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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Rule 1425 – Film Cleaning and Printing Operations.  The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public review and comment period from January 25, 2001 to February 23, 2001.  One comment letter was received from the public.  This comment letter with the response is contained in Appendix D.

To ease in identification, modifications to the document are included as underlined text 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.  This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Rule 1425 – Film Cleaning and Printing Operations.  
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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 (collectively known as the “district”).  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for the district
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP 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).
In addition to the extensive control program in the AQMP, which includes traditional and innovative rules and policies, the SCAQMD, in cooperation with efforts at the local, state and federal level, has a history of reducing “toxic air contaminants” (TAC) or “air toxics” in the Basin.  A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause adverse health effects.  Exposure to a toxic substance can increase the risk of contracting cancer or produce other adverse health effects such as birth defects and other reproductive damage, neurological and respiratory health effects.

In March 2000, the SCAQMD adopted the Final Draft Air Toxics Control Plan (ATCP), which was created to fill the need for a more systematic approach to reducing air toxics emissions in the district.  The ATCP is a planning document designed to examine the overall direction of SCAQMD’s air toxics control program and to reduce air toxic exposures in a manner that will promote clean, healthful air for Basin residents and businesses.  As such, the plan seeks to identify measures that are technically feasible or are expected to be technically feasible and cost-effective over the next ten years.  Implementation of the strategies identified in the ATCP will occur through the adoption of new or amended rules and regulations with environmental and economic analyses included.

One of the control strategies in the ATCP, AT-STA-03, was earmarked as a potential future control strategy to reduce perchloroethylene (perc) and 1,1,1-trichloroethane (also known as methyl chloroform but commonly abbreviated as TCA) emissions from film cleaning and printing operations in the motion picture industry.  A survey of the facilities conducting motion picture film processing demonstrated that the facility-wide non-cancer acute and chronic Hazard Index (HI) values are below 3.0 and thus, have risks lower than those in SCAQMD Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants From Existing Sources.  With TCA classified as a non-cancer compound, perc is the only solvent used by this industry that is carcinogenic.  Therefore, PR 1425 focuses on reducing perc emissions and the carcinogenic health risk from this industry.

Proposed Rule (PR) 1425 – Film Cleaning and Printing Operations, is a new rule that would implement control strategy AT-STA-03.  Some equipment/facilities are already covered by SCAQMD Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants or Rule 1402.  PR 1425 will supplement the current requirements in the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Halogenated Solvent Cleaning (which only applies to film cleaning, and not film printing).  

california environmental quality act

PR 1425 is a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  SCAQMD is the lead agency for the project and has prepared this Final Environmental Assessment (EA) with no significant adverse impacts pursuant to its Certified Regulatory Program.  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.  SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  Pursuant to Rule 110, SCAQMD has prepared this Final EA.

CEQA and Rule 110 require that potential adverse 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 Final EA to address the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.  The Final EA is a public disclosure document intended to:  (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by decision makers to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.  

Written comments on the Draft EA have been responded to and included in Appendix D of this Final EA.  Prior to making a decision on the proposed amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify that the Final EA complies with CEQA as providing adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts of the proposed rule.

SCAQMD’s review of the proposed project shows that the project would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment.  Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15252, no alternatives or mitigation measures are included in this Final EA.  The analysis in Chapter 2 supports the conclusion of no significant adverse environmental impacts.

project location

PR 1425 would apply to SCAQMD’s entire jurisdiction, though the majority of film cleaning and printing facilities are located in and around areas of Los Angeles County, including Burbank, Hollywood, and Santa Monica.  Some facilities are also located in Santa Clarita (Los Angeles County) and Gilman Hot Springs (Riverside County).

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles, 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 district, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal non-attainment 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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Figure 1-1
Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District

project OBJECTIVE

The objective of PR 1425 is to further reduce perc emissions from film cleaners and printers.  Emphasis has been placed on the motion picture film industry because perc is the only solvent used for the printing of motion picture film and it is the primary and most widely used solvent for cleaning motion picture film.  PR 1425 is proposed to further reduce perc because viable alternative technology exists today to reduce emissions and associated health risk from the facilities in this industry.

project BaCkground

Film Cleaning and Printing Operations

The motion picture film processing industry uses specialized machines to clean and print film for theatre, television, and motion picture feature film releases worldwide.  Such equipment can be found at motion picture film laboratories, post-production facilities, movie studios, film preservation facilities and universities conducting film research.  The industry primarily uses perc for both activities of film cleaning and printing.  All facilities involved in printing have at least one film cleaner.  However, other facilities, like post-production houses that transfer images to a data format for special effects or for placing titles/credits on the films, may have cleaning equipment only.  The district currently has more than 115 film cleaning machines and 100 film printing equipment operating at 53 facilities.  

Film Cleaning

Motion picture film is cleaned in enclosed cabinets under negative pressure.  With the help of an operator, the film is threaded into the machine, conveyed between a feed reel and a take-up reel through a series of rollers all the while being passed through a heated solvent bath or a series of spray nozzles that apply the solvent to the film.  In the solvent bath, the machine is sometimes programmed to generate ultrasonic shock waves to assist in removing impurities from the film.  In addition, the machine is often equipped with a built-in rotary buffing system that is submerged in the bath to provide additional scrubbing action.  As the film exits the solvent, high-pressure solvent jets, cloth pads, or both, are applied over the previously wetted film surface to prevent loose particles from sticking and being re-wound onto the washed film.  Before the film is re-wound onto the take-up reel, high-pressure air jets dry the cleaned film.

There are a number of solvents that can be used to clean film such as TCA, perc, isopropyl alcohol (IPA), hexane, and naptha blends.  Until several years ago, TCA was the preferred solvent for film cleaning up until recently when it was classified as an ozone-depleting compound and became subject to manufacturing restrictions.  Perc later became the primary solvent used in most film cleaning machines operating today.  Recently, other viable solvent alternatives for film cleaning have entered the market.  Table 1-1 lists the variety of solvents that are in use or have been tested for use in film cleaning machines.  Commercially available equipment exists for TCA, perc, IPA, and HFE 8200.

Table 1-1

Film Cleaning Solvents

Trade Name
Compound

TCA
1,1,1-Trichloroethane

Perc
Perchloroethylene (Tetrachloroethylene)

IPA 
Isopropyl Alcohol (Isopropanol)

Hexane
Hydrocarbon mixture

Actrel 1064 L
Hydrocarbon mixture

Hydrocarbon Type Film Cleaner 40
Hydrotreated naptha

Soltrol 100
Hydrotreated naptha

HFE 8200

Ethyl Perfluoroisobutyl Ether

mixed with Ethyl Perfluorobutyl Ether

IBB
Isobutylbenzene

Vertrel (HFC 43-10 mee)
1,1,1,2,2,3,4,5,5,5-decafluoropentane

Asahi Klin AK-225 (HCFC-225)
3,3-dichloro-1,1,1,2,2-pentafluoropropane mixed with

1,3-dichloro-1,1,2,2,3-pentafluoropropane

Isopar G Naptha
Naptha blend

Exxsol D3135 Naptha
Naptha blend

Often, facilities dedicate a separate room to house their film cleaning machines.  The room typically contains drums of fresh solvent, an apparatus for attaching/removing film leaders, and recordkeeping materials, such as maintenance logs.  Most film cleaning machines are vented through flexible hoses that are connected to wall or ceiling exhaust systems.  In some cases, the vent lines join a manifold, which carries exhaust vapors to an emission control system on the outside of the building.  Many cleaning rooms are also equipped with room exhaust systems that have pickups near the floor for the use of solvents, like perc, that are heavier than air.

Film cleaning machines that use chlorinated solvents such as perc and TCA are equipped with a built-in primary emission control system to recover solvent vapor.  For example, solvent vapors are re-condensed as they pass over refrigerated coils, are distilled, filtered, desiccated, and stored for future use.  This emission control system allows the film cleaning machine to be operated as a solvent recovery unit so the solvent can be reused several times before fresh solvent is needed.  

In addition, at 10 facilities, film cleaning machines are vented to secondary control equipment, carbon adsorption systems.  The carbon adsorbers consist of either disposable or refillable canisters or fixed-bed regenerative systems.  If the facility utilizes canisters, a delivery service arranges to pick up the spent canisters and takes them offsite to recover the solvent or removes and replaces the spent carbon with fresh carbon.  For fixed-bed regenerative systems, the carbon bed is regenerated, and the solvent is recovered onsite for re-use by the facility.  

Film Printing

There are two types of film printing:  optical printing and contact printing.  Optical printing is a process whereby an original film (i.e., film that was previously exposed, processed and is no longer reactive or sensitive to light) is threaded through the machine while the raw stock (unexposed film) is threaded through a separate light-protected compartment on the machine.  With the use of optical lenses, light passes through each frame of the original film, and the image is simultaneously projected onto raw film stock and a duplicate image is formed (i.e., the raw film stock becomes exposed).  Contact printing follows the same basic principle except that both the original film and the raw stock are in direct contact with each other as the light passes through the original film.

When printing from a color film negative, scratches and other surface blemishes on the negative can show up on the print during the duplication process.  This occurs because there is a significant difference in the refractive indexes of air and the layers of substances that make up film such that the light scatters from the blemishes.  One method for avoiding this problem is to first pass the light through a medium or substance with a refractive index similar to film before the light reaches the raw stock.  Perc is the most widely used medium because it has a refractive index of 1.505, a midway point between the indexes of the base triacetate film and the gelatin coating on the emulsion side of the base.

The process of using a medium other than air to minimize the blemishes during film printing is commonly referred to as a wet process and has been used commercially in the motion picture industry for over 40 years.  In contact printing, the original negative and raw film stock are in direct contact with each other, and the entire printing movement is immersed in a liquid bath.  For optical printing, however, the term used is “wet-gate” or “liquid-gate” printing.  The term “wet-gate” was coined because the negative is fed frame by frame between a removable apparatus that consists of two glass plates (the gate).  The liquid is introduced under pressure into the space between the plates and is almost immediately removed by vacuum.  

The primary difference between wet-gate optical printing and wet-gate contact printing is that only one frame is wetted at a time for wet-gate optical printing instead of complete submersion into a liquid bath for wet-gate contact printing.  Though wet-gates are most commonly used on film-to-film printing machines, they are sometimes used in “telecine” machines which convert motion picture film to videotape.

Because of how the film printers are configured, emissions from wet-gate optical printers are generally uncontrolled, although some facilities currently use a collection system vented to a carbon adsorption system.  Because the solvent from wet-gate contact printers is completely enclosed with the film during the printing process, the majority of the solvent is recovered.  Approximately 30 percent of the facilities conduct wet-gate printing. 

Overview of Current Regulatory Requirements

There are three levels of air-related regulatory requirements that apply to TAC emissions from the motion picture film cleaning and printing industry, including the requirements proposed in PR 1425:  1) local (i.e., SCAQMD); 2) state (i.e., California legislature), and, 3) federal requirements (i.e., Environmental Protection Agency or EPA).  The SCAQMD’s local efforts to specifically regulate sources of TACs from this industry have been based partly on implementing measures already adopted by EPA and the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  The following is an overview of the SCAQMD TAC rules that have been adopted to implement federal, state, or SCAQMD TAC reduction programs and the federal and state air toxic legislation and TAC programs.

SCAQMD Requirements

Prior to June 1997, perc was considered a VOC subject to Best Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements for new, modified or relocated equipment when emissions exceeded one pound per day.  However, in June 1997, because of its low reactivity, the designation of perc was subsequently changed to a non-VOC but it was listed as a “Group II exempt compound” in Rule 102 – Definition of Terms due to toxicity concerns.  In September 1998, perc was added to the list of toxic compounds in Rule 1401.  For the period of time between June 1997, and September 1998, film cleaning machines using perc became subject to SCAQMD permit requirements, but emission limitations were not imposed.  These facilities, based on their potential perc usage, pose a health risk if operated to full capacity.  

Due to the potential for large amounts of toxic emissions from wet-gate printers, Rule 219 – Equipment Exempt from Written Permit Pursuant to Regulation II, was amended on September 11, 1998 to remove the permit exemption for wet-gate printers using perchloroethylene.  Film printers were not required to install emission controls provided that they were permitted within one year of this rule change.  Because the majority of all the film printers were permitted during this time, these facilities also pose a potential health risk if operated to full capacity.

Subsequent to amending Rules 219 and 1401 with regard to perc, the SCAQMD recognized the need to examine the overall direction of its air toxics control program to reduce air toxic exposures in a manner that would further promote clean, healthful air for Basin residents and businesses.  A planning document with this purpose in mind was designed to fill the need for a more systematic approach and strategies to reduce air toxics emissions in the district over the next ten years.  In March 2000, the final draft of the ATCP was approved by SCAQMD’s Governing Board as a follow-up to the Environmental Justice Initiatives previously adopted in October 1997.  One key factor supporting the development of the ATCP was the results generated from extensive air monitoring under Environmental Justice Initiative #2 – Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES II), which highlighted the opportunity for additional reductions of air toxics.  

