCAQMD staff is fully aware of the requirements of CEQA and, as such, has prepared a comprehensive CEQA document that includes all relevant analyses and topics required by law (Public Resources Code §§21000-21278).  The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the SCAQMD has not adequately addressed certain potential environmental impacts of PR 1178.  Responses 2-2 through 2-14 address each of the commentator’s specific opinions.
2-2
The commentator provides no specific data or information to support his statements that “The Draft EA creates an inaccurate perspective of potential aesthetics impacts . . .” and “There are many residents that may have a visual impairment.”  

Aesthetic impacts were determined to be insignificant based on the SCAQMD’s extensive experience as lead agency preparing CEQA documents for refinery and refinery terminal projects.  For example, the SCAQMD recently certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 project.  That project, and similar projects at other refineries, included new storage tanks and spheres and modified process units (e.g., distillation towers, alkylation units, etc.) with greater visual effects than installing domes on existing storage tanks.  Aesthetic impacts were determined to be insignificant for that project (and other MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 projects) for reasons similar to those discussed in the Draft EA for PR 1178. 

As discussed in the Draft EA and acknowledged by the commentator, the land use zoning at the sites where petroleum facilities are located are generally classified as “heavy industrial” or “heavy manufacturing.”  Such zoning permits a highly industrialized use of the property.  As such, the refinery sites are characterized by heavy industrial structures and equipment, such as large tanks, towers, combustion systems, and piping.  Petroleum tank farms are generally characterized by storage tanks of various sizes and product loading and unloading racks (i.e., product loading to and from transport vehicles).  The areas surrounding petroleum facilities can generally be characterized as a blend of heavy and light industrial/manufacturing and commercial.  

Consequently, structures of similar size to petroleum tanks are typically located at or adjacent to the facilities subject to PR 1178, and adding domes to tanks would not be anticipated to substantially alter the visual characteristics of the site.  In fact, equipment of greater height than storage tanks already exist at refineries and other petroleum facilities, and the aesthetic impact of these sites on surrounding communities is typically determined by these existing taller structures.  Increasing the height of the existing tanks by up to 33 feet would not result in a substantial change to or increase the height of the existing refinery profile.  Any tank modifications would be located entirely within the boundaries of existing facilities, located within industrial zones, and are expected to blend in with the existing industrial character of the sites.  Therefore, adding domes to some existing storage tanks at industrial facilities is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts to the visual character of these facilities, and the conclusion that aesthetic impacts from implementing PR 1178 are not significant is appropriate.

Finally, as discussed in previous responses, PR 1178 has been modified to remove crude tanks from the requirement to install domes.  Thus, the number of tanks subject to the doming requirement has been reduced.

2-3
PR 1178 would require controls for fixed roof tanks storing organic liquids with vapor pressures greater than 0.1 psia.  It is acknowledged that fixed roof tanks that would be retrofitted with a floating roof in lieu of a vapor recovery system (pursuant to PR 1178 [d][4][B]) would need to be emptied and degassed prior to any hot work (e.g., welding) to avoid the risk of explosion. 

It should be noted that since the release of the Draft EA, modifications to PR 1178 reduce the number of tanks subject to the proposed rule and extend the compliance dates of certain requirements (see Table 4-2).  By extending the compliance date for fixed roof tanks to comply with PR 1178 requirements, the number of tanks assumed to be converted to internal floating roof tanks on a “worst-case” day is reduced from three to one.  

The degassing of a fixed roof tank would be done prior to installation of a floating roof, such that emissions from these two construction activities would not overlap.  Since the degassing of the tank would result in greater VOC emissions than the construction associated with installation of the internal floating roof, the “worst-case” construction scenario for VOC occurs when construction activities for other tank types (i.e., external and internal floating roof tanks) occur on the same day as the degassing of a fixed roof tank.  The VOC emissions associated with the construction activities for external floating roof and internal floating roof tanks equal 18 pounds per day.  The degassing of applicable fixed roof tanks is estimated to result in up to 47 pounds of VOC per tank per day1.  Total emissions would equal 65 pounds of VOC per day.  Thus, the degassing of the storage tank would not by itself, or in combination with other construction activities, cause an exceedance of the 75 pounds per day construction-related significance threshold for VOC.  

The air quality analysis has been modified to include the information summarized in this response.  The information does not constitute a new significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact and, therefore, does not require recirculation of the Draft EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.

2-4
The commentator is concerned that the requirement to have bolted covers on the access hatch and gauge float of external floating roof tanks (pursuant to PR 1178 (d)(1)(A)(i)) may require welding to install the bolts, thus necessitating product removal and tank degassing.  The proposed requirement has been modified since the release of the Draft EA.  External floating roof tanks subject to clause (d)(1)(A)(i) would be exempt from this requirement until the next time the tank is emptied and degassed provided that the operator has demonstrated that welding must be performed to properly bolt the covers for access hatches and gauge float wells.  The operator shall use equivalent means, such as clamping, to secure the covers during the interim period.  Thus, PR 1178 would not require the degassing of external floating roof tanks as suggested in this comment.
2-5
Any solid or hazardous waste disposal from upgrading of rim seals would occur over a two-year period.  The number of truck trips that may be required to dispose of the replaced rim seals over a two-year period would not generate by themselves, or combined with other construction activities, emissions that exceed the daily emission significance thresholds for any pollutant (see Table 4-1) for the following reasons.  The air quality analysis of upgrading covers, seals, gaskets, etc., assumed the “worst-case” day which included on-road mobile source emissions from delivery trucks and crew/tool vehicles.  The disposal of replaced material would be assumed to require the same number of trucks as the delivery of new material and approximately the same miles traveled (i.e., assumed to be 50 miles).  Further, it is unlikely that the disposal of the material would occur on the same day as delivery of the new material since the new seals would arrive at the site prior to the day the existing seals are removed from the tank and readied for off-site removal.  Thus, the construction-related emissions presented in the Draft EA accurately represent the “worst-case” day. 