The ATCP contains a review of current air toxic levels of key toxic pollutants that contribute to overall risk levels.  Although the ATCP is a local program, it contains projections of future air toxics levels by taking into consideration existing federal, state, and local programs that potentially affect future toxic emissions, including implementation of the AQMP.  The control strategies proposed in the ATCP go beyond the previous toxics reduction efforts and identify control measures that are currently or will be technologically feasible over the next ten years.  The ATCP, in conjunction with existing emission reduction programs, is expected to result in significant reductions in air toxic risks from both mobile and stationary sources.  Implementation of the strategies identified in the ATCP will occur through the adoption of new or amended rules and regulations with environmental and economic analyses included.

PR 1425 is a new rule created to implement one control strategy in the ATCP, AT-STA-03.  This control strategy was designed to reduce perc and TCA emissions from motion picture film cleaners and printers.  The use of perc is of particular concern to the SCAQMD and other agencies such as EPA, CARB, and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) because it is considered a carcinogen and has cancer-causing health effects and other non-cancer impacts
.  In addition, TCA, though not a cancer-causing agent, is also a concern because it has non-cancer acute and chronic health impacts and is subject to a production restriction in accordance with the Title VI – Stratospheric Ozone Depletion of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) because of its ozone-depletion and global warming potential
.  A survey of the facilities currently using TCA, as well as other solvents, demonstrated that the non-cancer acute and chronic Hazard Index (HI) values are below 3.0 on a facility-wide basis and thus, are already lower than level in Rule 1402.  In light of these findings, PR 1425 focuses on reducing perc emissions and the associated health risks from this particular industry.

As part of the action to amend Rule 1402, SCAQMD’s Governing Board also resolved to develop industry-specific requirements for motion picture film processing (one of eight industrial categories) because of the potential for risks to be greater than the action risk levels established in Rule 1402.

State Requirements

The Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act was enacted in September 1987 by the California State Assembly as Assembly Bill 2588 (hereafter referred to as the AB2588 program).  Under this act, certain stationary sources are required to report the types and quantities of specified toxic substances, including perc and TCA, they release into the air.  Emissions of interest are those that result from the routine operation of a facility or that are predictable, including but not limited to continuous and intermittent releases and process upsets or leaks.  The goals of AB2588 are to collect emission data, to identify facilities having localized impacts, to ascertain health risks, and to notify nearby residents of significant risks.  Only a few motion picture film laboratories are currently in this program.  PR 1425 will reduce emissions from facilities without requiring individual inventories, risk assessments, and plans from many facilities.

Federal Requirements

The CAA establishes requirements to regulate emissions of air pollutants to protect human health and the environment.  In addition to regulating criteria pollutants, the CAA requires the EPA to regulate TACs that have been found to adversely affect human health.  Federal regulations in the CAA include the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) under §111 and the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) under §112.  The EPA periodically promulgates NSPS standards in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Chapter 40, Part 60 (40 CFR Part 60) and NESHAPs in 40 CFR Parts 61 and 63.  The SCAQMD has been delegated authority by EPA to implement and enforce both NSPS and NESHAP requirements.  The requirements in 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61 were adopted by reference in SCAQMD Regulations IX and X respectively.  For film cleaning and printing, there is currently no applicable NSPS standard.  However, there is an applicable NESHAP for Halogenated Solvent Cleaning
 for film cleaning, not printing.  The NESHAP requires film cleaning machines to either have a freeboard refrigeration device, a carbon adsorber, and an exhaust concentration of less than 100 parts per million (ppm) or to have an overall solvent capture and removal efficiency of 70 percent via carbon adsorption, depending on whether the equipment is new or existing as defined in the NESHAP.

The TACs used in film cleaning and printing are also addressed in other federal legislation including but not limited to: 

· Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA);

· Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA);

· Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA);

· Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA); and,

· Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

project description

The purpose of PR 1425 is to reduce emissions of perc used in film cleaning and printing in accordance with control strategy AT-STA-03 in the ATCP.  The rule applies to any person using perc or solvents containing perc to clean or print film.  The following summarizes the major requirements of the proposed rule.  A copy of the proposed rule is included in Appendix A.

Purpose and Applicability
The purpose of PR 1425 is to reduce perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  PR 1425 will apply to all film cleaning and printing equipment that uses perc or perc containing solvents.

Definitions of Terms

New definitions that apply specifically to PR 1425 include “film cleaning equipment,” “film printing equipment,” “contact wet-gate film printing,” and “optical wet-gate film printing.”  In addition, more general definitions are included in PR 1425 such as “add-on air pollution control equipment,” and “perchloroethylene.”

Requirements

PR 1425 specifies perc emission reduction requirements and good operating practices for both film cleaning and film printing equipment and the timeline for complying with these requirements depends on the type of equipment.  For example, facilities operating film cleaners and contact wet-gate printing equipment have one year from the rule adoption date to achieve a minimum overall emission reduction of 85 percent.  Facilities operating optical wet-gate printing equipment are allowed one additional year to comply with the same requirements.

PR 1425 also contains a compliance schedule for application and compliance plan submittal requirements that correspond to the requirements and compliance alternatives.  The timeline for submitting the appropriate documents varies by the type of equipment (i.e., whether it is a film cleaner, a contact wet-gate printer, or an optical wet-gate printer) and the chosen method for complying with the rule.  For example, any facility with film cleaning or contact wet-gate printing equipment is required to submit, no later than 120 days from the date of rule adoption, either an application to comply with the overall 85 percent emissions reduction requirement or a compliance plan to demonstrate equivalency to this emission reduction requirement.  If a facility chooses to demonstrate equivalency, the compliance plan would also need to contain a demonstration that the emissions reductions are real, quantifiable, and verifiable.  Similarly, for optical wet-gate printing equipment, the facility is required to submit an application no later than either15 months from the rule adoption date to comply with the overall 85 percent emissions reduction requirement or 120 days from the rule adoption date to obtain a facility-wide emission cap.

Should a facility choose to take facility-wide emissions cap for perc, the applicable emission limitation level (monthly and annual limits) is determined by the facility’s type of receptor (i.e., residential or offsite worker) and the distance from the receptor at increments of less than or equal to 25 meters, greater than 25 and less than or equal to 50 meters, and greater than 50 meters respectively as shown in Table 1-2.  The facility-wide perc emission levels in this table, if exceeded, could cause a cancer risk greater than 25 in one million, which is equivalent to the action risk level in Rule 1402.  One approach to reducing perc via a facility-wide emission limitation would be to switch to using alternative (i.e., non- or less-perc) solvents for some or all film cleaning equipment.  

A typical emission control device for reducing perc from this industry is a carbon adsorber system which is also considered BACT for toxics (T-BACT).  In addition, alternative solvents, including but not limited to, HFE, TCA, isopropyl alcohol (IPA), hexane, and naptha blends, can also be used to clean film
.  Either approach will help reduce the health risk from perc emissions.

Compliance Alternatives

PR 1425 provides two alternatives for complying with the proposed requirements.  The facility owner or operator may choose to either:

· reduce the facility-wide amount of perc to a level that would be equivalent to what would occur for the equipment if the facility had complied with the 85 percent minimum overall emission reduction requirements within the same schedule as the rule requires; or

· maintain the facility’s net perc emissions to a level that is equal or less than the values in Table 1-2 for the nearest applicable receptor type and distance.

Table 1-2

Facility-Wide Perc Emission Levels 1

Stack Emission Rates Per Distance From Receptor2

Receptor
< 25 meters
> 25 to < 50 meters
> 50 meters

Residential
35 pounds/month

not to exceed 

140 pounds/year
92 pounds/month

not to exceed 

367 pounds/year
274 pounds/month

not to exceed

1,095 pounds/year

Offsite Worker3
53 pounds/month

not to exceed 

212 pounds/year
139 pounds/month

not to exceed 

556 pounds/year
415 pounds/month not to exceed

1,659 pounds/year

1  The annual emission values are based on a facility-wide cancer risk of 25 in one million per receptor
     distance.  The monthly emission values represent one-fourth of the annual emission values, instead of 
     one-twelfth for enforceability and to provide seasonal flexibility to the facility.

2  The values listed are emissions at the outlet from the stack as measure to the receptor point. 

3  An offsite worker is at a different facility in the vicinity. 

Should a facility choose the first compliance alternative option, a compliance plan would be required followed by an annual demonstration of compliance.  Similarly, a facility choosing the second compliance alternative option would be required to submit an application with annual reports to request a facility cap.  The applicable compliance timelines depend on the type of equipment and the method of compliance followed.  

Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements

Records for solvents containing perc used in operations subject to the rule shall be kept for a five-year period and must be kept pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 109.  The records should also contain calculations that determine the amount of perc emitted to the atmosphere, procedures for accounting for control equipment efficiencies and waste disposal.  The records shall contain the list of suppliers for the preceding five years, purchase and delivery receipts, total amount of perc used, total amount of perc emitted, and procedures for accounting for waste disposal and efficiencies of control equipment.  In addition, the records shall contain any reports and results of tests conducted to demonstrate compliance.  Facilities that choose to follow a compliance alternative would also be required to submit annual compliance reports. 

Test Methods

Test methods are specified in PR 1425.  Tests are required to determine the efficiency of the emission control equipment in accordance with an approved testing laboratory and to demonstrate compliance with the requirements in subdivision (d). 

Rule 1402 Inventory Requirements

PR 1425 states that the inventories under subparagraph (n)(1)(B) of Rule 1402 will not be required, though the public notice requirements still apply.

Evaluations

SCAQMD staff will conduct a technical assessment by January 1, 2006, to evaluate risk reduction strategies for any facilities subject to PR 1425 that exceed the action risk levels established in Rule 1402 (i.e., cancer risk equal to or greater than 25 in one million, a cancer burden greater than or equal to 0.5, or an acute or chronic Hazard Index greater than or equal to 3.0) after rule implementation.

Federal National Emissions Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)

Facilities operating film cleaning equipment subject to the requirements of PR 1425 are also required to comply with the applicable provisions of the halogenated solvent cleaning NESHAP as promulgated in 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T.

methods of Compliance

To comply with PR 1425, there are two main options for reducing the amount of perc used in film cleaning machines:  use alternative solvents or install add-on air pollution control equipment.  With the unique nature of film printing machines, since the use of alternative solvents is not currently feasible for all applications, the installation of add-on air pollution control equipment is the most viable option for reducing perc emissions from this type of equipment.

Alternative Solvents For Use In Film Cleaning Machines

Of the solvents available on the market today, the two solvents most commonly used in film cleaning machines are perc and TCA.  With the continued manufacturing phase-out of TCA, perc has remained the standard solvent for film cleaning machines.  However, because perc is a carcinogen with acute and chronic hazard impacts, the film cleaning industry is looking toward converting to using alternative solvents.  The choice of solvent is dependent upon several factors:

· The type of film substrate for which cleaning is to be performed;

· Whether or not it is a health, environmental or fire hazard and complies with regulatory compliance requirements;

· Lack of viscosity, volatility, and corrosiveness;

· Lack of reactivity with film base and emulsion;

· Wetting properties and cleaning ability;

· Other physical parameters such as boiling points, surface tension, vapor pressure, et cetera; and

· Cost.

As shown in Table 1-3, to date, there are twelve other solvents that can be considered as potential replacements for perc.  The features of each solvent vary by parameters such as degree of effectiveness, cost, health impacts, and regulatory issues.  

Table 1-3

Potential Replacement Solvents For Perc
in Film Cleaning Machines 

Potential Replacement Solvents 

1) TCA
7) Isobutylbenzene (IBB)

2) IPA
8) Asahi Klin AK-225 (HCFC-225)

3) Hexane
9) Vertrel (HFC 43-10 mee)

4) Hydrocarbon Type Film Cleaner 40
10) Exxsol D3135 Naptha

5) Soltrol 100
11) Isopar G Naptha

6) HFE 8200
12) Actrel 1064 L

Table 1-4 identifies various physical, chemical, and regulatory characteristics for each film cleaning solvent currently available.  All of the potential replacement solvents listed would require an SCAQMD permit, yet only TCA, IPA, and hexane would be subject to Rule 1401 risk assessment requirements for either chronic or acute hazard impacts.  None of the potential replacements are identified as carcinogenic or are subject to the current NESHAP for Halogenated Solvent Cleaning.  Few are considered ozone depleting compounds (ODC) or global warming compounds (GWC) based on EPA’s global warming potential calculations.  HFE 8200 and HFC 43-10 mee are solvent alternatives available on the market today that are not VOCs, carcinogenic, or ODCs.  A machine has been designed specifically for HFE 8200 and is now commercially available and in use.  In addition, because of its low global warming potential, HFE 8200 has been designated as a Clean Air Solvent by the SCAQMD.  IPA is also favored, however, the incentive to use this chemical is limited due to its regulatory restrictions as a VOC.

Despite the plethora of available alternatives, each solvent has advantages and disadvantages and the decision to use a particular solvent hinges on its effectiveness and appropriateness for the task.  The proposed rule has no provisions that dictate the use of any specific material.  Owners or operators of regulated facilities have the flexibility of choosing a compliant solvent best suited for their operations considering the above-listed factors.  IPA, for example, is effective at removing dust particles but not organic matter (like mold or fungus) from film.  In addition, since IPA is a VOC and has chronic and acute hazard impacts, its use is also subject to SCAQMD requirements.  Like IPA, the other alternative solvent options all have varying degrees of effectiveness, cost, et cetera and face similar regulatory restrictions.  The preferred choice of alternative solvent varies from facility to facility.  In general, IPA, hexane, hydrotreated napthas, and HFE 8200 are the most commonly used alternative solvents and are considered feasible potential replacements for perc.  For this reason, these solvents are the only solvents that will be further evaluated in Chapter 2 of this document.

If an alternative solvent to perc is chosen, the film cleaning machine would no longer be subject to the perc reduction requirements proposed in PR 1425.  This does not mean to say, however, that another solvent would not necessarily trigger other permitting and regulatory requirements found in other SCAQMD, state or federal rules.

Table 1-4

Characteristics of Selected Film Cleaning Solvents


Potential Replacement Solvents to Perc

Solvent
Characteristics

Perc

TCA

IPA

Hexane
Hydrotreated Napthas

(Film Cleaner 40 & Soltrol 100)

HFE 8200

IBB

HCFC-225

HFC-43-10 mee
Naptha Blends (Exxsol D3135 & Isopar G)

VOC
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes

ODC
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No

GWC
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No

Carcinogen
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Rule 1401
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No

Chronic HI
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No

Acute HI
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

NESHAP
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

AB2588
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No

SCAQMD Permit
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Key:

VOC = Volatile Organic Compound

ODC  =  Ozone Depleting Compound

GWC = Global Warming Compound

HI = Hazard Index

NESHAP = National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Halogenated Solvent Cleaning

AB2588 = Compound identified in the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987

Air Pollution Control Equipment for Film Cleaning and Printing Machines

In lieu of using an alternative solvent for film cleaning machines, to comply with perc emission reduction requirements from both film cleaning and contact printing machines, air pollution control equipment may be used provided that the overall control efficiency achieved is at least 85 percent, by weight.  The most likely type of control equipment to accomplish these goals is to vent the perc to a carbon adsorption system, which is considered T-BACT for these operations.

Carbon adsorption as applied to capturing perc emissions from film cleaners and printers, is a process by which perc, as it is vented to the control equipment, is retained on the surface of solid activated carbon grains.  The carbon bed is comprised of highly porous particles with large surface-to-volume ratios.  As the perc-air stream flows out of the film cleaner or printing machine into the carbon bed of the adsorber, the small perc molecules penetrate the pores and adhere to the large surface area of the carbon grain.  The carbon bed essentially captures the perc vapor such that the exit air flow from the adsorber no longer contains perc.  Eventually, the adsorbent becomes saturated with the perc vapors and the system’s overall efficiency drops.  This phenomenon is referred to as “breakthrough” because once the bed is saturated with perc, the exit air flow from the adsorber includes perc breaking through and escaping past the carbon bed.  To avoid escaping perc emissions due to breakthrough, a carbon adsorber system is designed with more than one carbon bed.  This way there is always at least one carbon unit or canister available as a back up to capture the flow when one bed becomes saturated and needs to be replaced or regenerated. 

For this industry, there are two types of carbon adsorbers utilized and they differ only in the size and type of carbon container installed and the process that follows when the carbon bed becomes saturated with perc.  They are fixed regenerative and disposable rechargeable systems.  Fixed regenerative systems are permanent adsorber units with carbon beds that function onsite in cooperation with ducting, pumps, fans, and storage tanks.  The regenerative process utilizes steam to desorb (remove) the perc from the carbon particles, and to purify and recharge the carbon particles.  The removed perc is then distilled, filtered and reused onsite.  

Disposable rechargeable systems, unlike the fixed regenerative systems, are either designed with proportionately smaller, portable, and removable carbon bed canisters or cartridges or larger, fixed, re-fillable tanks.  Disposable rechargeable systems are completely dependent upon on a hired service to maintain, disconnect the spent carbon bed (for canister or cartridge systems), and remove and replace it with a fresh canister or remove the carbon from a fixed tank and re-fill it with fresh carbon.  The service then transports the carbon canister or spent carbon offsite to desorb and recharge the carbon bed for later use and recover and re-sell the perc.  Once offsite, disposable systems go through the same desorption, recovery, and purification processes as fixed regenerative systems.

The adsorption/regeneration cycle can last from a few hours to many days, depending on the inlet perc concentration, the variability of perc loading, and the design parameters of the carbon bed such as the volume of carbon and the depth of the bed.  Saturated carbon beds for perc users are regenerated with steam.  Although the carbon can be regenerated, complete desorption is not possible such that a small amount of perc will remain on the bed after each regeneration.  After time, the bed can no longer be used and must be replenished with fresh carbon.  A five-year life of the carbon is typical.  The concentrated perc in the regeneration stream must be reclaimed or disposed of in an environmentally sound manner.

For either type of system, the advantages of utilizing carbon adsorption includes the recovery of a relatively pure product (in this case, perc) for recycle and reuse and a high removal efficiency with low inlet concentrations.  Adsorption is a rapid process and removes anywhere from 50 to 99 percent of solvent in the air stream, depending on the solvent composition, concentration, temperature and carbon bed characteristics.  Well-designed and operated systems, however, can usually achieve removal efficiencies in the range of 90 to 99 percent.  

The advantages of utilizing a disposable canister or cartridge system typically benefit small-sized facilities with limited space, few pieces of equipment and lower perc flow rates while disposable re-fillable fixed tank systems and fixed regenerative systems tend to benefit both medium- to larger-sized facilities with several pieces of equipment and higher flow rates.  The disadvantages of disposable systems are the frequency of service calls for replacing the carbon bed and the expense associated with this process.  Similarly, the disadvantages of fixed regenerative systems are the potential generation of hazardous waste if the perc cannot be recovered from the saturated carbon bed and re-used and if the carbon cannot be regenerated, recharged and re-used.  Additionally, there is the potential for contaminated wastewater streams that must be treated (when regeneration is by steam), and potentially higher operating and maintenance costs for the disposal of these two waste streams.

An important consideration in the design of a carbon adsorption system is the temperature of the perc stream.  Adsorption capacity of the carbon, and thus the performance of the adsorber, are indirectly proportional to this temperature (i.e., adsorption capacity decreases with an increase in temperature).  To assure optimal function, the operating temperature must be less than 100oF, otherwise, the perc vapor will have to be cooled in a heat exchanger prior to being passed through to the adsorber.  Also, the relative humidity of the perc stream should not exceed 50 percent because it can affect the operating capacity of the carbon.  Entrained liquid and particulate matter can also cause operating problems, such as plugging, and should be removed by mist eliminators or a packed filter upstream of the adsorber.

ALTERNATIVE methods of Compliance

In lieu of complying with the requirements in subdivision (d) of PR 1425, subdivision (e) offers two compliance alternatives for affected facilities.  The facility may choose either to demonstrate that it has equivalent emission reductions for all film cleaners and printers or demonstrate that the facility’s net perc emissions are equal or less than the values in Table 1-2.

Determining Emissions Equivalency

Within the appropriate timelines for the type of equipment involved, a facility can opt to follow an alternative method to comply with PR 1425 provided that it can demonstrate equivalent emission reductions for all film cleaners and printers on a cumulative basis, as if the equipment had been vented to air pollution control equipment that has a minimum overall control efficiency of 85 percent.  As part of this demonstration, the facility must also show that the film cleaning equipment is in compliance with the federal NESHAP requirements.  

Facility-Wide Emission Limit

In lieu of doing a compliance calculation, the facility can choose to take a facility-wide enforceable perc emission limit on all film cleaning and printing permits.  This cap would also apply to any new equipment proposed to be installed after the facility cap is incorporated.  The perc emission limits are based on very conservative calculations of a maximum cancer risk level of 25 in one million and on the thresholds for the appropriate receptor distance and type, as shown in Table 1-2.
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INTRODUCTION

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

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:
Proposed Rule 1425 – Film Cleaning and Printing Operations

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

CEQA Contact Person:
Ms. Barbara Radlein  (909) 396-2716

Rule 1425 Contact Person
Mr. Tracy Goss  (909) 396-3106

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:
PR 1425 would reduce perchloroethylene emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  Expected compliance methods are carbon adsorbers or use of alternative solvents.

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.  As indicated by the checklist on the following pages, environmental topics marked with an "(" may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each area. 

(
Aesthetics
(
Agriculture Resources 
(
Air Quality 

(
Biological Resources 
(
Cultural Resources
(
Energy 

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

(
Land Use/Planning
(
Mineral Resources
(
Noise

(
Population/Housing
(
Public Services
(
Recreation

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

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:   January 23, 2001
 
Signature:








Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

As discussed in Chapter 1, the proposed rule would regulate perchloroethylene (perc) emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  Specifically, the proposed project would supplement the current emission reduction requirements for film cleaning equipment pursuant to the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Halogenated Solvent Cleaning, and would reduce the amount of perc emitted from film cleaning and printing operations overall.  It should be noted that the environmental impacts evaluated for these operations are substantially overestimated because facilities that operate film cleaning machines would already be required to reduce their perc emissions to comply with the NESHAP.  The answers to the following checklist items are based on the assumption that add-on control equipment (i.e., carbon adsorbers) or the use of alternative solvents would be used to meet the requirements of the proposed rule, depending on the specific type of operation being controlled.  


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), b), c) & d)  The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment or the use of alternative solvents.

The proposed project would not result in any new construction of buildings or other structures that would obstruct scenic resources or degrade the existing visual character of a site, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings.  Likewise, additional light or glare would not be created which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area since no light generating equipment would be required to comply with proposed rule.  Further, any installation of carbon adsorbers at the existing facilities, either inside or outside the existing building , would not appreciably change the visual profile of the building. 


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), b), & c)  The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment or the use of alternative solvents.

The proposed project would not result in 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.


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?


(
(
(


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






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)  PR 1425 is being implemented to reduce perc emissions from this industry pursuant to control strategy AT-STA-03 in the Air Toxics Control Plan.  Accordingly, the proposed project is expected to significantly contribute to the overall improvement of air quality in the region by reducing perc emissions by 85 percent from affected facilities.  Therefore, this is a beneficial effect such that it will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.

III.b) & c)  The objective of the proposed project is to reduce perc emissions from facilities operating film cleaning and printing machines.  PR 1425 is estimated to reduce perc emissions by approximately 27.5 tons per year.  However, the implementation of PR 1425 (e.g., the use of add-on controls or alternative solvents) could create both direct and indirect air quality impacts.  These impacts are discussed separately below. 

Air Quality Significance Criteria

To determine whether or not air quality impacts from adopting and implementing the proposed amendments are significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the following criteria.  If impacts exceed any of the following criteria, they will be considered significant.  All feasible mitigation measures will be identified and implemented to reduce significant impacts to the maximum extent feasible.  The project will be considered to have significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the thresholds in Table 2-1 are equaled or exceeded. 

Table 2-1

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

Lead
3 lbs/day
3 lbs/day

TAC, AHM, and Odor Thresholds

Toxic Air Contaminants

(TACs)

Accidental Release of Acutely Hazardous Materials (AHMs)
MICR > 10 in 1 million 

HI > 1.0 (project increment)
HI > 5.0 (facility-wide)

CAA §112(r) threshold quantities



Odor
Project creates an odor nuisance
 pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

NO2

1-hour average
annual average
20 ug/m3 (= 1.0 pphm)
1 ug/m3 (= 0.05 pphm)

PM10
24-hour

annual geometric mean
2.5 ug/m3

1.0 ug/m3

Sulfate

24-hour average
1 ug/m3

CO

1-hour average

8-hour average
1.1 mg/m3 (= 1.0 ppm)

0.50 mg/m3 (= 0.45 ppm)

KEY:

MICR = maximum individual cancer risk
HI = Hazard Index

ug/m3 = microgram per cubic meter
Pphm = parts per hundred million

mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter
Ppm = parts per million

AHM = acutely hazardous material;
TAC = toxic air contaminant

Direct Air Quality Impacts

PR 1425 is estimated to reduce perc emissions from affected facilities by 27.5 tons per year.  Based on an evaluation of inventories of facilities that would be subject to PR 1425, the universe is comprised of about 53 facilities with more than 115 film cleaners and 100 film printers.  Consequently, reducing the quantity of perc emissions from these facilities provides an air quality benefit in the near- and long-term. 

Direct air quality impacts of adopting PR 1425 would result from the reduction of the amount of perc used and the risk levels.  Lowering toxic risk at affected facilities will provide air quality and human health benefits to the public, such as reducing cancer and non-cancer risk. 