Furthermore, existing seals have a finite life and would ultimately require disposal.  Thus, disposal trips (and associated emissions) would ultimately occur regardless of PR 1178.
2-6
The reference to Year 2202 in Table 4-2 - Summary of PR 1178 Requirements and Compliance Dates, is a typographical error.  The text in Chapter 2 (Project Description) and the copy of PR 1178 included in Appendix A of the Draft EA correctly showed compliance date as Year 2002.  The typographical error in Table 4-2 has been corrected in the Final EA.  The commentator should note that compliance dates for certain requirements of the PR 1178 have been modified since the release of the Draft EA, and Table 4-2 has been modified in the Final EA to accurately portray the current proposal.

The reference to Table 5-1 on page 4-10 is a typographical error.  The reference should be to Table 4-5 – Cumulative Project Peak Day Construction Emissions.  This typographical error has been corrected in the Final EA.

2-7
The compliance dates set forth in the proposed rule have been modified since the release of the Draft EA.  The modifications provide additional time for compliance with requirements for all three types of tanks (i.e., external floating roof, internal floating roof, and fixed roof) as follows.

External Floating Roof Tanks: the requirement to install covers and gaskets has been extended one year from July 2002 to July 2003.  The compliance schedule for the requirement to add a dome has been extended from four years to six years.  Furthermore, to provide additional flexibility, the compliance schedule for the doming requirement has been broken into three tiers.  At least one-third of a petroleum facility’s applicable tanks must be domed by January 1, 2004, two-thirds by January 1, 2006, and all tanks by January 1, 2008.  Additionally, PR 1178 has been modified to remove crude tanks from the requirement to install domes.  Crude tanks are among the largest petroleum storage tanks and, thus, their exemption would minimize the time necessary to perform dome retrofits as well as reduce the amount of tanks taken out of service simultaneously.

Internal Floating Roof Tanks: the requirement to install covers and gaskets has been extended 4.5 years from July 2002 to January 2007 (or during a regularly scheduled emptying and degassing event, whichever comes sooner).  

Fixed Roof Tanks: the requirement to vent to a vapor control system or convert to an internal floating roof has been extended 2.5 years from July 2004 to January 2007.  The requirement to equip with pressure vacuum vents set within 10 percent of maximum allowable working pressure of roof or at least 0.5 psig has also been extended 2.5 years from July 2004 to January 2007.

Regarding the doming requirement, SCAQMD staff's initial proposal for doming was a three-year implementation plan, with at least one-third of the tanks subject to this requirement at each facility retrofitted each year starting July 1, 2002.  By July 1, 2005, the approximately 240 tanks, including crude oil tanks, were expected to be equipped with domed roofs.  This was the implementation schedule in the version of the proposed rule included in the Draft EA.

Based on comments received after the Public Workshop on September 5, 2001, SCAQMD staff modified the initial proposal to provide a four-year implementation plan.  Under this plan, at least 25 percent of the tanks shall be retrofitted by January 1, 2003; 50 percent by January 1, 2004; 75 percent by January 1, 2005; and 100 percent by January 1, 2006.  

SCAQMD staff derived a four-year implementation schedule based on the total tank capacity, installation turnaround time (approximately 30 days), and the availability of the dome manufacturers.  However, comments were provided to staff that not all tanks are readily interchangeable and, therefore, the staff analysis could not sufficiently reflect the capacity impacts based on product type.

In turn, industry proposed an eight-year implementation plan for the tanks to ease the potential supply concern.  California Energy Commission (CEC) staff, with their contractor, performed a follow-up analysis for the eight-year scenario.  They concluded that the installation of domes appears to be workable based on an average of 350,000 barrels of capacity removal. 

SCAQMD staff believes that the potential removal of approximately 450,000 barrels of storage capacity under the six-year implementation schedule, which provides time at the front end for engineering and scheduling, would not cause disruption to product deliveries and refinery production during tank outages.  The staff proposal represents an additional 100,000 barrels of capacity removed beyond industry’s proposal, which is well within the historical market fluctuation.

Regarding PR 1178’s potential effect on MTBE phase-out/CARB Phase 3, it must again be noted that refiners are required to phase-out MTBE and meet CARB Phase 3 specifications by December 31, 2002.  Therefore, refiners will need to complete facility modifications (including tank requirements) during 2002.  Modifications to support MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 include the construction of new storage tanks and bullets and modifications to existing storage tanks.  Refinery operators have indicated to SCAQMD permitting staff that they intend to have all necessary refinery and distribution terminal modifications completed at least three months prior to the December 31, 2002, deadline to ensure the new processes function as intended.  Thus, any additional storage tank requirements for MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 will already be in place by the time PR 1178 compliance dates occur.

Finally, based on staff’s analysis and discussion with construction firms, there is expected to be a sufficient number of firms capable of manufacturing and installing domes and other equipment such that all applicable tanks could be upgraded within the timeframe provided in PR 1178.  Furthermore, by having a “limited number” of firms capable of manufacturing and installing domes and other equipment, tank upgrades would likely be spread uniformly out over the compliance period.  Thus, any potential “spikes” in total out-of-service tankage, based on tank operators proposed upgrade schedules, would be smoothed out. 

Based on the above, PR 1178 is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on energy supplies in general, or specifically on the rollout of CARB Phase 3 gasoline.  

2-8
The Draft EA assumes that facilities with fixed roof tanks would comply with PR 1178 by retrofitting these tanks with internal floating roofs rather than installing emission control systems (e.g., carbon adsorber, incineration, etc.).  Those choosing to comply by means of an emission control system would likely already have such a system in place, and would merely be required to ensure the system achieves the specified control efficiency.  Nevertheless, the emissions associated with trenching for those who may elect to install an emission control system would not alter the conclusions regarding construction emissions for the following reasons.

First, installing emission control systems rather than retrofitting fixed roof tanks with internal floating roofs would eliminate the emissions associated with the retrofits.  Second, trenching would not necessarily be required to install an emission control system.  The system would involve sending vapors via piping to the control system.  The piping could be above- or underground.  Trenching would not be required for aboveground piping.  Third, emissions of NOx from construction-related activities is already considered a significant adverse impact.  Emissions from a trencher during installation of a control system (the Draft EA assumed peak daily construction emissions to include converting one fixed roof tank to an internal floating roof tank) would not make the already significant adverse NOx emissions impact substantially worse, or create a significant impact relative to other pollutants.  The emissions from the trencher would be approximately 7.0 pounds per day CO, 1.0 pound per day VOC, 7.0 pounds per day NOx, 0.7 pound per day SOx, and 0.5 pound per day PM101.  Similarly, the daily PM10 emissions (i.e., fugitive dust) associated with trenching would not contribute to an exceedance of the 150 pounds per day significance threshold for PM10 for construction.  It is unknown and cannot be known how much trenching might be required, if any, to install a vapor recovery system.  It is known, however, that it would take an estimated 42,857 tons of soil being trenched and stockpiled (uncontrolled) to produce 150 pounds of PM102, and that it is unlikely this amount of soil would not be excavated on any given day.

2-9
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s unsupported opinion that PR 1178 could increase safety risks at affected facilities.  Per API 650 G, the triangulated aluminum panels that comprise the domes are 0.05-inch thick and rated to support a minimum 60 pounds per square foot live load or two concentrated loads of 250 pounds each.  Unlike 0.175-inch thick steel plate fixed roofs, aluminum dome surface panels lose strength when heated with easy penetration possible at 800oF and can be expected to melt out completely at 1220oF.  With this low melt point the panels are considered to beneficially give way above a tank or seal fire, venting heat, localizing structural damage, and allowing desired firefighting access.  Some tank owners also locate acrylic (burn-out) skylight panels at the periphery specifically for firefighting foam apparatus access.  Additionally fire fighters consider the ability to cut through the aluminum panels (as opposed to steel plate) an advantage if non-fire rescue operations are required.

There is limited experience with fires beneath aluminum dome roofs (indicating a low degree of risk) and no reported in-service fire incidents on aluminum dome roof tanks equipped with internal floating roofs, regardless of floating roof type (i.e., API 650 C external or API 650 H internal floating roof designs).  There are two reported cases of full surface fires occurring over hydrocarbons in tanks without floating roofs but covered with aluminum roofs.  In both cases the aluminum panels melted out allowing access for the application of foam from a remote apparatus.  One case was a wastewater aeration basin at a refinery located in the USA, with a fire started by welding, and it was reported the aluminum panels quickly melted out allowing access to promptly extinguish the fire (leaving the aluminum frame).  The other case involved a 125-foot tank located outside the USA and storing gasoline without using a floating roof.  In this case, the fire burned for an extensive period and consumed the aluminum dome roof completely long before the tank shell failed.  Thus, the aluminum dome did not impede the ability of fire personnel to address the fire.

2-10
The proposed rule language requiring inspection of all primary and secondary seals semiannually and each time the tanks are emptied and degassed (as set forth in the August 24, 2001, version of PR 1178, included as Appendix A of the Draft EA) has been revised.  The modified proposal would require semiannual visual and LEL inspections and a complete gap measurement of rim seal systems and deck fittings any time the tanks are emptied and degassed but no less than once every ten years.  It is assumed that a tank maintenance event would occur within the allotted ten year period such that owners or operators would comply with these monitoring requirements during that event (i.e., when the tank is emptied and degassed for reasons other than the PR 1178 monitoring requirements).  Additionally, federal regulation (i.e., 40 CFR 60.113b[4]) requires similar inspections at intervals no greater than ten years for tanks constructed, reconstructed, or modified after July 23, 1984.  Thus, some applicable tanks are already regulated (or would be if modified) under federal regulation these tanks would be inspected regardless of PR 1178.  Entering a degassed tank is not considered a safety risk. 