Indirect Air Quality Impacts

The installation and operation of add-on controls and the use of alternative solvents can potentially create secondary air quality impacts (e.g., emissions).  These emissions can adversely affect air quality originating from various activities.  A project generates emissions both during the period of its construction and through ongoing daily operations.  During installation of the new add-on controls, emissions will be generated by onsite construction equipment and by offsite vehicles used for worker commuting.  After construction activities are completed, emissions will be generated by the operation of the add-on controls, emissions generated from the use of alternative solvents, or a combination of the two. 

The majority of the solvent used in film printing and cleaning operations is perc.  While the use of an alternative solvent is a PR 1425 compliance option for film cleaning machines, it is currently not a feasible option for film printing.  This is why owners and operators of the majority of the uncontrolled perc operations (approximately 34 facilities) could potentially install add-on control equipment to capture perc vapors from both their film cleaning and printing operations.  Carbon adsorbers are devices designed to capture perc vapors for reuse and are the most likely pollution control equipment that would be used to comply with PR 1425.  

Owners and operators of facilities that only do film cleaning would be more likely to purchase alternative solvent film cleaning machines.  The self-contained design of film cleaning machines and their ability to recover the used solvent and capture solvent vapor, makes the use of alternative solvent feasible, provided that the machine is specifically designed to use an alternative solvent.  For facilities that choose to have both types of film cleaning solvents, the alternative solvent film cleaning machines can be set-up alongside the perc film cleaners.  However, to prevent the mixing of the perc exhaust stream with the exhaust from the alternative solvent film cleaners and to re-capture and re-use the alternative solvent, the machines and their ducting would be kept completely separate from the rest of the perc-based operations.  Eventually, the spent alternative solvent is stored in a separate portable storage tank for offsite processing and waste disposal.  

To estimate the “worst-case” construction- and operational-related emissions associated with the implementation of PR 1425, the following assumptions were made.  Please see Appendix B for the assumptions used to estimate indirect construction- and operational-related air quality impacts. 

Assumptions Based on Incremental Number of Add-on Pollution Control Equipment

Of the 53 facilities in the district: 

· 9 clean film using alternative solvents and would likely not be subject to PR 1425.  

· Of the remaining 44 facilities, 21 may exceed the MICR of 25 in one million 
(25 x 10-6), based on conservative estimates.

· 10 clean and print film with perc using existing add-on controls (carbon adsorbers).

· 25 exclusively clean film with perc (uncontrolled) and are likely to choose either carbon canister adsorbers or switch to using the alternative solvent HFE 8200 to comply with PR 1425.

· 9 use perc for printing and cleaning (uncontrolled), are typically larger in size, and therefore, would be more likely to install a regenerative carbon system to comply with PR 1425.

· This leaves a maximum “worst-case” total of 34 add-on controls or 9 add-on controls and 25 new alternative film cleaning operations that could potentially be operated simultaneously.

Construction Assumptions

Construction-related emissions can be distinguished as either onsite or offsite.  Onsite emissions generated during construction principally consist of exhaust emissions (NOx, oxides of sulfur (SOx), carbon monoxide (CO), VOC, and particulate matter (PM10)) from heavy-duty construction equipment operation, fugitive dust (PM10) from disturbed soil, and VOC emissions from asphaltic paving and painting.  Offsite emissions during the construction phase normally consist of exhaust emissions and entrained paved road dust (PM10) from worker commute trips, material delivery trips, and haul truck material removal trips to and from the construction site.

In general, no or limited construction emissions from grading are anticipated because modifications or installation of new equipment, carbon adsorbers or alternative film cleaning machines, would occur at existing industrial/commercial facilities and, therefore, would not require activities such as digging, earthmoving, grading, slab pouring, or paving.  The type of construction-related activities attributable to facilities that would be installing carbon adsorbers or alternative film cleaning machines would consist predominantly of cutting, welding, et cetera.  Activities during construction that could potentially adversely affect air quality are those activities associated with the installation of this type of equipment.

PR 1425 has varying compliance deadlines that would affect assumptions with regard to the timing of construction activities.  Each deadline depends on the type of equipment (film cleaners, optical film printers or contact film printers).  Table 2-2 outlines the compliance requirements and their respective timelines for complying with PR 1425. 

Table 2-2
PR 1425 Compliance Requirements


Compliance Requirements

Equipment Type
Compliance Objective* to Reduce Perc Overall by:
Submittal Requirement: Application (A) or Plan (P)
Submittal
Due Date 
(From Date of Rule Adoption)
Timeline to Achieve Actual Perc Reductions (From Date of
Rule Adoption)

Film Cleaners
1) 85% via add-on controls; 
2) equivalency demonstration; or 3) take a facility cap
1)  A
2)  P & A
3)  A
1, 2 & 3)
Within 90 days
Within 1 year 

Contact Wet-gate Film Printers
1) 85% via add-on controls; 
2) equivalency demonstration; or  3) take a facility cap
1)  A
2)  P & A
3)  A
1, 2 & 3)
Within 90 days
Within 1 year 

Optical Wet-gate Film Printers
1) 85% via add-on controls; 
2) equivalency demonstration; or  3) take a facility cap
1)  A
2)  P & A
3)  A
1) Within 15 months
2) Within 90 days
3) Within 90 days
Within 2 years 

* Construct add-on equipment or modify permit to operate with a perc usage limit

· For “worst-case” construction emissions, assume that all 34 adsorbers are constructed, though not simultaneously, within the first year of rule adoption.

· To derive the peak construction-related activities, the 34 add-on controls for the “worst-case” was divided by a six-month construction period to yield six add-on controls that could be installed in any one day.  This “worst-case” assumption is based on the fact that some facilities may delay submitting their applications in accordance with the compliance timelines, the total number of permits received at any one time, the SCAQMD’s permitting resources, and the unavailability of contractors to install add-on controls. 

· Every add-on control requires the use of one air compressor, generator set, and welder that operate four hours per day. 

· Each add-on control requires a construction crew consisting of five members. 

Construction Emissions

The total amount of construction emissions originate from construction activities from combustion equipment operating onsite and the workers’ offsite vehicle trips.  The assumptions used to derive estimates for offsite or mobile source emission increases are based on worker/power resources and hours required to install a typical carbon adsorber or alternative solvent film cleaning machine.  Assuming a five-day week at four hours per day, the construction project would require three workers per day.  Using a 1.0 vehicle occupancy, the labor force would generate approximately three vehicle trips per day.  Assuming an estimated 20 mile round trip each day per vehicle (two start-ups per day), the total daily worker’s travel emissions that would be attributed to construction-related activities for one carbon adsorber are 7 pounds of NOx, 10 pounds of VOC, 57 pounds of CO and 0.18 pounds of PM10. 

Table 2-3 presents the results of the SCAQMD's construction air quality analysis.  It lists the total daily construction emissions from construction worker trips and use of equipment during the installation of 34 control devices.  The calculations demonstrate that the total daily construction emissions would not generate emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA air quality thresholds for construction emission significance of 100 pounds per day of NOx, 75 pounds per day of VOC, and 550 pounds per day of CO and 150 pounds of PM10 as discussed in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (November 1993).  Therefore, air quality impacts from construction emissions are considered to be not significant.  Appendix B contains the spreadsheet with the results and assumptions used by the SCAQMD for this analysis.

Table 2-3

Construction Emissions

(in pounds per day)

Peak Construction
Activity
CO
(lb/day) 
VOC
(lb/day) 
NOx
(lb/day) 
SOx
(lb/day) 
PM10
(lb/day) 

Onsite Emissions*
33 
  6
54
6
4

Offsite Emissions**
57 
10 
  7
0
0.18

Total Offsite and Onsite
90
16 
61
6
4

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD
550
75
100
150
150

SIGNIFICANT?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

*   Construction Activities

** Worker Commute

Operational Assumptions

Carbon adsorbers have the potential to generate adverse secondary air quality impacts during operation because they possess a carbon bed that requires regeneration for reuse.  Emissions are produced when the spent carbon is regenerated.  Typically, the carbon is regenerated by raising the temperature of the carbon, evacuating the bed, or both.  A regenerant, for this application, steam or an inert gas, is heated and injected into the carbon bed to desorb the perc from the carbon.  This procedure is usually performed daily, but may be done more or less frequently, depending on the capacity of the unit and the concentration of the perc being collected.  The resulting heated perc mixture is vented to a condenser where the perc material is separated from the regenerant by distillation, and recycled for reuse or disposed of properly.

To project or estimate maximum air quality impacts, several operational assumptions were made.  Regenerative carbon adsorbers will be installed at 9 of the 34 facilities and 25 carbon canister systems or alternative solvent film cleaners will be installed at the remaining 25 facilities.  The nine facilities can be characterized as medium- to large-sized facilities while the 25 facilities can be characterized as small to medium.  

Regenerating carbon typically requires a combustion source using natural gas as the combustion fuel for boilers or steam generators used to heat the regenerant and/or to heat the carbon beds.  In general, only 15 percent of the carbon bed volume collects perc emissions and a typical carbon bed is sized to reduce 55 pounds of perc per day.  Based on these two characteristics, a typical carbon bed size is approximately 400 pounds (55/0.15).  According to the Standard Handbook of Environmental Engineering (Corbitt, 1990), the projected natural gas fuel use is 5.5 scf per pound of carbon and the carbon bed is assumed to be regenerated four times per day.  

Emissions for regenerating carbon from carbon canisters are not included in this analysis because the regeneration occurs offsite by a contracted facility.  This means that the potential adverse impacts have already been evaluated and any combustion equipment would be subject to and in compliance with permit conditions and SCAQMD rules or regulations.  However, mobile source emissions attributed to the activities of delivering fresh carbon and retrieving spent carbon from the carbon canisters will be analyzed.  Likewise, mobile source emissions attributed to the activities of delivering fresh alternative solvent and retrieving spent solvent from alternative film cleaning machines will also be considered for the purposes of this analysis.

Both the potential construction- and operational-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1425 using the above-described assumptions are discussed in the following subsections. 

Operation Emissions from Carbon Adsorbers

For the 25 facilities that are expected to install either carbon canister adsorbers or alternative solvent cleaners to comply with PR 1425, it is assumed that there will be no additional operation emissions from film cleaning or printing equipment.  However, regenerative carbon adsorbers are a source of operational emissions because they utilize combustion equipment that requires natural gas for the carbon regeneration process.  Therefore, based on the operational assumptions discussed above, the amount of natural gas required per day to regenerate the spent carbon for nine carbon adsorbers is 0.396 MMcf as shown in the following calculations:

(400 lb carbon) x (5.5 scf/lb carbon per regeneration) x (4 regenerations/day) = 8,800 scf/day

(8,800 scf natural gas/day) x (9 facilities) = 0.079 MMcf natural gas/day

Using emission factors from the SCAQMD’s Annual Emissions Reporting Program (AER), the projected criteria pollutant emissions from the combustion equipment used onsite to regenerate spent carbon are listed in Table 2-4. 

Table 2-4

Estimated Operational Emissions from Regenerating Spent Carbon

Criteria Pollutant
AER Emission Factor 
(lb/MMcf)
Amount of Natural Gas Consumed (MMcf/day)
Total Emissions (lb/day)

NOx
130
0.079
10.30

VOC
7
0.079
0.55

CO
35
0.079
2.77

In addition to emissions associated with consuming natural gas for the regeneration process, carbon adsorbers generate waste products that will need to be disposed of properly.  The wastes and controls include spent carbon generated from the carbon adsorption process and solids from filtration controls.  Any wastes created from regenerating carbon, replacing carbon canisters, or from using alternative solvent in film cleaning machines will require transport to disposal or recycling facilities.  However, because these facilities already use perc, which requires solvent delivery and waste transport services, it is assumed that there will be no increase in potential truck trips (i.e., offsite operational emissions) to accommodate disposal from carbon canister systems or alternative solvent film cleaners installed in response to PR 1425.  In summary, the addition of carbon adsorbers or alternative solvent film cleaning machines is not expected to increase truck trips to and from affected facilities, and, therefore, no increase in offsite mobile source emissions is anticipated.

Operation Emissions from Alternative Solvents

The 25 facilities that exclusively conduct film cleaning have a choice between installing a carbon adsorber system to control perc emissions or replacing the perc film cleaner with an alternative solvent film cleaner.  The use of an alternative solvent, however, cannot be readily “dropped-in” to a film cleaning machine that is designed to use perc.  Instead, an entirely new machine must be installed to accommodate the new solvent.  (Note that alternative solvents are not currently feasible replacements for perc for film printing applications.)

Of the alternative solvent options discussed in Chapter 1 and for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the use of perc and TCA would be phased-out by the alternative solvent HFE 8200 for film cleaning machines.  Because HFE 8200 is not a VOC or TAC, its replacement of perc will significantly reduce TAC emissions.  The continued efforts of manufacturers, developers, and industrial users of alternative solvents may further expand the application of perc replacements beyond what have been accomplished to date.

Since PR 1425 does not dictate any particular alternative solvent, the proposed project may, however, result in the use of solvents that contain VOCs, ozone depleting compounds, and global warming compounds.  Use of these solvents would be subject to permitting and regulatory requirements as appropriate.

Conclusion

Based on the information provided above, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse air quality impacts.  As such, the proposal would not diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement, nor conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.  The proposal has no direct provision that would violate any air quality standard or directly contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

III.d)  Affected facilities are not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations from the operation of add-on controls or the use of alternative solvents for the following reasons:  1) the affected facilities are existing facilities located in industrial or commercial areas; 2) indirect operational emissions generated from the regeneration of carbon adsorption units have minimal toxics; 3) emissions from regenerating carbon adsorbers do not exceed any SCAQMD thresholds; and, 4) add-on controls and the use of alternative solvents must comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations to receive a permit to operate.  Therefore, this impact issue will not be further analyzed in this Final EA. 

III.e) Historically, the SCAQMD has enforced odor nuisance complaints through SCAQMD Rule 402 - Nuisance.  The carbon used in absorption units is expected to be effective at removing perc and its odor.  Because odors are often caused by organic compounds, carbon adsorption has been used in some applications for odor control.  Advantages of carbon adsorption include the recovery of a relatively pure product for recycle and reuse and a high removal efficiency with low inlet concentrations.  As for the use of alternative solvents for film cleaners, because of lower vapor pressures, some of the replacement solvents mentioned above, may actually result in less odor impacts compared to the current use of perc.  Therefore, no significant additional odor impacts are expected to result from implementing the proposed amendments.

III.f) PR 1425 affected facilities will be required to comply with all relevant SCAQMD rules and regulations, which may include any or all of the following: source specific rules (Regulation XI); prohibitory rules (Regulation IV); toxic rules (Rules 1401, 1402, etc.); and New Source Review (Regulation XIII).  Accordingly, this impact issue will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.


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?


(
(
(
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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? 


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents for film cleaning.

IV.a), b), c), & d)  PR 1425 would only affect equipment or processes located at existing facilities in industrial or commercial areas, which have already been greatly disturbed.  In general, these areas currently do not support riparian habitat, federally protected wetlands, or migratory corridors.  Additionally, special status plants, animals, or natural communities are not expected to be found in close proximity to the affected facilities.

IV.e) & f)  PR 1425 is not envisioned to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources nor local, regional, or state conservation plans.  Additionally, PR 1425 will not conflict with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or any other relevant habitat conservation plan.

Based upon these considerations, significant biological resources impacts are not anticipated and will not be further analyzed in the Final EA.
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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?


(
(
(
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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?
(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents for film cleaning.

V.a)  Since construction-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1425 are expected to be minimal and confined within the footprint of affected facilities, no impacts to historical resources will occur as a result of this project.  

V.b), c), & d)  Installing add-on controls and other associated equipment to comply with PR 1425 will require minimal disturbance of previously disturbed areas.  However, since construction-related activities are expected to be minimal, PR 1425 is not expected to require physical changes to the environment, which may disturb paleontological or archaeological resources.  Furthermore, it is envisioned that these areas are already either devoid of significant cultural resources or whose cultural resources have been previously disturbed.

Based upon the above considerations, significant cultural resources impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1425 and will not be further assessed in the 
Final EA


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?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.  Though the replacement of perc film cleaners with alternative solvent cleaners is not expected to change the energy demand for operating these devices, the use of add-on control equipment may, however, require additional natural gas or electricity for operation.

There currently exists an extreme price fluctuation of natural gas that, coupled with the deregulation of the electric utilities market, has caused an economic hardship on some electricity providers in California.  The higher costs of natural gas and imported electricity cannot be passed onto consumers as state law limits the price that the utilities can charge their customers.  As a result of the financial shortfall, some electricity providers are offering voluntary or imposing forced rolling blackouts onto their industrial, commercial and residential customers.  This phenomenon is being urgently addressed at both the state and federal levels.

The California Energy Commission (CEC) staff report, “California Natural Gas Analysis and Issues” (P200-00-006, November 2000) made the following key observations and conclusions:

· About 85 percent of natural gas used in California is imported.

· Current high natural gas prices are a short-term phenomenon.

· At current consumption levels, the substantial natural gas resources available in North America can meet the nation’s demand for at least the next 50 years.

· The physical capacity of interstate pipelines appears adequate, when used in conjunction with in-state storage capability, though local constraints could still be a problem.

· Normally, winter peaking demand leads to tight natural gas supplies.  During the summer months in year 2000, the natural gas demand for electric power generation led to tight supplies within California.  

· Low natural gas prices over the last few years reduced drilling activity, causing wellhead production capability to lag behind growing demand.  Higher natural gas prices have spurred an increase in drilling activity in known gas fields.  Natural gas prices should decline to long-term market equilibrium levels as these new well start producing.

· Current high electricity prices are substantially above the incremental cost increase attributable to recent natural gas price increases.

In addition, of the 53 facilities affected, 43 facilities obtain their electricity from utilities that generate their own power such as the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and the Public Service Department for the cities of Burbank and Glendale, Water & Power Department for the City of Pasadena.  Because these utilities are self-sufficient and, in some cases, operate with a surplus available for purchase by other utilities, they are not affected by the recent natural gas/electricity price fluctuations.  In addition, the LADWP is scheduled to have six new “peaker turbines” in operation by June 1, 2001 which will have the capability of generating more power for their customers and exporting more power to other utilities.  Further, the SCAQMD is currently evaluating permits for new and modified power plant projects in the district that are expected to increase the overall power generation capacity for this region and alleviate the current energy supply problems.

The remaining ten facilities affected by PR 1425 are located in the service territory of Southern California Edison, whose power supply is wholly dependent upon imported natural gas.  However, since the proposed compliance dates for PR 1425 would be in 2002 or 2003 and in light of the additional power that will be made available during summer 2001, these facilities will not likely be affected by the current energy supply. 

VI.a) & e)  In light of the analysis above, the proposed project would not conflict with energy conservation plans, use non-renewable resources in a wasteful manner, or result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas systems.  Since PR 1425 would affect existing facilities, it will not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  Additionally, affected facilities are expected to comply with existing energy conservation plans and standards to minimize operating costs in meeting the requirements of PR 1425.  Accordingly these impact issues will not be further analyzed in the Final EA. 

VI.b), c), & d)  The use of add-on control equipment may, however, require additional natural gas or electricity for operation.  The replacement of perc film cleaners with alternative solvent cleaners is not expected to change the energy demand for operating these devices.  While an increase in natural gas or electricity usage for air pollution control would not be considered wasteful, this analysis discusses the potential natural gas and/or electrical demand associated with the proposed project.

Construction Impacts

During the construction phase of PR 1425, diesel and gasoline fuel will be consumed in construction equipment portable equipment (e.g., compressors, generators, and welders) used to weld, cut, grind metal structures, and move equipment and by construction workers’ vehicles traveling to and from construction sites.  To estimate the “worst-case” energy impacts associated with the construction phase of PR 1425 (e.g., the installation of add-on controls and alternative solvent film cleaners), the SCAQMD assumed that portable equipment used to weld, cut, and grind metal structures would be operated up to four hours per day.  The reader is referred to Appendix C for the assumptions and calculations used by the SCAQMD to estimate fuel usage associated with the implementation of PR 1425. 

To estimate construction workers’ fuel usage per commute round trip, the SCAQMD assumed workers’ vehicles would get 20 miles to the gallon and would travel 40 miles round trip to and from the construction site in one day.  Table 2-5 lists the projected energy impacts associated with PR 1425.  Therefore, the equipment and vehicles needed for construction-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1425 is necessary, will not use energy in a wasteful manner, and will not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds.  There will be no substantial depletion of energy resources nor will significant amounts of fuel be needed when compared to existing supplies. 

Table 2-5

Total Projected Fuel Usage for Construction Activities


Construction Activity
Total Fuel Usage per Activity
(gallons/yr)


Diesel
Gasoline

Onsite Equipment
43,758
--

Offsite Equipment
--
53,040

Threshold Fuel Supplya
1,086,000,000
6,469,000,000

% of Fuel Supply
0.004%
0.0008%

Significant (Yes/No)b
No
No

a 
Year 2000 California Energy Commission (CEC) projections.  Construction activities in future years would yield similar results.

b 
SCAQMD's Energy Threshold for both Diesel and Gasoline is 1% of Supply.

Operational Impacts

As previously discussed in the “Air Quality” section, operational natural gas impacts associated with implementing PR 1425 are attributable to one primary source:  natural gas used as supplemental heat to regenerate the carbon in the adsorbers.  To estimate natural gas fuel usage from the operation of the regenerative carbon adsorbers, the SCAQMD assumed that the nine regenerative units would have a carbon bed size of 400 pounds and operate 24 hours per day, seven days per week, 52 weeks per year, and fire natural gas only. With a projected natural gas fuel use of 5.5 standard cubic feet (scf) per pound of carbon and four regeneration cycles per day, the total natural gas demand for the nine facilities was calculated at 28.91 MM scf annually.  Applying the emission factor for NOx generation due to natural gas consumption (50 lb NOx emitted per million scf of natural gas consumed, result in a daily potential increase of 3.96 pounds of NOx.  These assumptions overestimate potential natural gas usage because even though these facilities will likely operate every day, the actual perc flow rates will experience intermittent interruptions due to film reel change-outs and down-time between jobs and therefore, demand for natural gas will vary proportionately.  (An additional 25 carbon canister adsorption systems are assumed to be installed, but they do not rely on natural gas for their operations and therefore, these systems were not considered for the natural gas demand calculation.)  

To derive the “worst-case” potential electricity demand impacts associated with the implementation of PR 1425, the SCAQMD assumed that all 34 add-on controls will create electrical energy impacts associated with the operation of ancillary equipment (e.g., fans, motors, et cetera).  Again, as discussed in the “Air Quality” section, nine facilities were characterized as medium- to large-sized facilities operating at an electrical rating of 40 horsepower (hp) for 24 hours per day, seven days per week, and 52 weeks per year.  The remaining 25 facilities were characterized as small- to medium-sized facilities operating at an electrical rating between 1.0 and 1.25 hp for eight to 16 hours per day, five to seven days per week, and 52 weeks per year.  Based on these assumptions, the annual energy demand, in megawatt-hours per year (MW-hr/yr), and the daily instantaneous electricity demand in megawatts (MW) was calculated per facility per size.  For all 34 facilities, the total projected electrical demand was calculated to be 2,345 MW-hr/yr and the instantaneous demand was calculated to be 0.29 M.W.  

Table 2-6 summarizes the projected natural gas and electrical impacts associated with the operational phase of PR 1425.  The complete methodology and assumptions that the SCAQMD used to estimate the operational impacts from add-on controls are contained in Appendix C.

Table 2-6

Total Projected Energy Impacts for Operational Activities


Total Fuel Usage per Activity

Operational Activity
Natural Gas


Electricity


Regenerative Carbon Adsorbers
28.91 mmcf
2,345 MW-hr/yr

Carbon Canister Adsorbers
0
77,555 kW-hr/yr

Total
0.00003 TCF
0.29 MW (instantaneous)

Threshold Fuel Supplya
0.7200 TCF
8,115 MW (instantaneous)

% of Fuel Supply
0.004%
0.0004%

Significant (Yes/No)b
No
No

a 
Year 2000 CEC projections.  Construction activities in future years are expected to yield similar results.

b 
SCAQMD's Energy Threshold for both Natural Gas Diesel and Electricity is 1% of Supply.

KEY:
mmcf = million cubic feet



TCF = trillion cubic feet



MW = Megawatt

It should be noted that any incremental fuel (e.g., natural gas) that may be required by in-Basin power plants to generate the incremental electricity needed by affected facilities to comply with PR 1425 is not included in this analysis for the following reasons.  Almost 75 percent of the electricity used in the Basin is imported from out-of-state power plants.  Any additional electricity needed to power electric fans or motors would most likely be provided by out-of-state power plants.  Therefore, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that additional fuel will be used in in-Basin power plants to provide electricity to affected facilities.  In the event that additional fuel is needed to meet affected facilities’ electrical demands, the consumption of fuel would be for the purpose of aiding facilities in complying with PR 1425.  The consumption of fuel to comply with air quality regulations is not considered a wasteful use of energy.  Therefore, fuel consumed by in-Basin power plants to generate additional electricity for electric fans or motors used in conjunction with add-on controls is not considered to result in significant adverse energy impacts.  Furthermore, the small amount of additional fuel that may be used to generate electricity would be negligible compared to existing supplies, and, thus, would not substantially deplete existing energy resources. 