Based on these considerations, PR 1178 would not substantially increase the number of tanks with confined space that would require entry for inspection purposes.

2-11
As discussed in the Draft EA, the potential noise impacts from construction activities that may be associated with the proposed project are not considered significant for the following reasons.  First, the duration of any noise from construction equipment would only be temporary.  Second, construction equipment operation would be required to comply with city or county noise ordinances and applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduction requirements.  Third, the tanks subject to the proposed rule are located at industrial facilities typically found in areas with relatively high ambient noise levels due to the existing machinery, equipment, and heavy-duty vehicles operating at these sites.  Finally, the assembly of domes requires little heavy-duty construction equipment.  Other than a few delivery trucks and a few hours of crane usage, the construction equipment consists of a compressor which powers the pneumatic equipment used in dome assembly.  Noise from such equipment is minimal.  Thus, any noise from construction activities associated with the proposed rule would likely not change ambient noise levels beyond the boundaries of the industrial facilities where the construction would occur.  
2-12
The commentator quotes a part of a sentence in the Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve Regional Standard of Living of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) to assert that PR 1178 is inconsistent with SCAG’s GMC.  Taken in context of the full sentence and the GMC, the assertion is not valid. The full quotation is, “The Growth Management goals are to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to stimulate the regional economy.”  The GMC in question discusses urban forms that improve regional living standards.  As such, the Draft EA correctly states that PR 1178 would not interfere with the achievement of goals set forth in the GMC since it would not interfere with any powers exercised by local land use agencies over urban forms.  
The commentator is referred to Response 2-6 regarding the concern of PR 1178’s potential impact on energy supplies.  The analysis indicates that implementation of the proposed rule would not result in significant adverse effects on energy supplies.  Further, the commentator has not presented any information to leads to the conclusion that PR 1178 would affect competitiveness.  It should be noted that all facilities with applicable storage tanks within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD are subject to the requirements of PR 1178.

Regarding the adequacy of the cost-benefit analysis for PR 1178, the commentator should note that economic effects are not treated as a significant effect on the environment under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15131) unless they cause effects on the physical environment.  The costs and benefits associated with implementing PR 1178, however, are comprehensively analyzed in the Staff Report and Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 1178.  Those documents are available at SCAQMD Headquarters, by calling SCAQMD Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039, or by accessing www.aqmd.gov. 

2-13
The commentator is referred to response 2-6 regarding the concern of PR 1178’s potential impact on energy supplies.

2-14
The commentator provides no specific data or information to support the assertion that PR 1178 would result in a significant increase in congestion and fuel vehicle trips such that the Draft EA fails to provide appropriate analysis of potential traffic impacts.  As discussed in responses 2-7, PR 1178 is not expected to result in a significant number of tanks being out of service over extended periods such that a substantial amount of fuel would be transported via trucks to offsite locations for storage.  Consequently, analysis of transportation impacts from this hypothetical effect of the proposed rule is not warranted.  Furthermore, since storage facilities are located throughout the southern California region, fuel transport to these sites via truck, if necessary, would not be expected to cause an increase in traffic which is substantially greater than the existing traffic load and capacity of the regional transportation infrastructure.  Any such hypothetical trips originating from the various refineries to various storage facilities located throughout the region would not be expected to result in an increase in the volume to capacity ratio of local roads or congestion at intersections greater than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of two percent.  In the unlikely event such trips were to occur, they would not have a substantial adverse effect on traffic levels.

2-15
Economic effects are not treated as a significant effect on the environment under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15131).  The costs associated with implementing PR 1178, however, are comprehensively analyzed in both the Staff Report and Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 1178.  Those documents are available at SCAQMD Headquarters, by calling the SCAQMD Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039, or by accessing www.aqmd.gov.

Tosco Refining Company

1660 West Anaheim Street

Wilmington, California 90744

P.O. Box 758

Wilmington, California 90748-0758

Telephone: 310-952-6000

TOSCO
Los Angeles Refinery

November 19, 2001

VIA: CERTIFIED MAIL, RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Jonathan D. Nadler

Air Quality Specialist

CEQA Section - Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Re:
Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1178 (previously 1173.1): Further Reduction of VOC Emissions From Storage Tanks at Petroleum Facilities 

Dear Mr. Nadler:

Phillips Los Angeles Refinery (TOSCO) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment (“Draft EA”) for the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Proposed Rule 1178, herein referred to as the “Rule”.   

TOSCO is concerned that the Draft EA either does not consider, or erroneously finds insignificant, numerous significant adverse environmental impacts that will likely result from the adoption and implementation of Rule 1178.  In particular, Tosco is concerned about the impact of the Rule on our ability to supply fuel that complies with the California Air Resources Board’s Phase III reformulated gasoline (“RFG III”) requirements.  

1.
The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Assess the Energy Impacts of Rule 1178.
The Draft EA contains no analysis whatsoever of the effect that having so many tanks out of service during any given year will have on the ability of refiners to produce and store a sufficient amount of fuel to satisfy consumer demand.  The Draft EA acknowledges that refineries, both locally and elsewhere in California, are already operating at nearly 100 percent of capacity, with demand expected to continue to grow.  Because refiners are already operating at capacity, there is relatively little excess storage capacity, and having such a large number of tanks unavailable at any given time will result in a significant shortage of storage capacity.