Therefore, based on the foregoing analysis, the SCAQMD has determined that the equipment and vehicles needed for construction- and operational-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1425 is necessary, will not use energy in a wasteful manner, and will not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds.  There will be no substantial depletion of energy resources nor will significant amounts of fuel be needed when compared to existing supplies.  Furthermore, if additional fuel is needed to generate electricity for electric fans or motors used in conjunction with carbon adsorbers at affected facilities, it would not be a wasteful use of energy nor substantially deplete existing energy resources.  Thus, there are no significant adverse energy/mineral resources impacts associated with the implementation of PR 1425. 
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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 offsite 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?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

VII.a)  Southern California is an area of known seismic activity.  Accordingly, the installation of add-on controls at existing affected facilities to comply with PR 1425 is expected to conform with the Uniform Building Code and all other applicable state codes.  As a result, substantial exposure of people or structure to the risk of loss, injury, or death is not anticipated and will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.

VII.b)  Since add-on controls will be installed with minimal construction activities at existing industrial or commercial facilities, there will be little or no soil disruption from excavation, grading, or filling activities; changes in topography or surface relief features; erosion of beach sand; or changes in existing siltation rates associated with the installation of add-on control equipment.

VII.c)  Since PR 1425 will affect existing facilities, it is expected that the soil types present at the affected facilities will not be further susceptible to expansion or liquefaction.  Furthermore, subsidence is not anticipated to be a problem since little excavation, grading, or filling activities will occur at affected facilities.  Additionally, the affected areas are not envisioned to be prone to landslides or have unique geologic features since the affected facilities are located in industrial or commercial areas.

VII.d) & e) In addition, since the proposed project will affect existing industrial or commercial facilities, it is expected that people or property will not be exposed to expansive soils or soils incapable of supporting water disposal.

Based upon the above considerations, significant geology and soils impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1425 and will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.
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VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






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


(
(
(
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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?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

VIII.a) There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would increase the total amount of solvents currently used by affected facilities.  As discussed in the Air Quality section above, however, use of alternative solvents in film cleaning and printing operations may alter the chemical constituents of the solvents used in these operations.  This analysis evaluates potential hazard impacts of using alternative solvents.  However, because these facilities already use perc, which requires solvent delivery and waste transport services, it is assumed that there will be no increase in potential truck trips in response to PR 1425.  In summary, implementation of PR 1425 is not expected to alter any existing hazard that the routine transport, use, or disposal of solvents used in film cleaning and printing operations may have or lead to a reasonably foreseeable accident involving the release of replacement solvents into the environment.

VIII.b) & i)  Operation of a carbon adsorption control system has potential hazard risks, primarily during the desorption cycle when there is a slight risk of explosion or release of perc into the atmosphere.  Carbon adsorption systems may also represent a fire risk during operation when carbon particles are saturated with solvent.  Although most halogenated hydrocarbons have low flammability potential, use of such solvents is expected to decrease due to implementation of PR 1425 and other regulations to prevent global warming and stratospheric ozone depletion.  Therefore, fire risks associated with carbon adsorption systems could differ depending upon the solvents used in place of perc.  Further, hazard risks would depend on the flammability of the material, concentration of the solvent adsorbed into the activated carbon, ambient oxygen levels, characteristics of the specific system, and the operating conditions.  Additionally, use of carbon adsorption units may concentrate hazardous organic compounds into the spent carbon, requiring recycling or disposal.  This practice may generate environmental hazards during handling and disposal. 

The risk of explosion or release of perc from carbon adsorption systems is not expected to be significant.  The engineering specifications for a carbon adsorption unit are typically designed to guard against risks by including an energy balance, which is an acceptable range of temperatures for the carbon bed.  Good engineering practice means this range of temperatures should not exceed the lower explosive limit (LEL) of the compound(s) being adsorbed.  There is little risk of fire if the LEL is not exceeded. 

In general, existing emergency planning is anticipated to adequately minimize the risk associated with the substitution of alternative solvents.  Businesses are required to report increases in the storage or use of flammable and otherwise hazardous materials to local fire departments.  Local fire departments ensure that adequate permit conditions are in place to protect against potential risk of upset.

The Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Building Code set standards intended to minimize risks from flammable or otherwise hazardous materials.  Local jurisdictions are required to adopt the uniform codes or comparable regulations.  Local fire agencies require permits for the use or storage of hazardous materials and permit modifications for proposed increases in their use.  Permit conditions depend on the type and quantity of the hazardous materials at the facility.  Permit conditions may include, but are not limited to, specifications for sprinkler systems, electrical systems, ventilation, and containment.  The fire departments make annual business inspections to ensure compliance with permit conditions and other appropriate regulations.

Further, all hazardous materials are expected to be used in compliance with established OSHA or Cal/OSHA regulations and procedures, including providing adequate ventilation, using recommended personal protective equipment and clothing, posting appropriate signs and warnings, and providing adequate worker health and safety training.  When taken together, the above regulations provide comprehensive measures to reduce hazards of explosive or otherwise hazardous materials.  Compliance with these and other federal, state and local regulations and proper operation and maintenance of equipment should ensure the potential for explosions or accidental releases of hazardous materials is not significant.

VIII.c), e), & f)  The affected facility modifications are not expected to create hazardous emissions which would adversely affect existing/proposed schools or public/private airports located in close proximity to the affected facilities.  In permitting add-on controls for facility changes undertaken to comply with PR 1425, the SCAQMD will analyze whether the operation of add-on controls and the use of alternative solvents will adversely impact sensitive receptors near the affected facilities.  The SCAQMD will not issue permits for particular facility modifications unless they comply with all relevant SCAQMD rules and regulations, including Rule 1401.  Accordingly, these impact issues are not further evaluated in this Final EA

VIII.d)  Even if some affected facilities are designated pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 as a large quantity generator of hazardous waste, it is anticipated that these facilities will manage their hazardous wastes in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local rules and regulations.  Accordingly, this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.
VIII.g) It should again be noted that the proposed rule has no provisions that dictate the use of any specific material.  Owners or operators of regulated facilities have the flexibility of choosing the solvent best suited for their operations.  It is likely that facility operators would chose an alternative solvent that does not pose a substantial safety hazard.  Therefore, it is not anticipated that PR 1425 would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

In addition to following good engineering practice for carbon adsorption systems, Health and Safety Code §25506 specifically requires all businesses handling hazardous materials to submit a business emergency response plan to assist local administering agencies in the emergency release or threatened release of a hazardous material.  Business emergency response plans generally require the following: 

· Identification of individuals who are responsible for various actions, including reporting, assisting emergency response personnel and establishing an emergency response team; 

· Procedures to notify the administering agency, the appropriate local emergency rescue personnel, and the California Office of Emergency Services; 

· Procedures to mitigate a release or threatened release to minimize any potential harm or damage to persons, property or the environment; 

· Procedures to notify the necessary persons who can respond to an emergency within the facility; 

· Details of evacuation plans and procedures; 

· Descriptions of the emergency equipment available in the facility; 

· Identification of local emergency medical assistance; and

· Training (initial and refresher) programs for employees in: 

1.
The safe handling of hazardous materials used by the business;

2.
Methods of working with the local public emergency response agencies;

3.
The use of emergency response resources under control of the handler;

4.
Other procedures and resources that will increase public safety and prevent or mitigate a release of hazardous materials.

In general, every county or city and all facilities using a minimum amount of hazardous materials are required to formulate detailed contingency plans to eliminate, or at least minimize, the possibility and effect of fires, explosion, or spills.  In conjunction with the California Office of Emergency Services, local jurisdictions have enacted ordinances that set standards for area and business emergency response plans.  These requirements include immediate notification, mitigation of an actual or threatened release of a hazardous material, and evacuation of the emergency area. 

VIII.h)  Since the facility modifications will occur at existing industrial or commercial sites in urban areas where wildlands are not prevalent, risk of loss or injury associated with wildland fires is not expected.  Accordingly, this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

In conclusion, potential hazard impacts resulting from adopting and implementing the proposed project are not expected to be significant.


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 offsite?


(
(
(
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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 offsite?


(
(
(

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?


(
(
(
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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?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents. 

The proposed project has no provision that would require the construction of additional water resource facilities, the need for new or expanded water entitlements, or an alteration of drainage patterns.  The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  The proposed rule would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

There are no provisions in the proposed rule that would require an increase in the amount of solvents used by film cleaning and printing machines.  If all 34 affected facilities comply with PR 1425 using carbon adsorbers or alternative solvents, no change in the amount of solvent usage at these facilities would be anticipated.  Consequently, there would be no change in the composition or volume of existing wastewater streams from these 34 facilities.  For any of the 34 facilities that choose to use an alternative solvent in the film cleaning machines, the used solvent would be recaptured, contained and disposed of or recycled.  That is, any solvent waste material from the alternative solvent film cleaning machines would not likely be discharged as wastewater to the sewer system, but rather would be disposed of as hazardous waste.  As discussed in Chapter 1, the alternative solvents also tend to be less or equivalently toxic compared to perc.  Consequently, the proposed rule is not expected to significantly increase the volume of wastewater from film printing and cleaning machines, require additional wastewater disposal capacity, violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
IX.a), f), k), l), & o)  If affected facilities currently discharge wastewater to the public sewer system, the use of alternative solvents may reduce the amount of perc, if any, in the wastewater streams.  Therefore, it is not expected that potential changes in wastewater volume composition from affected facilities would violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge requirements since wastewater volumes associated with PR 1425 will be small.  The Final EA analyzes below whether existing wastewater treatment facilities, based on calculated water demand, have sufficient capacity to handle any incremental wastewater generated from PR 1425 affected facilities.  The project will be considered to have significant adverse water demand impacts if any one of the following criteria is met by the project:

· The project increases demand for water by more than 5,000,000 gallons per day.

· The project requires construction of new water conveyance infrastructure.

The project will be considered to have significant adverse water quality impacts if any one of the following criteria is met by the project: 

· The project creates a substantial increase in mass inflow of effluents to public wastewater treatment facilities. 

· The project results in a substantial degradation of surface water or groundwater quality. 

· The project results in substantial increases in the area of impervious surfaces, such that interference with groundwater recharge efforts occurs. 

· The project results in alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters. 

IX.b) & n)  The use of carbon adsorption systems have the potential to increase water demand in the district.  The removal of TACs from spent carbon from carbon adsorbers may involve the use of a steam stripping application.  The steam/TAC mixture is vented to a condenser where the mixture is cooled.  The mixture can either be disposed of or the water can be separated from the TAC mixture by decanting or distillation.

The carbon absorption process involves the transfer of components from a gas stream into a liquid form.  There are typically two modes of operation for an absorption process: simple and reclaiming/recycling.  The simple process uses a single-liquid-pass system, where the water containing the toxic emission is disposed of directly after exiting the absorber.  The water absorbent would need to be replaced periodically.  In the complex process, the toxic component is removed or stripped from the water, and the water is re-circulated into the system.  In order for an absorption process to function efficiently, a certain volume of the water/toxic solution must be removed at a steady rate.  The portion that is removed constitutes the wastewater component of the process.  The water that is removed must also be replaced.

Staff has identified 34 facilities that could potentially employ carbon adsorption systems to comply with the proposed amendments.  Of these 34, only nine are expected to have onsite regenerative systems that use water to function and, therefore, could adversely affect water demand and water quality.  The remaining 25 facilities would be expected to install disposable carbon canister adsorber systems which do not require water for operation.  For the purposes of this analysis, the maximum emission exhaust flowrate per facility that can be used to estimate potential water demand generated by the proposed rule is 1,000 cubic fee per minute (CFM).  Any conclusion regarding significance is based on equipment with the largest flowrate as this would provide the most conservative estimate of water demand impacts.  On average, the quantity of perc emissions that is expected to be sent to the carbon adsorber system is approximately 3,100 pounds per day per facility and the amount of water used by the carbon adsorber per pound of perc collected is between 0.375 to 0.5 gallons.  Table 2-7 summarizes the water demand calculation:

Table 2-7

Wastewater Discharge Volumes/Freshwater Demand For Regenerative Carbon Adsorbers

Water Demand Factor

(gal water / lb perc collected)

Average Amount of Perc Collected/Sent to Carbon Adsorber Unit (lb/day)

Number of Facilities

Daily Water Demand to Operate Carbon Adsorber (gal/day)

Minimum:  
0.375
x
3,100
x
9
=
10,463

Maximum:  
0.5
x
3,100
x
9
=
13,950

If the owners or operators at all nine facilities are assumed to install regenerative carbon adsorber systems and have operations that require control equipment to handle a flowrate of 1,000 CFM, as much as 14,000 gallons per day [0.014 million gallons per day (MMgal/day)] would be needed for all affected facilities.  This incremental daily increase in water demand anticipated for PR 1425 is negligible compared to the total district supply of 4.22 million acre-feet (MAF) for 1995.  Further, this incremental increase in water demand does not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day and, therefore, is not considered to be significant.  

It should also be noted that water providers throughout the state are currently exploring various strategies for increasing water supplies and maximizing the use of existing supplies.  Options include increasing storage capacity, acquiring additional supplies of water from existing sources such as unused water allocations to other states or agricultural agencies, and advance delivery of water to irrigation districts.  These continuing and future water management programs help to assure that the area’s full-service water demands will be met at all times. 

Water demand impacts associated with the use of carbon adsorbers are anticipated to create a negligible incremental water demand impact and will not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day.  It is within the capacity of the local water purveyors to supply the small incremental increase in water demand associated with the PR 1425.  Therefore, no significant water demand impacts are expected as the result of implementing the proposed amendments.  Further, if the nine facilities currently discharge wastewater to the public sewer system, the onsite regeneration of carbon may have the potential to alter the composition of their wastewater streams.  It is not expected that potential changes in wastewater composition from affected facilities would violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge requirements since wastewater volumes associated with PR 1425 will be at a maximum, equivalent to the water demand necessary to operate the carbon adsorbers. 

Onsite removal and storage of toxic waste from pollution control equipment designed to remove TACs (perc) may increase the potential of spills, leaks, or accidental release which could be introduced into the surface water and contaminate the groundwater supplies.  Similarly, surface water impacts could occur from waste material generated from the use of perc being illegally dumped into storm drains that flow to interconnected bodies of water.  Wastewater impacts associated with the disposal of toxic waste from add-on control equipment are considered not significant. 

IX.c), d), & e)  PR 1425-related modifications would occur at existing facilities, what are typically located in industrial or commercial areas that are paved and the drainage infrastructures are already in place.  Since PR 1425 involves minor construction of a limited number of surface features, no significant changes to storm water runoff, drainage patterns, groundwater characteristics, or flow are expected.  Therefore, these impact areas are not expected to be adversely affected by PR 1425. 

IX.g), h), i), & j)  PR 1425 is not expected to result in new housing or contribute to the construction of new building structures because facility modifications and changes will occur at existing facilities.  Therefore, PR 1425 is not expected to generate construction of any new structures in 100-year flood areas as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood delineation map.  As a result, PR 1425 is not expected to expose people or structures to significant flooding risks.  Finally, affected facilities are not typically located near the ocean or large inland bodies of water, inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow is not anticipated.

IX.m)  PR 1425 will not increase storm water discharge, since minimal paving of unpaved areas is contemplated at affected facilities.  Therefore, no new storm water discharge treatment facilities or modifications to existing facilities will be required due to the implementation of PR 1425.  Accordingly, PR 1425 is not expected to generate significant adverse impacts relative to construction of new storm water drainage facilities.
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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)  As discussed above and in Chapter 1, the proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.  Since PR 1425 affects existing facilities, it will not result in physically dividing an established community.

X.b) & c)  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 regulating perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  Since the proposed rule would regulate perc emissions, PR 1425 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.  Therefore, present or planned land uses in the region will not be affected as a result of the proposed rule.  


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?


(
(
(

As discussed above and in Chapter 1, the proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

There are no provisions in the proposed rule 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.  
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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? 


(
(
(
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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 airship, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

XII.a)  Modifications or changes associated with the implementation of PR 1425 will take place at facilities that are located in existing industrial or commercial settings.  The operation of add-on controls in these settings is not expected to expose persons to the generation of excessive noise levels above current facility levels.  It is expected that any facility affected by PR 1425 will comply with all existing noise control laws or ordinances.  Further, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and California-OSHA have established noise standards to protect worker health.

XII.b)  The proposed project is not anticipated to expose people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.  The construction and operation noise levels at the affected facilities associated with the implementation of PR 1425 are anticipated to be comparable to existing noise generating activities and within Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) worker safety standards.

XII.c)  A permanent increase in ambient noise levels at the affected facilities above existing levels without the proposed project is unlikely to occur due to the nature of the equipment (e.g., add-on controls) to be installed as part of PR 1425.  Noise levels resulting from the operation of the proposed project would be insignificant and unlikely to raise ambient noise levels in the project vicinities to above a level of significance.

XII.d)  A temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of affected facilities above levels existing without the project is not anticipated from construction-related activities (e.g., installation of add-on controls) since these activities are short-term, no more than a few months at each facility, and would involve a small amount of construction work.  Furthermore, it is anticipated that contractors hired to install add-on control equipment at affected facilities will comply with all local noise ordinances.  Therefore, it is expected that the incremental noise levels would be less than significant.

XII.e) & f)  The proposed project consists of improvements within industrial or commercial facilities.  Even if an affected facility is located near a public/private airport, the noise expected from the installation of add-on controls would be unlikely to significantly interact with noise generated from a public/private airport.  Thus, the PR 1425 is not expected to expose people residing or working in the project vicinities to excessive noise levels.

Based upon these considerations, significant noise impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1425 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.
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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?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

XIII.a)  The proposed project is not anticipated to generate any significant effects, either direct or indirect, on the district's population or population distribution as no additional workers are anticipated to be required to comply with the proposed amendments.  Human population within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing PR 1425.

Furthermore, the facility modifications or changes associated with PR 1425 would occur within existing industrial or commercial facilities located typically in urbanized areas.  It is expected that the existing labor pool in this urbanized area would accommodate the labor requirements for the installation and operation of add-on control in these areas.  Additionally, PR 1425 is not expected to require affected facilities to hire additional personnel to operate and maintain installed add-on control equipment.  In the event that new employees are hired, it is expected that the amount of new employees at any one facility would be small.  As such, PR 1425 will not result in changes in population densities or induce significant growth in population.

XIII.b) & c)  Because the proposed project includes modifications and/or changes at existing industrial and commercial facilities, PR 1425 is not expected to result in the creation of any industry that would affect population growth, directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units, or require the displacement of people elsewhere.

Based upon these considerations, significant population and housing impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1425 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.
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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?
(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

XIV.a) & b)  Although facilities may choose to comply with PR 1425 by switching to alternative solvents for film cleaning, the amount of usage at any one facility over current levels of perc usage is not expected to be such that an increase in fires or explosions are likely.  Furthermore, additional inspections at affected facilities associated with the use of alternative solvents by city building departments or local fire departments are not expected.  Finally, PR 1425 is not expected to have any adverse effects on local police departments because enforcement of the rule will be the responsibility of the SCAQMD.

XIV.c) & d)  The local labor pool (e.g., workforce) of a particular affected facility areas is expected to be adequate to fill the short-term construction positions.  Therefore, there will be no increase in local population and thus no impacts are expected to local schools or parks.

XIV.e)  The proposed project will result in the use of add-on control equipment or alternative solvents.  Besides permitting the equipment or altering permit conditions, there is no other need for government 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.  There will be no increase in population and, therefore, no need for physically altered government facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant public services impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1425 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.
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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) & b)  The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

As discussed under “Land Use and Planning” above, 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 regulating perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The proposed project would not increase the demand for or use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or require the construction of new or expansion of existing recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.
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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?


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

XVI.a) & b)

Construction Impacts

During construction-related activities, there may be a potential for the creation of solid waste.  The wastes would most likely consist of concrete, asphalt, wood, and metal debris from demolition and construction activities.  However, it is expected that any construction debris would be disposed in an appropriate landfill or recycled.  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 PR 1425 construction/demolition activities would be small, it is anticipated that existing landfill capacity in the district can accommodate this temporary increase in solid waste products.  Therefore, temporary significant solid waste impacts associated with PR 1425 construction-related activities are not expected.

Operational Impacts

Once regenerative carbon adsorbers are installed or process changes implemented (e.g., use of alternative film cleaning solvents), PR 1425 could result in incremental increases in solid waste from operational activities.  Therefore, the potential adverse impacts to disposal facilities are discussed below.

Regenerative Carbon Adsorbers

Generation of solid/hazardous waste due to the anticipated disposal of spent carbon from regenerative carbon adsorbers to occur every five years (the average life of the carbon).  To comply with PAR 1425, only nine facilities are projected to install regenerative carbon adsorbers with an average carbon capacity of 400 pounds.  The maximum amount of solid waste that may be generated by the regenerative process every five years is 3,600 pounds.  It should be noted that the amounts of solid waste generated from this process substantially overestimates solid waste impacts because most carbon 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.  The quantity of spent carbon disposed of as solid/hazardous waste is expected to be not significant because there is sufficient landfill capacity in California to handle wastes generated from implementing PAR 1425.  Therefore, no significant adverse solid waste impact is anticipated from the disposal of spent carbon.

Use of Alternative Solvents

Solid or hazardous waste impacts are not expected from the use of alternative solvents in film cleaning machines.  This is because the solvents are in a liquid rather than a solid from and will be recycled or potentially dumped on the ground or into the sanitary sewer system or storm drains, which constitutes a water quality impact.  See “Hydrology/Water Quality” analysis above.
Based on the above, PR 1425 is not expected to increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes from film cleaning and printing machines, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations. 
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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)?


(
(
(
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e)
Result in inadequate emergency access or?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

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


(
(
(

The proposed project would regulate perc emissions from film cleaning and printing operations.  The expected options for compliance are add-on control equipment and the use of alternative solvents.

XVII.a) & b)

Construction Impacts

During construction-related activities, PR 1425 could potentially create a temporary increase in traffic in the immediate vicinity of the affected facilities during peak travel hours.  However, it is expected that construction workers and delivery trucks will access the affected facilities during these times.

Tier 1 “worst-case” construction-related activities associated with the implementation PR 1425 (e.g., installation of add-on controls) is expected to generate 27 additional vehicle trips (three per facility) from construction worker daily commutes.  However, these trips are temporary and are dispersed throughout the district.  Furthermore, these trips do not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance criteria of 350 additional trips per facility.

The minor increase in commute trips is not anticipated to result in significant adverse changes to existing transit systems or transportation corridors.  Existing transit systems in the Basin will not be diminished, eliminated or affected in any way as a result of the implementation of PR 1425.  Therefore, the implementation of PR 1425 will not result in any significant adverse transportation/traffic impacts.

Operational Impacts

Once the construction-related activities cease, incremental transportation/traffic impacts are not expected from operational-related activities.  As mentioned earlier, affected facilities are not expected to hire additional personnel to help them operate and maintain add-on controls.  Furthermore, trips associated with the replenishment and disposal of spent carbon are expected to occur every five years.  These trips will be infrequent and dispersed throughout the district.  Therefore, additional operational-related trips are not anticipated to be significant.

In summary, PR1425 is not expected to significantly adversely affect circulation patterns on local roadways or the level of service at intersections near affected facilities.

XVII.c)  PR 1425 will involve the installation of add-on controls at existing facilities.  The installed add-on controls are expected to be similar in height and appearance to the existing structures and are therefore not expected to adversely affect air traffic patterns.  Accordingly, no increase in air traffic is expected.  As a result of the project, this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVII.d)  PR 1425 will involve the installation of add-on controls at existing facilities.  No offsite modifications to roadways are anticipated for the proposed project that would result in an additional hazard or incompatible uses.  Consequently, this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVII.e) PR 1425 will involve the installation of add-on controls at existing facilities with no changes expected to emergency access at or in the vicinity of the affected facilities.  Therefore, the project is not expected to adversely impact emergency access and this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVII.f)  Additional parking will be required for construction workers during the construction phase of PR 1425.  Since construction crews at the individual facilities will be small, sufficient parking space is expected to be available within the facility boundaries or on adjacent roadways.  Therefore, the project is not expected to result in inadequate offsite parking.  This impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVII.g)  Facility modifications or changes associated with PR 1425 will take place at existing facilities and will not result in conflicts with alternative transportation, such as bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc..  Therefore, this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.
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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?


(
(
(


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

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)  As discussed in the “Biological Resources” section, PR 1425 is not expected to adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitat on which they rely because the affected equipment or processes are located at existing facilities in industrial or commercial areas which have already been greatly disturbed and that currently do not support such habitats.  Additionally, special status plants, animals, or natural communities are not expected to be found within close proximity to the facilities affected by PR 1425.

XVIII.b)  Based on the foregoing analyses, since PR 1425 will not result in project-specific significant environmental impacts, PR 14252 is not expected to cause cumulative impacts in conjunction with other projects that may occur concurrently with or subsequent to the proposed project.  Furthermore, the impacts of PR 1425 will not be "cumulatively considerable" because the incremental impacts are so small that they make only a de minimis contribution to a significant cumulative impact caused by other projects that would exist in absence of the proposed project.  Therefore, the potential for significant cumulative or cumulatively considerable impacts is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVIII.c)  Based on the foregoing analyses, PR 1425 is not expected to cause adverse effects on human beings.  Significant air quality, energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, solid/hazardous waste, and transportation/traffic are not expected from the implementation of PR 1425.  The direct impact from the proposed project, however, is a reduction of approximately 27.5 tons per year of perc emissions, and thus, there is an overall air quality benefit.

No impacts to aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, pubic services, and recreation are expected as a result of the implementation of PR 1132.  Therefore, these environmental issues will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.

As discussed in items I through XVIII above, the proposed project has no potential to cause significant adverse environmental effects.

A P P E N D I X   A

P R O P O S E D   R U L E   1 4 2 5

To avoid repetition, the proposed amended rule is not included here.  It is included as an attachment to this Governing Board Adopt Hearing package.