The Draft EA inadequately addresses this concern by suggesting that the tanks would be taken out of service during this timeframe anyway.  While true that tanks subject to the Rule will be retrofitted with 1178 controls while they down for planned maintenance, it is crucial to point out that the planned maintenance schedule covers 20 years.  

The Draft EA fails to consider the impacts of multiple refinery and terminal tanks scheduling maintenance turnarounds concurrently.  Such an analysis is currently being performed by the California Energy Commission and is not included in the District’s analysis. The Draft EA has not adequately evaluated the impact of the Rule with the regard to the number of tanks that would be subject to the Rule’s provisions.  For example, at TOSCO’s refinery, the expected number of tanks to be removed from service for some type of 1178 retrofit is up to 75 tanks and not the 14 tanks which the District had originally identified.  

2.
The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Assess the Air Quality Impacts of Rule 1178.
The only air quality impacts considered by the Draft EA are those related to construction activities.  However, other significant air quality impacts have not been considered.  The Draft EA fails to consider any emissions impacts due to tank degassing and other disruptions to presently installed emissions control equipment prior to and during construction.  More significantly, the Draft EA fails to recognize that petroleum facilities may be forced to store fuel at other locations during the period that onsite tanks are being retrofitted, assuming alternative locations are even available.  As such, Rule 1178 may result in numerous additional vehicle trips to transport the fuel to an available offsite storage location.  These trips would likely continue to occur over the three year implementation period, resulting in significant additional air emissions that have not been considered in the Draft EA.  These impacts must be considered prior to the adoption of Rule 1178 and note that the District has erroneously underestimated the number of tanks to be subject to 1178 provisions.  

3.
The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Assess the Impacts of Rule 1178 on Transportation.
The Draft EA only considers construction worker commute trips and material deliveries in finding that Rule 1178 will have an insignificant impact on transportation.  As discussed above, Rule 1178 will result in a large number of tanks being out of service over extended periods of up to eight months.  Given the large number of tanks that must be retrofitted, combined with the fact that refineries are already operating at nearly 100% capacity, a significant storage capacity shortage is likely to develop.  Therefore, while a facility’s onsite tanks are being retrofitted, it may be necessary to transport fuel via truck to offsite locations where available storage exists.  This will result in a significant increase in fuel vehicle trips, causing increased air pollution and traffic.  The Draft EA fails to provide any analysis of the potential traffic impacts resulting from the need for offsite fuel storage; therefore, Rule 1178’s impact on traffic must be more thoroughly considered prior to adoption.   Again, the District has erroneously underestimated the number of tanks to be subject to 1178 provisions making increased traffic that much more likely as a result of implementing the Rule.  

Water will likely be added to the tanks to raise the floating roof in order to construct the geodesic domes.  Significant water impacts (use, in particular) are not included in the Draft EA.  

Because the domes impede normal firefighting observation and capabilities, new foam delivery systems and fire-sensing devices will have to be installed.  Neither the cost or additional installation time associated with these retrofits were included in the Draft EA.  Also, the potential failure of these systems with no ability to fight the fire externally to the tanks has not been considered in the risk of upset analysis.

TOSCO appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EA for SCAQMD Proposed Rule 1178.  If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Brian Christlieb at (310) 952-6219.

Sincerely,

Brian Christlieb, Refinery Engineer

Environmental Services

Phillips Los Angeles Refinery (TOSCO)
November 19, 2001
3-1
The SCAQMD disagrees with commentator’s opinion that the Draft EA “either does not consider, or erroneously finds to be “insignificant,” numerous significant adverse environmental impacts that will likely result from the adoption and implementation of Rule 1178.”  Subsequent to the release of the Draft EA and in response to comments submitted on the draft rule, modifications have been made to PR 1178.  As a result, minor revisions have been made in the Final EA.  As discussed in the subsequent responses to comments, the revisions do not result in impacts greater than those evaluated in the Draft EA, or constitute significant new information that would require recirculation of the Draft EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.  

The commentator’s particular concern regarding the potential adverse impact of PR 1178 on the ability of refiners within the South Coast Air Basin to supply fuel that complies with CARB’s Phase 3 reformulated gasoline requirements is addressed in response 3-2.

3-2
The compliance dates set forth in the proposed rule have been modified since the release of the Draft EA.  The modifications provide additional time for compliance with requirements for all three types of tanks (i.e., external floating roof, internal floating roof, and fixed roof) as follows.

External Floating Roof Tanks: the requirement to install covers and gaskets has been extended one year from July 2002 to July 2003.  The compliance schedule for the requirement to add a dome has been extended from four years to six years.  Furthermore, to provide additional flexibility, the compliance schedule for the doming requirement has been broken into three tiers.  At least one-third of a petroleum facility’s applicable tanks must be domed by January 1, 2004, two-thirds by January 1, 2006, and all tanks by January 1, 2008.  Additionally, PR 1178 has been modified to remove crude tanks from the requirement to install domes.  Crude tanks are among the largest petroleum storage tanks and, thus, their exemption would minimize the time necessary to perform dome retrofits as well as reduce the amount of tanks taken out of service simultaneously.