A P P E N D I X   B

C O N S T R U C T I O N  -  R E L A T E D   E M I S S I O N S   C A L C U L A T I O N S

Facility Type
No. of Control Equipment






PR 1425 Affected Facilities
34














Construction Equipment Hours of Operation 















Construction Activity
Equipment 
Pieces of
Hrs/day
Crew




Type
Equipment

Size



Portable Equip. Operation
Air Compressor
1
4.00
3



(Actual Construction of 
Generator Set
1
4.00




Control Equipment)
Welder
1
4.00












Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors















Equipment Type*
 CO
 VOC
 NOx
 SOx
 PM10


 
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr


 Air Compressor < 50 HP
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.001


 Gen. Set <50 HP (2-strk)
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.002


 Welder < 50 HP
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.001


 Source: Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Study Report, EPA 460/3-91-02, November 1991







*Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.















Construction Equipment Ratings and Load Factors















Equipment Type*
Rating
Load Factor






HP
%





 Air Compressor < 50 HP
9
56





 Generator Set < 50 HP
11
68





 Welder < 50 HP
19
51





 Source: Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Study Report, EPA 460/3-91-02, November 1991







*Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.















Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Running Emission Factors











Combustion
Tire Wear
Brake Wear

Construction Related Activity
 CO
 VOC**
 NOx
PM10
 PM10
 PM10


g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile

Offsite (Construction Worker)*
4.02
0.39
0.78
0.00
0.01
0.01

 Source:  CARB's MVEIG Program, 2000 (Summertime)







*Light-Duty Trucks - Cat, traveling at 35 mph







**Includes exhaust & evaporative running losses







Construction Worker Start-Up Emission Factors


















Hot Soak
Diurnal



Vehicle
 CO
 VOC***
 VOC
 VOC****
 NOx



g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile


Offsite (Construction Worker)*
45.70
4.08
0.62
18.96
2.42


 Source:  CARB's MVEIG Program, 2000 (Summertime)







***Light-Duty Trucks - Cat, time between starts = 720 minutes







****Includes diurnal & resting losses







Construction Worker Number of Trips, Trip Length, and Start-ups















Vehicle
Number of One-Way
Trip Length
Start-Ups*





 Trips/Day
(miles)





Offsite (Construction Worker)*
3
20
2




 Source:  CARB's MVEIG Program, 2000 (Summertime)







*Light-Duty Trucks - Cat, traveling at 35 mph















Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment












Combustion



 CO
 VOC
 NOx
SOx
 PM10


Equipment Type
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day


 







 Air Compressor < 50 HP
7.54
1.37
12.34
1.37
0.69


 Gen. Set <50 HP (2-strk)
11.19
2.03
18.31
2.03
1.53


 Welder < 50 HP
14.50
2.64
23.72
2.64
1.32


Total
33
6
54
6
4


Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Workers' Vehicles











Combustion
Tire Wear
Brake Wear


 CO
 VOC
 NOx
 PM10
PM10
PM10

Vehicle
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

 







Offsite (Construction Worker)*
57
10
7
0
0.09
0.09









Total Incremental Combustion Emissions from Construction Activities
















 CO
 VOC
 NOx
SOx
 PM10


Sources
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day


 







Equipment & Workers' Vehicles
90
16
62
6
4


Significant Threshold
550
75
100
150
150


Exceed Significance?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO










Incremental Increase in Fuel Usage From Construction Equipment and Workers' Vehicles



















Construction
Worker's






Equipment
Vehicles


Construction Activity
Total Hours of
Equipment 
Equipment
Fuel Usage
Fuel Usage



Operation*
Type
HP
gal/yr**
gal/yr***










Portable Equip. Operation
500
Air Compressor
9
10,098



(Actual Construction of 
500
Generator Set
11
12,342



Control Equipment)
500
Welder
19
21,318



Workers' Vehicles
N/A
Light-Duty Trucks
N/A

53,040





Total
43,758
53,040
96,798

*Assume actual construction will take approximately three months (60 days/yr, 8 hrs/day).







**Used conversion factor of 0.066 gal/BHP-hr for diesel fired equipment.  SCAQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook.







***Assume that construction workers' vehicles get 20 mi/gal and round trip length is 40 miles.















A P P E N D I X   C

E N E R G Y  C O N S U M P T I O N  F R O M  O P E R A T I O N  O F  
C A R B O N  A D S O R B E R S

Energy Consumption From Operation of Carbon Adsorbers

Total Number of Facilities:  34

Size Profile:  25 Small/Medium; 9 Medium/Large

Assumptions:

1) Of the 25 facilities characterized as “small/medium,” there are 15 small- and 10 medium-sized facilities that will either install a disposable carbon canister adsorber system or replace their perc film cleaner machines with alternative solvent film cleaning machines.

2) The 9 medium/large facilities will install regenerative carbon adsorber units.

3) Electricity is used to operate both disposable carbon canister adsorber systems and alternative solvent film cleaning machines.

4) Natural gas, electricity and water are used to operate regenerative carbon adsorber systems.  

5) Abbreviations Key:

hp
= horsepower
W
= watt

hr
= hour
M
= mega

yr
= year
k
= kilo

wk
= week
scf
= standard cubic feet

lb
= pound



Small/Medium Facilities

Facilities with Disposable Carbon Canister Adsorber Systems = 25

Electrical Rating = 1 - 1.25 hp

Operating Schedule:  8 – 16 hr/day; 5-7 days/wk; 52 wk/yr  (2,080 – 5824 hr/yr)

Total kilowatt-hours required for a single small-sized facility =

(1 hp) x (0.7457 kW-hr/hp-hr) x (2080 hr/yr) = 1,551 kW-hr/yr

Total kilowatt-hours required for a single medium-sized facility =

(1.25 hp) x (0.7457 kW-hr/hp-hr) x (5824 hr/yr) = 5,429 kW-hr/yr

Total kW-hr for 15 small-sized facilities
= (1,551 kW-hr/yr x 15) = 23,265 kW-hr/yr

Instantaneous Electricity Used for 15 small-sized facilities = 
23,265 kW-hr/yr x 1 work yr/260 days x 1 work day/8 hr x 1 MW/1000 kW = 
0.011 MW

Total kW-hr for 10 medium-sized facilities
= (5,429 kW-hr/yr x 10) = 54,290 kW-hr/yr

Instantaneous Electricity Used for 10 medium-sized facilities = 
54,290 kW-hr/yr x 1 work yr/365 days x 1 work day/16 hr x 1 MW/1000 kW = 
0.009 MW


Total kW-hr = 23,265 kW-hr/yr + 54,290 kW-hr/yr = 77,555 kW-hr/yr

Instantaneous Electricity Used = 
0.011 MW + 0.009 MW = 0.02 MW

Medium/Large Facilities

Facilities with Regenerative Carbon Adsorber Systems = 9

Average-size carbon bed = 400 pounds

Electrical Rating Horsepower (hp) = 40 hp

Operating Schedule:  24 hr/day; 7 day/wk; 52 wk/yr (8,736 hr/yr)

Total kilowatt-hours required for a single facility =

(40 hp) x (0.7457 kW-hr/hp-hr) x (8736 hr/yr) = 260,577 kW-hr/yr

Total MW-hr for 9 facilities = 260,577 kW-hr/yr x 9 facilities = 2,345 MW-hr/yr
Instantaneous Electricity Used = 2,345 MW-hr/yr x 1 yr/365 day x 1 work day/24 hr = 0.27 MW
Natural gas required:  5.5 scf/lb of carbon in bed

Carbon Regeneration cycle:  4 cycles/day

Total quantity of natural gas required for a single facility = 

(5.5 scf/lb carbon) x (400 lb carbon) x (4 cycles/day) x (365 day/yr) = 3,212,000 scf/yr

Total natural gas demand for 9 facilities = 3,212,000 scf gas/yr x 9 = 
28.908 MMscf gas per year
Total NOx emissions generated from natural gas use = 
28.908 MMscf gas/yr x 50 lb NOx/MM scf gas = 1,445.4 lb NOx/yr = 
3.96 lb NOx/day

GRAND TOTALS FOR FACILITY UNIVERSE:

Total natural gas consumption = 
0 scf/yr + 0 scf/yr + 28.908 MMscf/yr= 28.908 MMscf natural gas per year

Total kW-hr of electricity used = 
77,555 kW-hrs/yr + 2,345 MW-hrs/yr = 2,345 MW-hrs per year

0.02 MW + 0.27 MW = 0.29 MW  (instantaneous demand)

Total NOx emissions generated = 
0 lb/yr + 0 lb/yr + 1445.4 lb/yr = 1445.4 lb/yr x yr/365 days = 3.96 lb NOx per day

A P P E N D I X   D

C O M M E N T  L E T T E R S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  T O  D R A F T  E A 

C O M M E N T   L E T T E R   1





P A C I F I C  T I T L E  A N D  A R T  S T U D I O
From: Chris Bushman [mailto:cbushman@pactitle.com] 

Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2001 2:23 PM

To: tgoss@aqmd.gov

Subject: PR1425 stuff

Tracy,

Thanks for returning my call regarding PR1425

Thought I'd make it easy on you and jot down my comments/thoughts/questions so you can peruse them at your liesure.


Page 2-2 "Environmental Factors Potentially Affected"

Noise is not checked.  Apparently you have never been within 20 feet of the exhaust from our carbon adsorber and tried to hold a normal conversation.  


Page 2-19 "The remaining 25 facilities were characterized as small- to medium sized facilities operating at an electrical rating between 1.0 and 1.25 hp for eight to 16 hours per day…"  Per SCAQMD requirements we run a 3 hp blower.


Page 2-33 item C (twice) the noise thing again "No Impact" - does that mean less than standing next to a 747 during takeoff?


Page PR1425-3 (g) Test Methods

How often must these tests be performed?


I read the whole thing.  Do I get extra credit if I submit a book report?

Chris Bushman

Pacific Title and Art Studio

Hollywood, Ca

323-769-3793

Comment Letter 1:
Pacific Title and Art Studio

Response to Comment 1-1:

The commenter is correct to suggest that the installation of new carbon adsorber equipment may increase the noise level within the facility, or at 20 feet from the exhaust of the adsorber.  However, the installation of a carbon adsorber at an affected facility would add to, but not perceptibly change ambient noise levels at the property line because the facilities are located in commercial or industrial zones where ambient noise levels are already typically high.  Further, each facility would also have to comply with local noise ordinances and OSHA worker safety requirements, which would assure that the increase in the measurable noise level due to the installation of a carbon adsorber is not significant at the property line.  In order to justify checking the “noise” box under “Environmental Factors Potentially Affected” located on page 2-2 of the Draft EA, the increase in the measurable noise level due to the installation of a carbon adsorber would have to be significant at the property line, which is not the case for the affected facilities because of the noise attenuation properties of the equipment being located inside a building, being located at a distance from the property line, et cetera.

Response to Comment 1-2:

Per the assumptions made on page 2-19 of the Draft EA, there are no SCAQMD requirements that specify that a carbon adsorber system must be equipped with a blower rated at 3 hp.  It is standard practice that SCAQMD permits list ancillary equipment with their energy ratings.  However, the inclusion of this information is not driven by any explicit rule requirement.  For the purposes of the CEQA analysis, the energy impact calculations for the 25 small- to medium-sized facilities were derived from a blower rating suitable for a typical perc flow rate at these facilities.  By using a typical flow rate, the energy impact calculations take into account the possibility that some facilities may have higher ratings while others have lower ratings.  Nonetheless, should all 25 facilities have a blower rated at 3 hp as suggested by the commenter, the calculated instantaneous electricity usage would not be considered a significant impact because it would not be a wasteful use of energy resources.

Response to Comment 1-3:

The decibel rating for a 747 aircraft during takeoff is similar to thunder which rates at 110 dBA, much higher than the noise rating of a carbon adsorber.  See also the Response to Comment 1-1.

Response to Comment 1-4:

The requirement for facilities to conduct bi-annual source tests was previously proposed in subdivision (g) – Test Methods and has since been removed.  Instead, subdivision (g) only specifies applicable test methods.  Therefore, any testing and monitoring requirements, including frequency, would be established during the permitting process, which would likely include a permit condition that requires an initial performance test and on-going monitoring.

1-1





1-2





1-3





1-4








�   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).


�  HFE 8200 was previously marketed under the trade name HFE 7200.  The compounds are identical.


�  EPA has classified perc as possibly carcinogenic to humans.


�  Effective January 1, 2002, Title VI, §604(b) of the federal Clean Air Act makes it unlawful for any�    person to produce any amount of TCA.


� EPA promulgated the Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP in Title 40 of Code of Federal�  Regulations (CFR), Chapter I, Subchapter C, Part 63, Subpart T (40 CFR 63, Subpart T).  The most recent�  amendments to the NESHAP can be found in Volume 64 of the Federal Register (FR), dated December 3,�  1999 beginning on page 67793 (64 FR 67793) until such time that the Government Printing Office �  updates the CFR.


� It is important to note that not all alternatives to perc are necessarily free from other regulatory requirements.  Refer to Table 1-4 for the regulatory status of alternative film cleaning solvents. 
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