Internal Floating Roof Tanks: the requirement to install covers and gaskets has been extended 4.5 years from July 2002 to January 2007 (or during a regularly scheduled emptying and degassing event, whichever comes sooner).  

Fixed Roof Tanks: the requirement to vent to a vapor control system or convert to an internal floating roof has been extended 2.5 years from July 2004 to January 2007.  The requirement to equip with pressure vacuum vents set within 10 percent of maximum allowable working pressure of roof or at least 0.5 psig has also been extended 2.5 years from July 2004 to January 2007.

Regarding the doming requirement, SCAQMD staff's initial proposal for doming was a three-year implementation plan, with at least one-third of the tanks subject to this requirement at each facility retrofitted each year starting July 1, 2002.  By July 1, 2005, the approximately 240 tanks, including crude oil tanks, were expected to be equipped with domed roofs.  This was the implementation schedule in the version of the proposed rule included in the Draft EA.

Based on comments received after the Public Workshop on September 5, 2001, SCAQMD staff modified the initial proposal to provide a four-year implementation plan.  Under this plan, at least 25 percent of the tanks shall be retrofitted by January 1, 2003; 50 percent by January 1, 2004; 75 percent by January 1, 2005; and 100 percent by January 1, 2006.  

SCAQMD staff derived a four-year implementation schedule based on the total tank capacity, installation turnaround time (approximately 30 days), and the availability of the dome manufacturers.  However, comments were provided to staff that not all tanks are readily interchangeable and, therefore, the staff analysis could not sufficiently reflect the capacity impacts based on product type.

In turn, industry proposed an eight-year implementation plan for the tanks to ease the potential supply concern.  California Energy Commission (CEC) staff, with their contractor, performed a follow-up analysis for the eight-year scenario.  They concluded that the installation of domes appears to be workable based on an average of 350,000 barrels of capacity removal. 

SCAQMD staff believes that the potential removal of approximately 450,000 barrels of storage capacity under the six-year implementation schedule, which provides time at the front end for engineering and scheduling, would not cause disruption to product deliveries and refinery production during tank outages.  The staff proposal represents an additional 100,000 barrels of capacity removed, which is well within the historical market fluctuation.

Regarding PR 1178’s potential effect on MTBE phase-out/CARB Phase 3, it must again be noted that refiners are required to phase-out MTBE and meet CARB Phase 3 specifications by December 31, 2002.  Therefore, refiners will need to complete facility modifications (including tank requirements) during 2002.  Modifications to support MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 include the construction of new storage tanks and bullets and modifications to existing storage tanks.  Refinery operators have indicated to SCAQMD permitting staff that they intend to have all necessary refinery and distribution terminal modifications completed at least three months prior to the December 31, 2002, deadline to ensure the new processes function as intended.  Thus, any additional storage tank requirements for MTBE Phase-out/CARB Phase 3 will already be in place by the time PR 1178 compliance dates occur.

Finally, based on staff’s analysis and discussion with construction firms, there is expected to be a sufficient number of firms capable of manufacturing and installing domes and other equipment such that all applicable tanks could be upgraded within the timeframe provided in PR 1178.  Furthermore, by having a “limited number” of firms capable of manufacturing and installing domes and other equipment, tank upgrades would likely be spread uniformly out over the compliance period.  Thus, any potential “spikes” in total out-of-service tankage, based on tank operators proposed upgrade schedules, would be smoothed out. 

Based on the above, PR 1178 is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on energy supplies in general, or specifically on the rollout of CARB Phase 3 gasoline.  

3-3
PR 1178 would require controls for fixed roof tanks storing organic liquids with vapor pressures greater than 0.1 psia.  Such fixed roof tanks that would be retrofitted with a floating roof in lieu of a vapor recovery system (pursuant to PR 1178 [d][4][B]) would need to be emptied and degassed prior to any hot work (e.g., welding) to avoid the risk of explosion. 

It should be noted that since the release of the Draft EA, modifications to PR 1178 reduce the number of tanks subject to the proposed rule and extend the compliance dates of certain requirements (see Table 4-2).  By extending the compliance date for fixed roof tanks to comply with PR 1178 requirements, the number of tanks assumed to be converted to internal floating roof tanks on a “worst-case” day is reduced from three to one.  

The degassing of a fixed roof tank would be done prior to installation of a floating roof, such that emissions from these two construction activities would not overlap.  Since the degassing of the tank would result in greater VOC emissions than the construction associated with installation of the internal floating roof, the “worst-case” construction scenario for VOC occurs when construction activities for other tank types (i.e., external and internal floating roof tanks) occur on the same day as the degassing of a fixed roof tank.  The VOC emissions associated with the construction activities for external floating roof and internal floating roof tanks equal 18 pounds per day.  The degassing of applicable fixed roof tanks is estimated to result in up to 47 pounds of VOC per tank per day1.  Total emissions would equal 65 pounds of VOC per day.  Thus, the degassing of the storage tank would not by itself, or in combination with other construction activities, cause an exceedance of the significance threshold for VOC.  

The air quality analysis has been modified to include the information summarized in this response.  The information does not constitute a new significant environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact and, therefore, does not require recirculation of the Draft EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.

The commentator provides no specific data or information to support the assertion that PR 1178 would result in an increase in vehicle trips such that a significant air quality impact would occur.  As discussed in response 3-2, PR 1178 has been modified, which will reduce the number of tanks that would be out of service concurrently, thereby reducing the number of tanks being out of service.  As a result, PR 1178 is not expected to result in fuel being transported via trucks to offsite locations for storage.  Consequently, analysis of emissions from this hypothetical increase in truck trips is not warranted and would be purely speculative. 

3-4
The commentator provides no specific data or information to support the assertion that PR 1178 would result in a significant increase in congestion and fuel vehicle trips such that the Draft EA fails to provide appropriate analysis of potential traffic impacts.  As discussed in responses 3-2 and 3-3, PR 1178 is not expected to result in a significant number of tanks being out of service over extended periods such that a substantial amount of fuel would be transported via trucks to offsite locations for storage.  Consequently, analysis of transportation impacts from this hypothetical effect of the proposed rule is not warranted.  Furthermore, since storage facilities are located throughout the southern California region, fuel transport to these sites via truck, if necessary, would not be expected to cause an increase in traffic which is substantial to the existing traffic load and capacity of the regional transportation infrastructure.  Any such hypothetical trips originating from the various refineries to various storage facilities located throughout the region would not result in an increase in the volume to capacity ratio of local roads or congestion at intersections greater than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of two percent.  In the unlikely event such trips were to occur, they would not have a substantial adverse effect on traffic levels.

3-5
Water is not required to install a dome on a storage tank since domes can be (and often are) installed on tanks containing petroleum product.  In cases where owners or operators of facilities choose to retrofit storage tanks with domes at the same time they make certain shell and bottom modifications, water is used to fill the entire tank for the purpose of a hydro-test (per API 653).  If this occurs, then the dome could be assembled while the tank is full of water.  Use of water in such cases, however, would not be a result of PR 1178.  Consequently, significant water impacts would not result from implementation of PR 1178.

3-6 Since the late 1970’s, aluminum dome roofs have been retrofitted on over several thousand external floating roof tanks, and the majority are not equipped with foam systems. The oldest dome for gasoline service is 180-foot diameter (218,000 barrel capacity) and has been in service since 1978, with a bolted aluminum internal floating roof (per API 650 H). This user has since installed over 200 aluminum domes, primarily in gasoline service, located in the south and eastern USA (areas for high lightening exposure), and fewer than 10 of those tanks have foam systems.  

Per API 650 G, the triangulated aluminum panels that comprise the domes are 0.05-inch thick and rated to support a minimum 60 pounds per square foot live load or two concentrated loads of 250 pounds each.  Unlike 0.175-inch thick steel plate fixed roofs, aluminum dome surface panels lose strength when heated with easy penetration possible at 800oF and can be expected to melt out completely at 1220oF.  With this low melt point the panels are considered to beneficially give way above a tank or seal fire, venting heat, localizing structural damage, and allowing desired firefighting access.  Some tank owners also locate acrylic (burn-out) skylight panels at the periphery specifically for firefighting foam apparatus access.  Additionally fire fighters consider the ability to cut through the aluminum panels (as opposed to steel plate) an advantage if non-fire rescue operations are required.

There is limited experience with fires beneath aluminum dome roofs (indicating a low degree of risk) and no reported in-service fire incidents on aluminum dome roof tanks equipped with internal floating roofs, regardless of floating roof type (i.e., API 650 C external or API 650 H internal floating roof designs).  There are two reported cases of full surface fires occurring over hydrocarbons in tanks without floating roofs but covered with aluminum roofs.  In both cases the aluminum panels melted out allowing access for the application of foam from a remote apparatus.  One case was a wastewater aeration basin at a refinery located in the USA, with a fire started by welding, and it was reported the aluminum panels quickly melted out allowing access to promptly extinguish the fire (leaving the aluminum frame).  The other case involved a 125-foot tank located outside the USA and storing gasoline without using a floating roof.  In this case, the fire burned for an extensive period and consumed the aluminum dome roof completely long before the tank shell failed.  Thus, the aluminum dome did not impede the ability of fire personnel to address the fire.

Notwithstanding the above discussion, it is possible that local jurisdictions would require foam delivery systems.  For example, the County of Los Angeles requires foam systems for storage tanks containing certain classes of liquids which may include certain tanks subject to PR 1178.  The addition of a foam system should ensure potential safety risks associated with the doming of tanks are less than significant.

Furthermore, the commentator should note that economic effects are not treated as a significant effect on the environment under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15131).  The costs associated with implementing PR 1178 (including fire control systems), however, are comprehensively analyzed in both the Staff Report and Socioeconomic Impact Assessment for PR 1178.  Those documents are available at SCAQMD Headquarters, by calling the SCAQMD Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039, or by accessing www.aqmd.gov.
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�  The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safety Code, §§40400-40540).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


� It should be noted that in 1999 and 2000 Houston, Texas exceeded the federal ozone standards on more occasions than the district and reported the highest ozone concentrations in the nation.


� California Energy Commission Publication # 200-00-001-V2


� The comment and the analyses in this Draft EA assume that fixed roofs installed on external floating roof tanks pursuant to PR 1178 would be aluminum domes (as opposed to steel-cone roofs).


� It should be noted that since the release of the Draft EA, modifications to PR 1178 reduce the number of tanks subject to the proposed rule and extend the compliance dates of certain requirements (see Table 4-2).  As a result of reducing the number of tanks to be retrofitted with aluminum domes and extending the compliance schedule, this environmental analysis assumes that the number of dome retrofits constructed on a “worst-case” day is reduced from six to three.  By extending the compliance date for fixed roof tanks to comply with PR 1178 requirements, the number of tanks assumed to be converted to internal floating roof tanks on a “worst-case” day is reduced from three to one.  Table 4-4 reflects the modified assumptions and construction emission estimates.  These modifications do not change any conclusions of the air quality analysis.


� One construction firm reported the use of about 16 ounces of adhesive for seal fabric splices when upgrading seals.  Though at least one company does not rely on any adhesive bonding to secure joints or prevent leaks on aluminum domes, others may use a small amount of cleaning solvent prior to the application of a silicone caulking around hub covers (nodes).  Any potential daily VOC emissions from the small quantity of adhesive, cleaning solvent, and caulking compound is considered negligible, and would have no effect on the significance determination for VOC emissions from construction activities.  


� It should be noted that since the release of the Draft EA, the requirement that applicable fixed roof tank vent to vapor recovery systems or convert to internal floating roofs has been modified to also allow conversion to external floating roofs.  It is assumed that the construction equipment required to convert a tank from a fixed roof to an external floating roof is generally equivalent to that of converting to an internal floating roof.  Thus, emissions associated with such modifications are also generally equivalent.


� Emissions estimated using U.S. EPA TANKS 4.0 computer model.  Assumes uncontrolled emissions from degassing a 120-foot diameter, 48-foot high storage tank that had stored an organic liquid (i.e., toluene) with an average vapor pressure of 0.4226 psia at a liquid height of 30 feet (using default meteorological data for Los Angeles County).


� PuriNOx, jointly developed by Catepillar and Lubrizol, is a blend of diesel and 20 percent water plus an additive package.


� An emission reduction of 14 percent would result in 142 pounds per day of NOx (165 x 0.86 = 142).


� Draft Environmental Impact Report: Chevron El Segundo Refinery California Air Resources Board (CARB) Phase 3 Clean Fuels Project, SCH NO. 2000081088, SCAQMD, July 2001 and Equilon Enterprises, LLC, CARB Phase 3 Proposed Project, SCH NO. 2000091086, SCAQMD, July 2001.


� It should be noted that two refiners and at least one independent terminal operator in the district have already begun modifications necessary to meet the state’s MTBE phase-out/RFG 3 requirements.


� There are many reasons to build or retrofit tanks with fixed roofs, including increased usable tank capacity, minimization of rainwater and elimination of rainwater drain, reduced corrosion of external floating roof, and safety and security.  The advantages of a fixed cover on storage tanks has led to increasing numbers of facility owners and operators building or retrofitting tanks with fixed roofs.  One company has installed approximately 50 domes on storage tanks at petroleum facilities in California, with many of the tanks located in Southern California.  The company has also installed domes on a substantial number of tanks in other states and countries.  Additionally, there are numerous other companies who manufacture and install domes at petroleum and other types of facilities both nationally and internationally.  For example, one company has built over 5,000 aluminum domes all over the world for most of the major and independent oil companies in hundreds of different services.


� It is assumed that some affected facilities would chose the compliance option of converting a fixed roof tank to an internal floating roof tank (PR 1178 (d)(3)(B)).


�  The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safety Code, §§40400-40540).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


1 This finding assumes that only the retrofit of very large tanks will take two to three months.  However, WSPA believes that the time estimates provided in the Draft EA are overly simplistic and fail to consider competing construction schedules throughout the industry.


2 It would also be difficult to import fuel from out of state due to California’s unique fuel specification.


3 Staff is in the process of confirming that they will include cost impacts from the mandated foam fire suppression system.


1 Emissions estimated using U.S. EPA TANKS 4.0 computer model.  Assumes uncontrolled emissions from degassing a 120-foot diameter, 48-foot high storage tank that had stored an organic liquid (i.e., toluene) with an average vapor pressure of 0.4226 psia at a liquid height of 30 feet (using default meteorological data for Los Angeles County).


1 Emissions estimated using U.S. EPA TANKS 4.0 computer model.  Assumes uncontrolled emissions from degassing a 120-foot diameter, 48-foot high storage tank that had stored an organic liquid (i.e., toluene) with an average vapor pressure of 0.4226 psia at a liquid height of 30 feet (using default meteorological data for Los Angeles County).


1 Assumes three 60 horsepower trenchers operating eight hours at 69.5% load.  Emission factors, horsepower rating, and load factor from SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook Table A9-8-B (diesel), Table A9-8-C, and Table A9-8-D, respectively.


2 Assumes a PM10 emission factor of 0.0035 pounds per ton of soil excavated and stockpiled (SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook Table A9-9-G).


1 Emissions estimated using U.S. EPA TANKS 4.0 computer model.  Assumes uncontrolled emissions from degassing a 120-foot diameter, 48-foot high storage tank that had stored an organic liquid (i.e., toluene) with an average vapor pressure of 0.4226 psia at a liquid height of 30 feet (using default meteorological data for Los Angeles County).
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